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Abstract

This chapter examines what may be called the digital soul: not a second immaterial substance within the person, but  
the  layer  of  attention,  desire,  identity,  memory,  authority,  and  relationship  increasingly  formed  through 
smartphones,  social-media  platforms,  recommender  systems,  influencers,  gaming  environments,  and  artificial 
intelligence. Its governing claim is that digital technologies are neither inherently demonic nor morally neutral in 
their  effects.  They  are  human  artifacts  capable  of  genuine  service  in  communication,  accessibility,  education, 
research, creativity, administration, biblical study, evangelism, and pastoral support, yet they also structure what users  
notice,  repeat,  desire,  fear,  believe,  and  treat  as  credible.  The  spiritual  danger  begins  when  tools  that  mediate 
information are permitted to mediate conscience, identity, community, or revelation in ways that displace Scripture, 
accountable Christian fellowship, embodied responsibility, and the lordship of Jesus Christ.

The chapter follows the approved progression from the smartphone and the formation of attention to social-media 
normalization,  validation  metrics,  Christian  influencer  culture,  sexualized  feeds,  outrage  and  misinformation, 
screenshot gossip, compulsive gaming, algorithmic discipleship, online religious authority, AI-generated sermons 
and spiritual advice, prayer bots and AI companions, synthetic prophecy, deepfakes and simulated deceased persons, 
digital divination, and New Age practices such as manifestation, crystals, Reiki, metaphysical “energy,” and spirit  
guides. Contemporary evidence is used cautiously. Recent research confirms both benefits and harms in digital life:  
social media can strengthen friendship and creativity while also displacing sleep and intensifying drama, comparison,  
and problematic use; recommender systems can reinforce patterns of exposure without making human users passive  
machines; AI companions can feel socially satisfying while raising serious concerns about emotional dependency and  
the substitution of simulated reciprocity for accountable human relationship; generative AI can assist theological  
work while  producing confident  falsehoods  and fabricating sources;  and synthetic  media can support  legitimate 
creative  and accessibility  uses  while  also enabling impersonation and fraud.  None of  these  findings is  treated as  
revelation, and the chapter resists exaggerated claims that every platform, algorithm, or AI system is secretly one  
coordinated prophetic mechanism.

Biblically, the chapter distinguishes explicit prohibition from principle, wisdom, conscience, and Christian liberty. 
Pornographic  lust,  deceit,  slander,  gossip,  divination,  spirit  consultation,  and  idolatrous  trust  are  not  made 
permissible by a digital interface. By contrast, owning a smartphone, using social media, playing a game, building a 
professional  platform,  employing  generative  AI,  or  using  an  online  service  is  not  sinful  merely  because  the 
technology is modern. The moral question concerns purpose, content, mastery, truthfulness, stewardship, effect on 
neighbor, and the authority granted to the tool. The chapter also rejects digital legalism. A person is not justified by 
deleting every app, owning a basic phone, abstaining from AI, or withdrawing from social media. Christ alone saves.  
Yet the grace that saves also trains the believer to guard attention, tell the truth, flee lust, reject occult guidance,  
refuse counterfeit authority, love embodied neighbors, and remain sober in an age of synthetic persuasion. The final 
summons is not technological panic but Christian watchfulness: receive useful tools with gratitude, refuse their rival  
claims, test every spirit, and keep the heart awake for the coming King.

Keywords: digital  discipleship;  social  media;  smartphones;  artificial  intelligence;  Christian  influencers;  algorithms;  
misinformation; pornography; gaming; AI companions; synthetic prophecy; deepfakes; digital divination; New Age spirituality;  
biblical discernment

Introduction: The Screen Is Not Neutral, and It Is Not Lord

The previous chapter ended by asking what happens when money, success, status, and visibility become rival masters. The  
digital world intensifies that question because the phone in the hand is not merely a possession. It is a portal through which  
money, sex, politics, friendship, entertainment, news, ministry, work, advertising, grief, fear, desire, and spiritual teaching 
can reach the heart before breakfast. A luxury car may remain in the garage. A smartphone sleeps beside the bed.

That does not make the device evil. Christians should resist technological superstition as firmly as technological naivety.  
A smartphone can connect a refugee to family, enable a disabled person to communicate, place a library in a rural classroom, 
deliver Scripture in hundreds of languages, coordinate emergency care, facilitate honest work, and allow a lonely believer in  
a restricted environment to hear faithful preaching. Artificial intelligence can assist with translation, accessibility, research 
organization, language learning, drafting, coding, data analysis, and many ordinary tasks. Social media can help families  
remain  in  contact,  expose  corruption,  mobilize  aid,  spread  the  gospel,  and  make  neglected  testimony  visible.  Digital  
technology is not a fallen angel disguised as hardware.
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But  it  is  also  not  a  transparent  window  through  which  reality  simply  passes  untouched.  Platforms  select,  rank, 
recommend,  notify,  measure,  monetize,  and  personalize.  They  are  built  by  people,  governed  by  policies,  shaped  by  
commercial incentives, and used by sinners. They can reward what holds attention rather than what deserves belief. They can 
transform popularity into perceived authority, outrage into reach, intimacy into data, and spiritual curiosity into a market.  
The same infrastructure that can circulate a careful Bible exposition can circulate a fabricated prophecy, a sexually explicit  
clip, a fake miracle, an AI-cloned pastor, or an astrology reading with equal technical efficiency.

Digital-religion scholarship has long observed that online environments do more than transmit religious content. They 
reshape questions of authority, identity, community, ritual, and embodiment (Campbell, 2007; Campbell & Tsuria, 2022).  
More  recent  platform  research  adds  that  visibility  itself  is  governed  by  infrastructures  whose  ranking  systems  and 
engagement logics can alter which voices are seen and how credibility is performed (Nieborg & Poell, 2018; Sulfikar &  
Yasmine, 2026). This does not mean algorithms possess spiritual intention. It means that repeated technological mediation 
becomes  formative.  What  appears  first  as  a  convenience  can  eventually  become  a  habit;  habits  become  expectations;  
expectations become reflexes; reflexes can become a practical worldview.

The author’s prior work has developed this concern from several angles. Earlier writing described the smartphone as a 
kind of “drug beyond cannabis,” not as a pharmacological claim but as a pastoral metaphor for compulsive attention and 
the  quiet  displacement  of  prayer,  presence,  and  ordinary  obedience  (Sangwa,  2025a).  Later  work  on  algorithmic  
conspirituality insisted that real institutional failures, real surveillance, real wars, and real misinformation do not authorize  
Christians to turn viral suspicion into prophecy or to treat the feed as providential revelation (Sangwa, 2026a). The author’s 
work on artificial  intelligence likewise distinguished legitimate technological  stewardship from the surrender of  truth, 
conscience, and spiritual authority to synthetic systems (Sangwa & Mutabazi, 2025). More recent treatments of New Age  
spirituality and superstition warned that old practices such as divination, manifestation, and spirit  guidance now travel  
through attractive apps and therapeutic language rather than through obviously occult settings (Sangwa, 2026b, 2026c). The  
present chapter gathers those mature insights around this book’s central burden: false assurance.

False assurance becomes digital when Christian identity is increasingly confirmed by the wrong witnesses. A person feels  
righteous because the feed agrees.  A preacher assumes fruit because a clip went viral.  A believer treats follower count as 
calling,  algorithmic  repetition as  providence,  emotional  resonance  as  anointing,  or  an  AI  answer  as  spiritual  wisdom. 
Another person assumes that because the content is labeled “Christian,” it is safe. A third treats conspiracy awareness as proof 
of discernment. A fourth can quote dozens of online teachers while remaining unknown in any accountable local church. A  
fifth asks an AI companion questions he is unwilling to bring into the light before a pastor, spouse, parent, counselor, or  
mature believer. A sixth consults “angel numbers” for direction, then reassures herself that the practice cannot be serious  
because it came through a pastel-colored wellness app.

Matthew 7:13-23 remains the controlling warning. Jesus does not ask whether a religious message achieved reach. He asks  
about truth, fruit, obedience, and relationship to Him. The digital age can amplify every false ground of confidence He 
exposes. “Lord, Lord” can now be streamed, clipped, branded, optimized, and generated at scale. Miraculous claims can be  
edited before breakfast and watched by millions before lunch. A false teacher no longer needs a building. A plausible face, a  
microphone, a charismatic cadence, and an algorithmic tailwind may be enough.

Yet the same warning cuts against anti-technology pride. A Christian can delete every app and remain self-righteous. A  
church can ban smartphones and still protect abusive leaders. A parent can control a child’s screen while neglecting warmth,  
prayer, and discipleship. A believer can boast that he uses no artificial intelligence while lying, gossiping, lusting, envying, or 
worshiping money. Digital abstinence is not regeneration. The narrow gate is Christ, not a device policy.

The governing thesis of this chapter is therefore precise:  digital technologies become spiritually dangerous when tools 
designed to mediate information, communication, or entertainment are allowed to become functional authorities over 
attention, identity, truth, intimacy, conscience, or revelation. A platform can recommend; it cannot sanctify. An AI system 
can generate language; it cannot bear the image of God, receive the Holy Spirit, repent, worship, enter covenant, carry 
pastoral  office,  or  answer  before  God as  a  shepherd.  A follower  count  can measure  platform reach;  it  cannot  measure  
faithfulness. A synthetic voice can imitate a preacher; it cannot confer divine authority. An astrology app can modernize 
divination;  it  cannot  make  divination  holy.  A  chatbot  can  simulate  attentive  conversation;  it  cannot  become  the 
communion of saints.

This thesis also requires restraint. Current digital systems are complex, and research does not support every dramatic 
popular claim. For example, two recent meta-analyses found little or limited evidence that the mere physical presence of a 
smartphone uniformly degrades cognitive performance, though one found a small effect on working memory and both 
noted substantial heterogeneity (Hartanto et al., 2024; Parry, 2024). Likewise, a 2026 meta-analysis of day-to-day screen use 
among young people found a small association with later sleep onset but no significant within-person association with  
several other sleep outcomes, cautioning against simplistic claims that every minute of screen time is inherently harmful 
(Bourke et  al.,  2026).  Christian moral  reasoning should be  at  least  as  truthful  as  the  scholarship  it  cites.  The case  for  
disciplined attention does not need exaggerated neuroscience.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Matthew%207%3A13-23&version=CSB
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At the same time, the lived problem is not imaginary. In a 2025 Pew survey, 45 percent of U.S. teens said they spend too  
much time on social media; 45 percent said it hurts the amount of sleep they get, and 19 percent said it hurts their mental  
health. Yet 74 percent also said social media helps them feel more connected to friends, and 63 percent said it gives them a  
place for  creativity (Faverio et  al.,  2025).  That mixed picture is  pastorally important.  The Christian response cannot be  
“everything digital is poison” or “everything digital is neutral.” It must ask what a particular tool is doing in a particular life.

The question, then, is not simply how many hours are on the screen. It is: What is the screen training me to love? What  
repeatedly interrupts prayer? What teaches me whom to admire? What makes me angry on command? What persuades me 
that everyone believes something merely because my feed is saturated with it? What does my online history reveal about my  
private hunger? Whose voice can correct me? What would I be afraid to show a mature believer? What do I trust when I am 
lonely, afraid, sexually tempted, politically alarmed, spiritually confused, or grieving?

Those are not technology questions alone. They are discipleship questions. The digital soul is ultimately the human soul  
under digital formation, and that soul still stands before the living God.

10.1 The Smartphone and the Formation of Attention

Attention is not identical to worship, but worship is impossible without attention. Scripture repeatedly treats the direction of 
the mind, eyes,  memory, and desire as  morally significant.  Israel is  commanded to keep God’s words in the heart and  
rehearse them throughout ordinary life (Deuteronomy 6:4-9). The psalmist meditates on God’s instruction day and night 
(Psalm 1:1-3). Wisdom tells the son to pay attention, guard the heart, and keep his eyes looking forward (Proverbs 4:20-27). 
Paul tells believers to set their minds on what is above and to dwell on what is true, honorable, just, pure, lovely, and  
commendable (Colossians 3:1-2; Philippians 4:8). These commands assume that what receives sustained attention forms the 
person.

The smartphone competes in that arena because it collapses many claims on attention into one object. The work email,  
family message, news alert, shopping recommendation, sermon clip, sexual image, emergency call, game reward, banking 
notification, prayer app, and gossip thread can all arrive through the same illuminated rectangle. The issue is not that one  
device  is  uniquely  cursed.  The  issue  is  that  constant  availability  can make interruption feel  normal  and uninterrupted  
attention feel strange.

Popular rhetoric sometimes exaggerates the cognitive effect. The claim that merely having a phone nearby “drains the  
brain” has produced mixed evidence. Hartanto et al. (2024), synthesizing 166 effect sizes from 33 studies, found no significant  
overall effect of mere smartphone presence on cognitive outcomes. Parry’s (2024) meta-analysis found a small negative effect 
on  working-memory  capacity  but  null  effects  for  most  other  cognitive  functions  and  emphasized  methodological 
limitations. These findings should correct sermons that turn uncertain psychology into a proof text. A phone sitting on a  
desk is not automatically a spiritual defeat.

The more defensible concern is behavioral. Devices invite checking. Notifications create cues. Applications are designed  
around returning users. Workplaces can normalize after-hours availability. Families can sit in one room while each person 
inhabits a separate feed. Prayer can be repeatedly interrupted not by persecution but by vibration. A person may open a Bible  
app  and,  within  seconds,  leave  the  text  because  another  notification  appears.  The  spiritual  harm  does  not  require  a  
neurological theory. It can be observed in the simple inability to remain before God long enough to listen.

Sleep is one concrete example. The best recent evidence is nuanced. Bourke et al. (2026) found that daily screen use among 
youth was associated with slightly later sleep onset but not with several other within-person sleep outcomes. A repeated-
measures study of younger adolescents likewise found that screen use once in bed, especially interactive use such as gaming  
and multitasking, was associated with shorter sleep, while screen use in the two hours before bed was not uniformly harmful  
(Brosnan et al.,  2024).  The moral lesson is not “screens after sunset are sin.” It is  that habits which repeatedly displace  
necessary sleep can become failures of stewardship, especially when the person knows the pattern and refuses reasonable 
limits.

Christian liberty applies here. Scripture does not command a particular notification setting, impose a universal screen-
time limit, or require every believer to own a “dumb phone.” A surgeon on call, a parent with a sick child, a missionary  
coordinating across time zones, and a teenager scrolling recreationally are not in the same situation. Wisdom must account  
for vocation, age, health, family, and circumstance.

Yet liberty is not indifference. Paul’s question, “I will not be mastered by anything” (1 Corinthians 6:12), reaches beyond 
substances. Can you pray without checking? Can you read a chapter of Scripture without reaching for another app? Can you 
sit  with your spouse or child without giving the phone the power to interrupt at will?  Can you enter worship without  
photographing every moment for an audience? Can you go to bed when wisdom says your body needs rest? Can you be bored  
without immediately demanding stimulation?

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1%20Corinthians%206%3A12&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Philippians%204%3A8&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Colossians%203%3A1-2&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Proverbs%204%3A20-27&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Psalm%201%3A1-3&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Deuteronomy%206%3A4-9&version=CSB
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The strongest defense of constant connectivity is that modern life requires it. Some jobs do. Many relationships depend  
upon instant messaging. Emergencies happen. Digital coordination saves time and expands access. The Christian answer is  
not to romanticize an earlier age. It is to distinguish availability from servitude. Even Jesus, whose compassion was perfect,  
withdrew to solitary places to pray (Luke 5:15-16). He did not allow every human demand to define His schedule. Creatures 
need limits because they are creatures.

A phone becomes spiritually disordered when it is no longer merely used but functionally obeyed. If every notification 
receives quicker attention than conviction, if the first and last conscious moments of the day belong to the feed, if prayer  
feels intolerably slow because the mind has been trained for novelty, the issue is not simply productivity. The heart has been  
catechized into restlessness.

Repentance may therefore look unremarkable. Turn off nonessential notifications. Move the phone out of the bedroom 
if it repeatedly defeats sleep. Use an alarm clock if the alarm function has become an excuse to begin and end the day 
scrolling. Keep meals device-free when family presence is being lost. Read Scripture in print for a season if the same screen  
repeatedly pulls you away. Establish periods when work cannot claim the whole person. None of these practices saves. They 
are disciplines by which a saved person refuses to hand attention to the highest bidder.

10.2 Social Media as a Formation System

Social media is often described as a communication tool, but that description is too thin. A platform is also an environment.  
It contains incentives, norms, metrics, memory, ranking, recommendation, advertising, and social reward. Users do not  
simply post into empty space. They enter systems that decide which posts are visible, which responses are amplified, which 
topics trend, and which forms of expression are rewarded with reach.

This does not mean every platform manipulates every person in the same way. Users choose whom to follow, what to 
click, and when to leave. Friends, families, churches, political movements, advertisers, and cultural subgroups shape feeds  
alongside algorithms. A responsible account must therefore avoid the myth of the omnipotent algorithm. Human agency  
remains real.

Yet agency operates within architecture. Nieborg and Poell (2018) describe “platformization” as the growing penetration 
of  platform  infrastructures  and  economic  logics  into  cultural  production.  In  such  systems,  content  is  not  only 
communication; it is also a commodity whose value is tied to engagement. What is emotionally intense, visually striking,  
identity-confirming, frightening, sexually suggestive, or controversial may perform well because it keeps people watching 
and responding. A platform does not need a theology of temptation to reward content that captures attention.

That  dynamic  matters  because  moral  imagination  is  formed  by  repetition.  Romans  12:2 warns  believers  not  to  be 
conformed to this age but to be transformed by the renewing of the mind. The verse is not about social media, yet its  
principle is directly relevant. Conformity often occurs before a person can name it. A joke is repeated until cruelty feels  
normal. An advertisement is repeated until a luxury feels necessary. A sexual image is repeated until modesty feels strange. A  
political slogan is repeated until neighbors become enemies. A prosperity testimony is repeated until ordinary faithfulness  
feels like failure. A manifestation phrase is repeated until prayer quietly becomes technique.

Research on adolescents illustrates the mixed reality.  Pew’s 2025 survey found substantial benefits in connection and 
creativity alongside reported harms to sleep, productivity, confidence, and mental health for some teens (Faverio et al., 2025). 
Recent qualitative and algorithm-audit research also suggests that recommender systems can intensify exposure to harmful 
material under certain conditions. A 2025 mixed-methods study reported a marked increase in misogynistic content within 
experimental feeds over several days and described mechanisms by which harmful material was normalized through humor  
and repetition (Regehr et al., 2025). A 2026 grounded-theory study with adolescents similarly described “algorithmically  
structured exposure” in which engagement, mood, and repeated recommendations interacted, while also noting that young 
people developed adaptive strategies and were not merely passive recipients (Winstone et al., 2026).

The strongest defense of social media is serious. Platforms can democratize voice. Abuse survivors can find language for  
what happened. Minority Christians can locate community. Scholars can share research outside elite paywalls. Churches can 
stream to the homebound. Families separated by migration can remain visually present. Grassroots testimony can challenge 
institutions that once controlled all public narration. The Christian should not despise these goods.

But the existence of goods does not make formation harmless. The question is whether the believer has learned to notice 
the curriculum of the feed. What kind of person must I become to be rewarded here? Is outrage more visible than patience? Is 
certainty more shareable than humility? Is beauty measured by sexual display? Is success measured by consumption? Does the  
platform repeatedly convert human beings into symbols of my political tribe? Does it teach me to treat every disagreement as 
proof of wicked motive?

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Romans%2012%3A2&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Luke%205%3A15-16&version=CSB
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The feed can also create false consensus. A person may see the same claim hundreds of times and conclude that “everyone 
knows”  it  is  true,  when  the  repetition  may  reflect  a  narrow  network,  coordinated  activism,  targeted  advertising,  or 
recommendation based on prior engagement. Conversely, an unpopular truth can disappear from a feed without becoming 
false. Popularity is not epistemology. Virality is not revelation.

For  Christians,  the moral  classification is  therefore mostly  one of  principle  and wisdom, with explicit  prohibitions 
governing particular content. Social media itself is  not forbidden. Lying is.  Envy is.  Lust is.  Slander is.  Covetousness is.  
Idolatry is. Cruelty is. The platform does not create Christian liberty to practice what Scripture already condemns.

A useful self-examination is to compare one’s digital formation with one’s deliberate formation. How many hours of the 
week are spent in algorithmically selected content compared with sustained Scripture, prayer, corporate worship, wise books,  
unhurried conversation, and service? Which environment more predictably determines what you discuss, fear, desire, and 
condemn? A believer may affirm Sola Scriptura doctrinally while living sola feed practically.

10.3 The Selfie, Followers, Likes, and Validation

The human longing to be seen did not begin with the front-facing camera. Scripture knows the hunger for recognition. The 
builders at Babel wanted to make a name for themselves (Genesis 11:4). Jesus warned against practicing righteousness “to be 
seen by people” (Matthew 6:1). Religious leaders loved the best seats and public honor (Matthew 23:5-7). Paul refused to make 
human approval the standard of his apostolic service (Galatians 1:10). Digital metrics have not invented vainglory. They have 
quantified it.

A “like” is  not intrinsically  sinful.  It  can communicate  gratitude,  agreement,  encouragement,  sympathy,  or  simple  
acknowledgment. Followers are not intrinsically corrupt either. Teachers need audiences. Authors need readers. Churches 
announce events. Businesses reach customers. Ministries can use metrics to learn whether a message reached the people they 
intended to serve. The ethical problem is not measurement itself but the transfer of moral worth to the measurement.

The curated self is powerful because it allows the user to select what others see. That selection can be ordinary and honest.  
Nobody is required to post every bad day. A family photograph does not become deceptive because the children argued before 
it was taken. Professional presentation is not necessarily hypocrisy. The moral distortion begins when the online persona  
becomes a manufactured self that must be maintained even at the cost of truth.

The Christian may then live two lives: the visible one and the actual one. The visible life is prayerful, beautiful, married, 
successful, traveled, disciplined, informed, and admired. The actual life may be lonely, lustful, financially unstable, angry, or  
spiritually dry. The gap grows because confession threatens the brand. The person no longer asks, “Am I walking in the  
light?” but “Will this damage how people see me?”

Comparison  intensifies  the  pressure.  Social  media  places  ordinary  users  beside  edited  bodies,  luxury  travel,  career 
announcements, ministry platforms, miracle testimonies, engagement photos, academic milestones, and carefully staged 
domestic scenes. The result can be envy or despair, but also a more subtle sin: the belief that one’s life becomes valuable only  
when it is visible. The hidden obedience that Jesus praises in Matthew 6 begins to feel unreal because it produces no public  
metric.

Here Scripture speaks with unusual beauty. The Father “who sees in secret” is not a lesser audience ( Matthew 6:4, 6, 18). He 
sees the prayer no one shares, the temptation resisted without applause, the diaper changed at 2 a.m., the quiet gift, the  
apology, the faithful sermon preached to a small congregation, the thesis revised without fanfare, the lonely Christian who 
refuses to compromise. Digital culture may reward visibility, but the Kingdom is not governed by impressions.

The strongest rebuttal says that contemporary influence requires visibility. That is often true. A Christian author who  
refuses all publicity may make it unnecessarily difficult for readers to find useful work. A missionary may need a newsletter. A 
scholar may need a professional profile. A church may need a website. The issue is therefore not whether the self appears but 
whether the self is the product being worshiped. Paul could state his credentials when defending the gospel, then count them 
loss compared with Christ (Philippians 3:4-8). He could say, in effect, “Here is the record,” without saying, “Here is my 
righteousness.”

A revealing test is emotional. What happens inside when a post performs poorly? What happens when another person 
receives more attention? What happens when a photograph attracts criticism? What happens when a follower count falls? 
The pain may be ordinary  disappointment,  but  it  may also  reveal  dependence.  If  the heart  rises  and falls  with digital  
approval, the platform has become a mirror with judicial power.

The gospel offers a different verdict. In Christ, the believer’s justification is not crowd-sourced. Adoption is not follower-
dependent. The Spirit’s seal does not fluctuate with engagement. This does not make human encouragement unnecessary.  
We were created for community. It means that community cannot become a substitute court of final appeal.
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10.4 Personal Branding and Christian Influencer Culture

“Personal  branding”  can  describe  something  modest:  communicating  one’s  work  clearly,  maintaining  a  coherent 
professional identity, and helping others understand what one offers. In that limited sense, the concept belongs largely to 
prudence.  A physician lists  credentials.  An author states research interests.  A consultant describes services.  A pastor tells  
people where the church gathers. Clarity is not vanity.

The danger emerges when the person stops communicating a calling and begins constructing a marketable self. Sangwa’s 
earlier study of personal branding argued that Christian professionals can absorb an ethos of self-promotion that confuses  
visibility  with  impact  and  career  recognition  with  faithful  stewardship  (Sangwa,  2025b).  The  digital  creator  economy 
intensifies the temptation because attention can be monetized directly. A recognizable personality can sell courses, books,  
consultations, memberships, subscriptions, conferences, products, and access.

Again, none of those revenue streams is automatically sinful.  “The worker is worthy of his wages” ( 1  Timothy 5:18). 
Christian teachers  may lawfully receive support.  Authors may sell  books.  Musicians may be paid.  Organizations require 
funding. Chapter 9 has already rejected the false idea that money itself corrupts every ministry act.

What must be examined here is authority. Social media can collapse several kinds of authority into one number. A person 
may be a skilled communicator without being a competent theologian. A moving testimony does not make someone a  
pastor. A million followers do not create ecclesial office. A verified badge does not confer spiritual maturity. Yet the platform  
encourages these categories to blur because all voices appear in the same scroll.

Digital-religion research has documented the emergence of new religious “creatives” and influencer forms of authority 
that  operate  alongside  or  outside  traditional  institutions  (Campbell,  2021).  Recent  scholarship  describes  “platformized 
religious authority” in which knowledge, charisma, and algorithmic visibility interact (Sulfikar & Yasmine, 2026). That 
description is sociological, not a theological verdict. It helps explain why a young believer may feel more loyalty to an online 
personality than to any pastor who knows his name.

The strongest defense of Christian influencers deserves respect. Many online teachers have reached people neglected by  
churches. Some offer excellent Bible exposition, apologetics, language instruction, testimonies, and discipleship resources. 
Some expose  abuse  that  institutions concealed.  Some serve people  in places  where faithful  local  teaching is  scarce.  The  
problem is not “online equals false.” The problem is unaccountable authority.

A healthy Christian influencer should therefore become easier, not harder, to test. Is the person part of an accountable 
church? Can claims be corrected? Are sources visible? Are financial interests disclosed where relevant? Is the teacher’s public  
persona radically different from the testimony of people who actually know him or her? Does the platform direct people  
toward Christ  and healthy Christian community,  or  increasingly  toward the  personality  itself?  Does  every controversy  
become content? Does vulnerability become a marketing strategy? Does the creator need perpetual outrage because outrage  
sustains reach?

Pastors are not exempt. The digital pastor can begin by sharing sermons and end by treating the congregation as a  
content studio. Private pastoral moments can become stories. Church members become background characters in a brand. 
Every prayer, hospital visit, charity project, and family moment can be photographed for proof of goodness. Jesus’ warning 
about practicing righteousness to be seen by others should make the church tremble (Matthew 6:1-6).

Yet the opposite error is performative anti-branding. A Christian can boast in being obscure, despise anyone with a large 
platform, or  use  “I  do  not  care  what  people  think” as  a  cover  for  laziness  and poor  communication.  Humility  is  not 
incompetence. The issue is whose name the platform is ultimately building.

John the Baptist gives the right direction: “He must increase, but I must decrease” ( John 3:30). That does not require every 
Christian public figure to shrink an audience deliberately. It requires a heart willing for Christ to be loved even if the  
messenger is forgotten.

10.5 Pornography Algorithms and Sexualized Feeds

Digital  sexual  temptation  differs  from  earlier  forms  not  because  lust  is  new  but  because  access  is  immediate,  private,  
abundant, personalized, and increasingly intertwined with mainstream platforms. A person may encounter explicit material 
intentionally, accidentally, through direct messaging, through search, through advertising, or through a recommendation 
chain that began with content not initially pornographic.

The biblical category is clear where pornography is used for lust. Jesus locates adultery not only in the external act but in  
the lustful gaze and heart (Matthew 5:27-30). Paul commands believers to flee sexual immorality and refuses to treat the body 
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as  morally  irrelevant  (1  Corinthians  6:12-20).  Ephesians  says  sexual  immorality  and  impurity  should  not  even  become 
characteristic speech among the saints (Ephesians 5:3-12). Digital delivery does not create a loophole.

But pastoral care requires distinctions. Accidental exposure is not the same as chosen consumption. A child who is sent 
explicit material is not guilty for being victimized. A person recovering from compulsive pornography use may face intrusive 
memories and conditioned responses that are not morally identical to deliberate seeking. A spouse betrayed by secret use  
should not be pressured to minimize the harm because “everyone struggles.” And no victim of image-based abuse should be  
treated as though the existence of an image transfers the offender’s guilt to the victim.

Current  pediatric  literature  confirms  that  unintended  exposure  is  common  enough  to  require  serious  parental  and  
platform  responsibility.  A  2026  technical  report  from  the  American  Academy  of  Pediatrics,  which  reviews  evidence 
primarily  from  the  United  States,  cites  studies  in  which  substantial  numbers  of  adolescents  encountered  pornography 
through social media and in which unintentional exposure was common. It also warns that recommendation systems can 
perpetuate sexual content after related engagement (Munzer et al., 2026). These findings should not be universalized to every 
country,  platform,  or  child,  but  they  weaken  the  claim  that  exposure  is  simply  the  product  of  deliberate  search.  
Responsibility  is  shared:  users  remain  morally  accountable  for  chosen  consumption,  while  parents,  churches,  schools, 
platforms, and policymakers have duties to reduce foreseeable exposure and protect minors.

The strongest  defense of algorithmic feeds is  that recommendations respond to user behavior rather than imposing  
content from nowhere. That is partly true. If a user repeatedly searches sexual material, the system may learn that interest. 
Human responsibility cannot be outsourced to code. Yet this defense is incomplete when platforms also infer interests from 
brief interactions, autoplay related material, or recommend content to minors who did not understand the consequences of 
a click. A 2025 audit of major short-video and social platforms found that recommendation systems could quickly adapt to  
behavioral cues associated with younger users, illustrating how rapidly personalization may occur (Hilbert et al., 2025). The 
precise content pathways vary by platform and account, so Christians should avoid claiming that every algorithm inevitably  
pushes every user toward pornography. The more defensible point is that systems optimized for engagement can reinforce  
patterns once they detect them.

This changes the wisdom required for resistance. Jesus’ command to tear out the eye is hyperbolic moral urgency, not an 
instruction for bodily mutilation (Matthew 5:29-30). In digital life, its logic means refusing sentimental attachment to a 
device configuration that repeatedly feeds sin. Filters, accountability software, restricted modes, deleting an app, changing 
where the phone is used, keeping devices out of private spaces, and involving a trusted person may all be practical expressions  
of fleeing rather than negotiating.

Parents  and churches  must  do more  than say  “porn is  bad.”  Children need age-appropriate  teaching about  bodies,  
consent, exploitation, coercion, image sharing, and the difference between accidental exposure and chosen participation.  
Shame-driven silence leaves the algorithm to become the sex educator.

To the person trapped in habitual use, grace must speak both truth and hope. Do not call bondage harmless because it is  
private. Do not call repeated betrayal freedom because no physical partner is present. But do not conclude that because the sin  
has  become compulsive,  Christ  cannot cleanse  or  sanctify.  Bring it  into the light.  Seek pastoral  accountability.  Where  
compulsive sexual behavior, trauma, anxiety, or depression are present, wise clinical support may be appropriate alongside 
discipleship. The goal is not merely a clean browser history. It is a heart learning again to see persons as neighbors made in 
God’s image rather than as consumable bodies.

10.6 Outrage, Polarization, Misinformation, and Conspiracy

The internet did not invent false witness, propaganda, rumor, or conspiracy. Scripture contains court intrigue, secret plots,  
false  reports,  political  manipulation,  and  coordinated  evil.  Joseph’s  brothers  conspired  against  him  (Genesis  37:18-20). 
Religious and political leaders plotted against Jesus (Matthew 26:3-5). Paul was targeted by a real oath-bound conspiracy (Acts 
23:12-22). Christians therefore have no biblical warrant for the childish claim that conspiracies never occur.

The opposite  error  is  equally  unbiblical:  assuming that  because  some conspiracies  are  real,  any sufficiently  alarming  
hidden-causation  claim  becomes  credible.  The  ninth  commandment  applies  to  claims  about  elites,  governments,  
corporations, churches, activists, pharmaceutical companies, technology firms, secret societies, and political enemies as much 
as it applies to neighbors (Exodus 20:16). Truth is not honored by forwarding what we have not responsibly checked.

Digital  platforms  complicate  this  duty  because  falsehood  travels  through  the  same networks  as  truth.  Research  on 
misinformation suggests  that  people  often share  inaccurate  material  not because  they carefully  decided it  was  true but  
because attention is directed toward identity, novelty, or social reaction rather than accuracy (Pennycook & Rand, 2021).  
Echo-chamber research also shows that users can cluster around ideologically congenial information, though the strength 
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and mechanisms vary by platform and topic (Cinelli et al., 2021). The Christian problem is therefore both epistemic and  
moral: we can become eager to believe what flatters our tribe or confirms our fear.

The author’s recent work on algorithmic conspirituality is especially relevant here. It distinguishes verified fact, plausible  
interpretation,  and unsupported speculation,  and warns  against  “headline  exegesis,”  algorithmic  providentialism,  date-
setting, and self-sealing narratives that treat every absence of evidence as evidence of successful concealment (Sangwa, 2026a).  
That discipline should be retained. A Christian may investigate suppressed knowledge, institutional wrongdoing, censorship, 
covert operations, corruption, or elite networks. Serious investigation is not sin. But evidence must remain proportionate to  
confidence.

This distinction matters because the word “conspiracy theory” itself can be used lazily. Institutions sometimes deploy the  
label  to dismiss  questions before examining evidence.  Conversely,  online communities  sometimes treat being labeled a  
conspiracy theory as proof that a claim must be true. Both shortcuts evade reasoning. The Christian standard is not stigma or 
anti-stigma. It is truth.

Outrage adds another layer. Anger can be righteous. Jesus was angry at hardened hearts and confronted exploitation 
(Mark 3:5; Matthew 21:12-13). Paul commands believers to expose works of darkness (Ephesians 5:11). Silence in the face of abuse 
can be cowardice. Yet James warns that human anger does not produce God’s righteousness ( James 1:19-20), and Paul forbids 
corrupt speech, bitterness, rage, and malice (Ephesians 4:29-32). Online outrage often collapses these categories. The user feels 
morally serious because the emotion is intense.

A  useful  diagnostic  is  whether  the  content  makes  truth  easier  or  merely  makes  enemies  enjoyable.  Does  it  invite 
verification? Does it correct errors when new evidence appears? Does it distinguish individuals from groups? Does it avoid  
assigning motives that cannot be known? Does it make room for uncertainty? Does it produce prayer for enemies or only  
contempt? Does it turn eschatology into permanent adrenaline?

Christians  should  also  be  cautious  with  synthetic  evidence.  An  image,  audio  clip,  or  video  is  no  longer  self-
authenticating. Deepfakes and voice cloning make “I saw it” a weaker evidentiary statement than it once was. This does not 
mean nothing can be known. It means verification habits must mature. The Christian who loves truth may need to slow  
down,  check  provenance,  locate  the  full  speech,  compare  multiple  sources,  distinguish  primary  documents  from 
commentary, and admit when a claim remains uncertain.

The strongest defense of rapid sharing is urgency. Sometimes information truly is urgent. Abuse warnings, public-health 
alerts,  war  reports,  missing-person  notices,  and  corruption  evidence  may  require  speed.  But  urgency  does  not  cancel 
truthfulness.  Proverbs repeatedly praises the person who hears both sides before judgment and warns against answering 
before listening (Proverbs 18:13, 17). The digital disciple learns that “share now, verify later” can become a modern form of  
bearing false witness.

Where  a  person  discovers  that  a  claim  shared  in  good  faith  was  false,  Christian  repentance  includes  correction  
proportionate to the reach of the error. Quietly deleting a viral falsehood after thousands have seen it may protect reputation  
more than neighbor. If I knowingly continue circulating a claim after credible correction because it serves my tribe, I am no  
longer  merely  mistaken;  I  am  choosing  usefulness  over  truth.  Christian  discernment  is  shown  not  only  by  exposing 
deception but also by being corrigible when evidence overturns one’s own conclusion (Proverbs 12:17; Ephesians 4:25).

10.7 Gossip by Screenshot, Online Slander, and Cancel 
Culture

Screenshots feel like evidence because they preserve words. Sometimes they are evidence. A threatening message, financial 
demand,  sexual  proposition,  discriminatory  instruction,  or  confession  of  wrongdoing  may  need  to  be  preserved  for 
safeguarding,  legal  reporting,  church  discipline,  workplace  accountability,  or  protection  of  victims.  Scripture  does  not 
require secrecy that enables abuse.  Ephesians 5:11 calls believers not to participate in darkness but to expose it, and Jesus’  
teaching on church discipline assumes that serious sin may need to be brought before witnesses and eventually the church 
(Matthew 18:15-17).

Yet  screenshots  can also  become instruments  of  reputational  violence.  A private  message  is  extracted from context,  
circulated to people with no responsibility for the matter, and offered to a crowd for punishment. The sender may have 
sinned in the message, but the recipient may sin in the exposure. One wrong does not baptize another.

Gossip in Scripture is not harmless conversation. Proverbs describes the gossip as one who reveals secrets and separates  
close friends (Proverbs 11:13; Proverbs 16:28). Paul associates gossip and slander with serious moral disorder (Romans 1:29-30; 2 
Corinthians 12:20). James treats the tongue as capable of setting a world on fire (James 3:5-10). The digital tongue has copy, 
paste, screenshot, quote-post, and permanent search.
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Slander adds falsehood or malicious misrepresentation. It can occur even when the quoted words are authentic if the  
surrounding claim is misleading. A ten-second clip can invert the meaning of a ten-minute answer. A screenshot may omit  
the preceding apology, the sarcasm, the question being answered, or the date. Christian truthfulness requires more than 
technically authentic fragments.

“Cancel culture” is an imprecise term and should not be used to erase legitimate consequences. A pastor credibly found to  
have abused people may need removal from office. A public official who commits fraud may need prosecution. An employer  
may lawfully discipline serious misconduct. Victims are not obligated to preserve the reputation of an abuser. Accountability 
is not cancellation merely because it is painful.

The moral danger appears when punishment is detached from truth, proportion, due process, repentance, and restoration. 
Online  mobs  can  make  accusation  function  as  conviction.  Strangers  compete  to  impose  maximum consequences.  Old  
failures are resurrected not to protect anyone but to make repentance impossible. The person becomes identical to the worst  
screenshot ever captured.

The gospel does not deny consequences, but it refuses a world without forgiveness. Paul publicly confronted Peter when 
Peter’s  conduct  endangered  gospel  truth  (Galatians  2:11-14),  yet  Peter  was  not  reduced  forever  to  that  failure.  Church 
discipline aims, where possible, at repentance and restoration (2 Corinthians 2:5-8; Galatians 6:1). Digital punishment culture 
often prefers permanent spectacle because spectacle sustains engagement.

Before posting a screenshot, therefore, ask: Who needs to know? What responsibility do they have? Is this necessary to  
protect someone? Have I preserved context? Am I seeking correction, justice, warning, revenge, or entertainment? Would I 
want  the  same  moral  procedure  applied  to  me?  The  answer  may  still  be  “publish  it.”  Whistleblowing  and  public  
accountability can be righteous. But the path to publication should be governed by truth and love, not the appetite of the  
crowd.

10.8 Digital Addiction, Gaming Worlds, and Virtual Identity

The word “addiction” is often used casually. People call a favorite game, series, or social app “addictive” when they mean  
only that it is enjoyable. Clinical language should be more precise. The World Health Organization recognizes gaming  
disorder  in  the  ICD-11  when  gaming  behavior  shows  impaired  control,  increasing  priority  over  other  activities,  and 
continuation  despite  negative  consequences,  with  significant  impairment  in  personal,  family,  social,  educational,  or  
occupational  functioning.  WHO also emphasizes  that the disorder affects  only a  small  proportion of  people who game 
(World Health Organization, 2019).

That  nuance  matters.  Gaming  is  not  sinful  merely  because  it  is  immersive.  Games  can  develop  skill,  creativity,  
cooperation, strategic thinking, storytelling, and recreation. Friends separated by geography may remain connected through 
a game. Virtual worlds can offer disabled players forms of participation difficult elsewhere. Christians should not create a new 
legalism in which reading a novel is respectable but inhabiting an interactive story is automatically childish or corrupt.

The moral questions arise through content, mastery, stewardship, and identity. A game may contain occult imagery 
without requiring occult participation in real life; fiction and ritual are not the same category. Yet some games may invite  
practices, sexual content, cruelty, gambling-like mechanics, or community norms a Christian conscience cannot receive. 
One believer may play a fantasy game as fiction without spiritual confusion; another with a history of occult bondage may 
wisely abstain. Chapter 14 will develop conscience and liberty more fully. Here the central question is whether gaming has  
become a refuge from obedience.

Virtual identity can be creative. An avatar is not necessarily a lie. Role-playing involves imagined characters. A user name 
can protect privacy. The problem begins when virtual identity permits conduct the person would be ashamed to own in  
embodied life. An avatar can become a mask for sexual experimentation, harassment, fraud, cruelty, or an entire second  
moral self.

Economic exploitation also deserves attention. Many digital games are designed around recurring purchases, randomized 
rewards, scarce digital items, or social pressure to upgrade. Not every microtransaction is exploitative, and adults may freely  
purchase entertainment. Yet design that targets minors, compulsive spenders, or gambling-like reward sensitivities raises 
serious stewardship questions. The Christian cannot say, “It is only virtual money,” when household obligations are being 
neglected.

The strongest defense of virtual community is that online relationships are real relationships. This is true. A conversation  
does not become unreal because it is mediated by text or voice. People have found spouses, prayer partners, colleagues, and  
lifelong friends online. During illness, disability, persecution, or geographic isolation, digital fellowship can be a mercy.
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But mediation changes  relationship.  The body can be hidden.  People  can leave without social  cost.  Identity  can be  
selectively presented. Sacrificial care is harder to simulate when someone needs a meal, a hospital visit, childcare, correction, 
or physical presence at a funeral. Hebrews does not command abstract connection but an embodied pattern of gathering,  
mutual  encouragement,  and  perseverance  (Hebrews  10:24-25).  The  New  Testament’s  “one  another”  commands  include 
burdens that cannot all be fulfilled by typing.

A gaming habit becomes spiritually disordered when it repeatedly displaces obligations to spouse, children, work, school,  
health, worship, sleep, and service. A virtual identity becomes disordered when it exists to escape accountability or rehearse  
rebellion. Repentance may require uninstalling a game, changing a guild, setting spending limits, involving family, or  
seeking clinical help when control  has been seriously impaired.  Again, the goal  is  not ascetic  pride.  Recreation should 
remain recreation, not resurrection.

10.9 Algorithms as Disciplers

An algorithm is not a pastor. It does not love, intend holiness, or answer to God. Yet a recommendation system can function 
like a discipler in one limited but important sense: it repeatedly places selected material before a person and thereby shapes  
the environment in which beliefs and desires develop.

Christian formation has always depended upon repeated practices.  Israel rehearsed the covenant.  The church gathers 
around teaching,  fellowship,  breaking of  bread,  and prayer  (Acts  2:42).  Paul  tells  Timothy to devote himself  to public 
reading, exhortation, and teaching (1 Timothy 4:13). Repetition is not manipulation by definition. It is how creatures learn.

The digital difference is that much repetition is selected by systems whose primary objective is not spiritual maturity or  
even truth. Recommendation may optimize watch time, retention, relevance, user satisfaction, advertising value, or other 
business  goals.  A system can learn that  fear  keeps  one user  engaged,  sexualized fitness  content keeps  another engaged,  
prophecy  speculation  keeps  another,  and  prosperity  testimonies  keep  another.  The  resulting  feed  can  feel  personally 
meaningful precisely because it is personally fitted.

This is why “the algorithm showed me” should never become “God showed me.” Providence governs all of life, but  
providence is not a method by which the believer can treat every technologically selected coincidence as a private revelation.  
The  fact  that  three  videos  about  the  same  topic  appeared  after  you  watched  the  first  one  is  often  evidence  of  
recommendation, not prophecy.

The author’s term “algorithmic providentialism” names this error well (Sangwa, 2026a). It occurs when users spiritualize  
recommendation logic. A song appears at an emotional moment, then a video uses the same phrase, then an influencer says,  
“If this reached you, it is for you,” and the user concludes that the platform has become a channel of divine guidance. God  
can providentially use ordinary events.  Christians need not deny that.  But Scripture never tells  believers to infer divine 
commands from engagement-optimized coincidence.

Algorithms  also  shape  normalization.  If  every  account  in  a  feed  speaks  casually  about  adultery,  manifestation,  
pornography, extreme cosmetic modification, political violence, or contempt for an ethnic group, the behavior can begin to  
feel ordinary. Conversely, if a feed contains only severe legalistic voices, a believer may come to think that every issue of  
wisdom is a salvation test. The feed can normalize permissiveness or Phariseeism.

The strongest rebuttal says, “I trained my algorithm. It only reflects me.” That is partly true and spiritually revealing. If 
the feed reflects your repeated attention, then it can function as a mirror of desire. What do you pause over? What do you 
search in private? What makes you click? The algorithm does not absolve the heart. It may expose it.

But the mirror is imperfect. Platforms experiment, inject trending content, serve paid placements, and infer interests 
probabilistically.  The user should not treat every recommendation as  a moral diagnosis.  The wiser posture is  reciprocal  
responsibility: platforms should be accountable for design, and users should be accountable for use.

Disciplined digital discipleship therefore includes intentional curation. Unfollow what repeatedly provokes envy, lust,  
rage, or superstition. Follow voices that can teach without becoming idols. Use chronological or subscription-based views 
where  available.  Deliberately  seek  opposing  evidence  when  a  feed  becomes  ideologically  uniform.  Do not  let  autoplay 
determine the next hour of the mind. These practices are not sacramental. They are ordinary wisdom in a world where  
default settings carry formative power.
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10.10 Replacing Scripture and Church with Online 
Personalities

The internet has given Christians unprecedented access to sermons, lectures, debates, podcasts, commentaries, languages, 
church history, apologetics, testimonies, and theological traditions. A believer in a remote village may now hear teachers 
whose books would once have been inaccessible.  A student can compare interpretations, learn Greek, consult historical  
sources, and listen to preaching across cultures. This is a genuine gift.

Yet  abundance  creates  a  new  temptation:  to  confuse  access  to  Christian  content  with  participation  in  Christian 
community. A person can consume five sermons in a week and never be shepherded. He can know the opinions of famous  
pastors and remain unknown by any elder. She can belong emotionally to a podcast audience while resisting every local 
Christian  who can  observe  her  life.  The  result  is  a  form  of  detached  discipleship  in  which  teaching  is  abundant  but  
accountability is optional.

The New Testament does not present the church as a content library. The church is a people. Believers devote themselves  
to apostolic teaching, fellowship, the breaking of bread, and prayers (Acts 2:42). They bear one another’s burdens (Galatians 
6:2), confess sins and pray for one another (James 5:16), encourage one another toward love and good works (Hebrews 10:24-
25),  submit to qualified shepherds who will  give account (Hebrews 13:17),  practice discipline when serious sin requires  it 
(Matthew 18:15-20;  1  Corinthians 5:1-13),  and use gifts  for the building up of a concrete body (1  Corinthians 12:12-27).  A 
subscriber relationship cannot reproduce all of that.

This  does  not  mean  every  online  church  expression  is  false.  The  homebound,  chronically  ill,  disabled,  deployed,  
persecuted, geographically isolated, or temporarily displaced may depend heavily on digital fellowship. Livestreaming can 
include people who would otherwise be excluded. Diaspora communities can remain connected. Online prayer and Bible 
study can be meaningful. The issue is not that pixels invalidate fellowship. The issue is whether digital access is being used as a 
bridge to faithful Christian communion or as a permanent escape from any community that can contradict the self.

The strongest defense of online-only spirituality often appeals to church failure. Some local churches are abusive, shallow,  
partisan, manipulative, or doctrinally compromised. A person who has suffered spiritual abuse may feel safer listening online 
before entering another congregation. That caution can be wise. No one should be sent back into an unsafe church simply to 
satisfy an abstract rule about physical attendance. Safeguarding, trauma care, and gradual re-entry may be necessary.

But the wounds caused by bad embodiment are not healed by disembodiment as an absolute ideal. The answer to abusive  
authority is accountable authority. The answer to false community is healthier community. The answer to a wolf is not  
permanent life without shepherds.

Online personalities also create asymmetrical intimacy. A listener may hear hours of a teacher’s voice, know the names of  
the teacher’s children, recognize the kitchen in which the videos are recorded, and feel personally understood. The teacher 
does not know the listener exists. This parasocial bond is not imaginary in its emotional effects, but it is one-directional in  
structure. Problems arise when the listener grants pastoral authority to someone who cannot see the life being counseled,  
cannot verify facts, cannot observe patterns, and cannot share responsibility for consequences.

The  platform  can  also  make  theological  eclecticism  feel  like  maturity.  One  day  the  believer  receives  Reformed 
soteriology, the next a prosperity clip, the next deliverance speculation, the next progressive moral revision, the next a New 
Age wellness practice, and the next a conspiracy interpretation of Revelation. Because each item is short and emotionally 
coherent on its own, contradictions can coexist unexamined. The feed becomes a self-made magisterium.

Sola Scriptura does not mean “every Christian with Wi-Fi is  his  own pope.” Scripture is  final,  but Christ  has given  
teachers to the church, and interpretation occurs within a body where claims can be tested, corrected, and embodied. The  
Bereans searched the Scriptures  to test  preaching (Acts  17:11);  they did not replace the church with endless  independent 
consumption.

A revealing question is simple: Who can tell you no? Not who can be blocked. Who can ask why you are absent, challenge 
your use of money, confront a destructive relationship, notice your despair, verify your testimony, sit with you after failure,  
or restore you after repentance? If the only spiritual authorities in your life are people you can mute, the arrangement has  
been engineered to protect autonomy.

10.11 AI-Generated Sermons and Spiritual Advice

Generative artificial intelligence introduces a new level of digital mediation because it does not merely retrieve content. It  
can produce fluent new text, summarize theology, draft sermons, simulate dialogue, generate prayers, explain Bible passages,  
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imitate styles, create images, and respond conversationally to spiritual questions. These capabilities are impressive enough to 
tempt two opposite errors.

The first error is technological idolatry. It treats fluency as wisdom, speed as understanding, personalization as pastoral  
care, and statistical prediction as something approaching revelation. The second error is technological panic. It declares  
every use of AI demonic, dishonest, or spiritually contaminating. Neither conclusion follows from Scripture.

AI can be a legitimate tool. A pastor may use it to compare outlines, simplify language, brainstorm illustrations, check  
grammar, locate topics for further research, or produce a first-pass translation. A scholar may use it for coding assistance,  
bibliography  organization,  transcription,  or  structural  critique.  A  ministry  may  use  it  to  draft  administrative 
communication. A person with a disability may use speech or language tools to access material otherwise difficult to use. The  
moral category is often stewardship and wisdom.

But the tool has limits that matter theologically. Current generative models produce outputs by computational processes 
trained on data and optimized for generating plausible responses. They do not become disciples because they can quote 
discipleship. They do not receive the Holy Spirit because they can write about Him. They do not repent, worship, enter  
covenant, love God, or stand before Christ’s judgment as pastors. A machine that can generate the sentence “Jesus is Lord” 
has not thereby confessed Christ in the New Testament sense (Romans 10:9-10; 1 Corinthians 12:3).

This distinction is especially important in preaching. A sermon is not merely a sequence of doctrinally correct sentences.  
Pastoral  preaching ordinarily involves  a  human shepherd opening the Word before a people  he is  responsible to serve,  
bringing study, character, prayer, context, and accountable judgment to the task (2 Timothy 4:1-5;  1 Peter 5:1-4). An AI 
system can assist preparation. It cannot bear pastoral office.

The strongest defense of AI-generated sermons is practical. Pastors are overworked. Some minister in a second language.  
Some lack access to libraries. AI can help improve clarity and save time that can be spent with people. These are real benefits.  
The danger is not assistance but abdication. If a preacher copies an AI sermon without verifying exegesis, sources, quotations,  
theology, and pastoral fit, he is asking a probabilistic system to do work for which he remains morally responsible.

Verification is indispensable because generative AI can produce confident falsehoods. The National Institute of Standards  
and Technology’s Generative AI Profile uses the term “confabulation” for confidently stated false or erroneous content 
produced by generative systems and treats it as a significant risk requiring measurement and mitigation (Autio et al., 2024).  
In theological work, such errors can include invented quotations, nonexistent books, fabricated historical claims, blended 
doctrines, or plausible but contextually false interpretations.

The problem is  not solved by adding “Christian” to the prompt.  An AI model can generate  a  Reformed answer,  a  
Catholic answer, a prosperity answer, a New Age answer, a skeptical answer, or a fictional prophetic answer depending on 
instructions and training. It has no intrinsic doctrinal loyalty. The user must supply judgment.

Authorship  also  matters.  If  a  church  believes  a  pastor  personally  studied  and  wrote  a  message,  while  the  pastor  
substantially  outsourced  the  work  and  conceals  that  fact,  the  issue  may  become  deception.  Not  every  use  of  spelling  
correction, brainstorming, or research assistance requires public disclosure. Integrity requires proportionate transparency 
where AI materially performed the intellectual or creative work being represented as one’s own. Academic institutions,  
publishers, and churches may set different policies. Christians should obey legitimate rules and avoid the childish question, 
“Can anyone detect it?”

Spiritual advice raises greater stakes. An AI system can summarize biblical counsel, suggest questions to discuss with a  
pastor, or point to resources. It should not be treated as the final authority in marriage decisions, abuse cases, self-harm  
crises, medical emergencies, deliverance claims, or major moral judgments. The system does not know the full context,  
cannot investigate witnesses, and cannot assume pastoral responsibility.

The believer must therefore resist outsourcing discernment. Ask the tool, if useful. Then open the Bible. Check context. 
Consult  mature  believers.  Verify  factual  claims.  Seek  professional  help  where  the  issue  is  clinical,  legal,  financial,  or  
safeguarding-related. The tool may assist thought. It must not become the conscience.

10.12 Prayer Bots, Virtual Clergy, and AI Companions

A chatbot  can  feel  attentive  because  it  responds  immediately,  remembers  supplied  details,  adapts  tone,  asks  follow-up 
questions, and never appears bored. For a lonely person, that responsiveness can be deeply attractive. For a grieving person  
awake at 3 a.m., an AI companion may seem safer than waking a friend. For a teenager embarrassed to speak to parents, a bot  
may appear nonjudgmental. For a person hurt by clergy, “virtual clergy” may feel controllable in a way human authority 
does not.
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The pastoral temptation is to mock this hunger. That would be a mistake. Loneliness, shame, fear, disability, social  
anxiety, and church injury are real. Technologies that help people rehearse difficult conversations, organize thoughts, learn  
communication skills, or access support can serve genuine goods. The Christian critique must not despise the wound merely  
because it questions the medicine.

Current evidence suggests that companion systems are already being used relationally, especially by young people. In a  
nationally representative U.S. survey of 1,060 teens ages 13-17 conducted in 2025, Common Sense Media reported that 72  
percent had used AI companions at least once and 52 percent used them at least a few times a month. Thirty-three percent of  
all respondents described social or relationship uses such as conversation practice, emotional support, role-play, friendship, or 
romantic interaction; among AI-companion users, 33 percent reported having chosen an AI companion instead of a real  
person for an important or serious conversation (Common Sense Media, 2025). These figures should not be universalized 
globally, and most users in the survey still spent more time with real friends than with AI companions. They nevertheless 
show that synthetic companionship is no longer a fringe pastoral question.

The critical distinction is simulation. A system may simulate empathy in a way that is experientially meaningful to the 
user. That does not make the underlying relation symmetrical. The machine has no childhood, no vulnerability, no mortal 
body, no covenant history, no moral responsibility, and no sacrificial love. It can produce language of concern without 
possessing the human and spiritual realities that Christian love names.

Prayer bots sharpen the issue. A system can generate words shaped like a prayer. Those words may even help a believer  
articulate gratitude or lament, much as a written prayer book can. But the machine itself is not communing with God.  
Prayer is not merely religious text production. It is creaturely address to the living God through Christ, in dependence upon  
the Spirit (Matthew 6:5-13;  Romans 8:26-27;  Hebrews 4:14-16).  A generated prayer can be a prompt. It  cannot become a 
praying saint.

Virtual clergy raise a similar category error. Software may explain doctrine or present a pastoral script. It does not possess  
ordination, character qualifications, church membership, sacramental responsibility,  or accountable oversight.  A virtual 
avatar wearing clerical clothing is no more a shepherd than a medical chatbot wearing a white coat is a physician.

The strongest rebuttal says that many human pastors are inattentive, judgmental, inaccessible, or unsafe, whereas AI may 
be available, patient, and private. The factual premise can be true. Churches should feel rebuked by it. When people prefer  
machines because Christians refuse to listen, the church has failed in hospitality and care. But human failure does not confer  
personhood  or  spiritual  office  on  software.  The  answer  is  to  build  safer,  more  available,  more  compassionate  human 
communities while using technology carefully as support.

Emotional dependency is the key pastoral concern. A person may begin using an AI companion occasionally and slowly 
withdraw from difficult human relationships because the machine can be tuned, reset, or abandoned without reciprocity. 
Real love includes friction. Friends misunderstand. Spouses have needs. Children interrupt. Church members disagree. The 
neighbor cannot be edited by prompt.

This is why synthetic companionship can become spiritually attractive to the autonomous self. It offers relationship with  
greatly reduced obligation. Yet Christian formation occurs partly through learning to love people who are not extensions of  
our preferences (Philippians 2:3-4; 1 John 4:20-21).

To the isolated believer, the counsel is not “throw away every tool and suffer alone.” Use tools that help, but tell a real  
person. Join a church if safely possible. Seek counseling when needed. Call family. Sit across a table. Let another human 
being disappoint you and still learn to love. If abuse, self-harm risk, severe psychological distress, a medical crisis, or legal  
danger is involved, bring qualified human help into the situation rather than relying on a conversational system. Do not  
allow a machine designed to be responsive to become the only place where your soul is known.

10.13 Synthetic Prophecy and AI-Generated “Revelation”

The most serious theological misuse of generative AI occurs when machine-generated language is presented as a word from 
God. A user asks an AI to “prophesy over me,” “tell me what God is saying,” “channel my guardian angel,” “reveal my  
destiny,” or “interpret the spiritual meaning” of a coincidence. The output may be emotionally precise because the system 
has been given personal information and is skilled at producing language that fits familiar spiritual patterns. Persuasion can  
feel like revelation.

Scripture gives no warrant for treating statistical text generation as divine speech. The Holy Spirit is not an emergent 
property  of  linguistic  fluency.  The  Spirit  inspired  the  prophetic  and  apostolic  Word,  glorifies  Christ,  convicts  of  sin,  
regenerates, sanctifies, distributes gifts, and indwells believers (John 16:7-15; 1 Corinthians 12:4-11; 2 Timothy 3:16-17). A model 
can generate sentences about these acts. It does not perform them.
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This conclusion does not require resolving every intramural Christian debate about contemporary prophecy. Cessationists 
and continuationists  disagree about whether revelatory gifts continue in the same form. They need not disagree that a 
computer has no inherent prophetic authority. Even Christians who believe God may give impressions or prophetic messages 
insist that claims must be tested rather than believed because they are vivid (1 Corinthians 14:29;  1 Thessalonians 5:19-22;  1 
John 4:1). An AI output deserves no exemption.

A common rebuttal says,  “God used Balaam’s donkey, so He can use AI.” God is  sovereign and can use any part of  
creation providentially. The biblical narrative of the donkey is extraordinary precisely because God sovereignly acted; it does 
not establish donkeys as a normative prophetic technology (Numbers 22:28-35). God can use a billboard, a conversation, a 
mistake,  or  an  algorithm  to  draw  someone’s  attention  to  a  truth.  That  possibility  does  not  authorize  believers  to 
manufacture oracles and call the output revelation.

The distinction between providence and divination is critical. Providence trusts that God governs life. Divination seeks 
hidden guidance through an unauthorized mechanism. A Christian may pray for wisdom and then use ordinary tools to  
gather information. That is different from asking a system to disclose the secret will of God.

Synthetic prophecy is also vulnerable to manipulation. A ministry can prompt AI to produce personalized “words” at  
scale, using names, locations, fears, donation histories, or publicly available data. The recipient may assume supernatural  
knowledge where there is only data extraction. This is technologically updated cold reading. If money, loyalty, or obedience  
is then requested, the spiritual abuse becomes more severe.

The author’s earlier critique of “sanctified divination” is useful here. Prophetic language can be used to bypass Scripture,  
due process, wisdom, and accountable judgment (Sangwa, 2025c). AI makes that bypass scalable. A fake prophetic transcript  
can be generated in seconds. A cloned voice can make it sound like a respected leader. A synthetic image can give the claim  
visual authority.

The moral command is therefore sharp: do not say, “Thus says the Lord,” when the Lord has not spoken ( Jeremiah 23:25-
32; Ezekiel 13:1-9). Do not baptize generated text as revelation. Do not frighten people with synthetic warnings. Do not tell a 
vulnerable person that an AI has revealed whom to marry, whether to stop medication, when to move, what demon is  
present, or when Christ will return.

If generated language unexpectedly reminds you of a biblical truth, receive the truth because Scripture teaches it, not 
because the machine produced it. If it raises a question worth exploring, explore it. But never let the tool become an oracle. 
Christ did not promise His church a future in which probability engines replace the Spirit of truth.

10.14 Simulated Deceased Persons, Deepfakes, and Digital 
Deception

Generative systems can now reproduce a  person’s  face,  voice,  writing style,  and conversational  patterns with increasing 
realism. The same family of capabilities supports legitimate accessibility and creative uses. A person who loses the ability to 
speak may use  a  synthetic  version of  his  own voice.  A film may recreate  a  historical  setting with disclosure.  Language 
dubbing can improve access. A museum may use an explicitly labeled simulation for education. The moral question is not 
whether synthesis exists but whether it tells the truth about what it is.

Deepfakes become sinful when they are used to deceive, defraud, humiliate, sexually exploit, impersonate, or manufacture 
evidence. The ninth commandment is enough to establish the core moral norm. Technology changes the means, not the  
duty.

The risk is no longer hypothetical. The U.S. Federal Trade Commission has warned that AI-enabled voice cloning can be  
used to impersonate family members, businesses, and public figures and has developed technical and regulatory responses to  
reduce fraud (FTC, 2024). In 2026 the FTC reported $3.5 billion in consumer-reported losses to imposter scams during 2025  
across channels including phone, text, email, social media, and search, though not all of those losses involved artificial 
intelligence (FTC, 2026). That distinction matters. AI can intensify impersonation, but fraud should not be rhetorically 
attributed to AI when the evidence does not establish it.

Christians therefore need a new evidentiary reflex: a voice that sounds real may not be authentic. A video that looks real 
may be synthetic. A screenshot can be fabricated. Urgent emotional content deserves more, not less, verification. Families  
may wisely establish verification phrases or call-back procedures for emergency requests. Churches should verify sensational 
videos before preaching about them. Journalists and ministry leaders should preserve provenance where possible.

Grief technology raises a subtler question. Companies and researchers now explore “digital doppelgängers,” “grief bots,”  
and other systems trained on the data of deceased persons. Bioethics scholarship has begun examining whether such systems 
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can preserve aspects of memory or relationship while raising concerns about consent, deception, dignity, commercialization, 
privacy, and the nature of personhood (Iglesias et al., 2025; Kelley & Blumenthal-Barby, 2025).

The strongest defense is compassionate. A bereaved person may find comfort in hearing a familiar voice or revisiting a  
loved  one’s  stories.  People  already  keep  letters,  voicemail  recordings,  photographs,  and  videos.  A  carefully  disclosed 
memorial chatbot may be understood as an interactive archive rather than a claim that the dead person has returned.

That distinction is morally important. Scripture does not forbid memory. Christians honor the dead, tell stories, preserve  
testimony,  and  comfort  the  grieving.  But  an  AI  simulation  must  not  be  confused  with  resurrection,  continued 
consciousness, or spiritual contact. The deceased person is not inside the model. The machine predicts responses based on  
data. If the interface encourages the user to believe “this is really your mother speaking from beyond,” deception enters the  
relationship.

The  same  distinction  answers  the  promise  of  “digital  immortality.”  A  data  model  that  preserves  a  person’s  voice,  
preferences, photographs, or stylistic patterns is not the survival of that person’s consciousness, and it is certainly not the  
resurrection promised in Scripture. Christian hope is not indefinite persistence of an informational replica. It is God’s raising 
and transformation of the person in Christ (1 Corinthians 15:42-49; Philippians 3:20-21). A simulation may preserve traces of 
a life; it cannot conquer death.

The issue can also cross into occult territory if a user treats the system as a medium through which the spirit of the dead  
communicates. Scripture explicitly forbids necromancy and seeking the dead for guidance (Deuteronomy 18:10-12;  Isaiah 
8:19). A digital memorial is not automatically necromancy. It becomes spiritually dangerous when simulation is interpreted 
as contact.

Pastoral sensitivity is essential. Grief can make the impossible emotionally attractive. Do not mock the bereaved person 
who longs to hear a voice again. Point toward the Christian hope that does not require pretending death is not death. “We 
do not grieve like the rest, who have no hope,” Paul says, because Christian hope rests in the bodily resurrection and return 
of Christ, not in a database that imitates the dead (1 Thessalonians 4:13-18).

10.15 Astrology Apps, Tarot, Angel Numbers, and Digital 
Divination

Old spiritual practices often become culturally acceptable when the interface changes. Astrology moves from the newspaper 
column to a beautifully designed app. Tarot becomes a short-form video aesthetic. Numerology becomes “angel numbers.”  
Divination becomes “checking the universe.” A fortune teller becomes a personalized chatbot. The spiritual grammar can 
remain while the visual language becomes modern.

Current survey data show that these practices are not merely fringe. Pew Research Center reported in 2025 that 30 percent 
of U.S. adults said they consult astrology or horoscopes, tarot cards, or fortune tellers at least annually. Most reported doing 
so mainly “for fun,” while smaller shares said the practices provide helpful insights or influence major decisions (Rotolo, 
2025).  Those  data  describe  U.S.  self-report  and  should  not  be  projected  onto  the  world.  They  do  show  why  Christian  
discipleship must address the category without pretending only occult specialists encounter it.

The strongest defense is precisely the phrase “for fun.” A person reads a horoscope as entertainment, sends a zodiac meme, 
or watches a tarot video without believing it determines the future. Are Christians required to treat every cultural reference  
as participation in divination?

Care is needed. Scripture does not turn knowledge of an occult practice into contamination. Paul could quote pagan poets  
without worshiping their gods (Acts 17:28). A scholar can study astrology historically. A film can portray tarot. A Christian 
may know his  birth date  corresponds to a  zodiac sign without believing the heavens govern his  character.  The moral  
problem is not exposure to information.

The problem is seeking guidance, power, identity, or hidden knowledge through means God forbids. Deuteronomy 18:9-
14 places divination, sorcery, mediums, and necromancy within practices Israel was forbidden to adopt. Christians are not  
under Israel’s civil covenant as ancient Israel, but the New Testament continues the rejection of magical and divinatory 
power. Simon’s attempt to purchase spiritual power is rebuked (Acts 8:18-24). Paul confronts a spirit of divination (Acts 16:16-
18). Converts in Ephesus publicly abandon magical practices (Acts 19:18-20). Revelation treats sorcery as part of rebellion 
against God (Revelation 21:8; Revelation 22:15).

Astrology must also be distinguished from astronomy. Studying stars, planets, or celestial mechanics is study of creation.  
Treating their positions as authoritative causes or signs of personality and destiny is a different claim. Scripture celebrates the  
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heavens as God’s handiwork (Psalm 19:1) while mocking the nations’ attempts to derive security from astrologers (Isaiah 
47:13-15).

“Angel numbers” deserve specific correction because the language sounds Christian. The idea that repeated sequences 
such as 111, 222, or 444 carry personalized angelic guidance is a modern numerological practice, not a biblical doctrine of  
angels. Biblical angels are servants of God who act at His command (Hebrews 1:14). Scripture never instructs believers to 
decode recurring number patterns as angelic messages.

Tarot likewise cannot be made Christian merely by replacing imagery with saints, Bible verses, or “prophetic” language. 
If cards are used as prompts for reflection, the user should be honest about what is happening. If they are used to access  
hidden  spiritual  guidance,  predict  the  future,  identify  spirits,  or  reveal  God’s  secret  will,  the  practice  has  crossed  into  
divination.

A difficult  pastoral  question is  whether  casual  “fun” is  sinful  when no guidance  is  sought.  Christians  should  avoid  
constructing a universal law beyond Scripture. Yet wisdom asks what the practice trains. A believer who repeatedly entertains  
divination may normalize a mechanism Scripture rejects, confuse weaker believers, or slowly move from irony to trust. Paul’s  
teaching on idolatrous settings reminds Christians that liberty is  shaped by participation,  conscience,  and the spiritual  
meaning of an act (1 Corinthians 8:1-13; 1 Corinthians 10:14-33).

If you have used these practices for guidance, repentance should be concrete. Stop consulting them. Remove the apps if  
they draw you back. Confess the misplaced trust.  Do not replace astrology with Christian superstition, such as treating 
random Bible verses, chain messages, or repeated numbers as automatic omens. Return to Scripture, prayer, wise counsel,  
ordinary providence, and the freedom of not knowing what God has not revealed.

10.16 Manifestation, Crystals, Reiki, “Energy,” and Spirit 
Guides

Digital culture has become one of the principal distribution networks for New Age spirituality. The movement is not a  
single centralized religion. It is a family of beliefs and practices drawing on Western esotericism, New Thought, selected  
Eastern concepts, therapeutic culture, self-help, occult revival, and the language of spirituality without institutional doctrine 
(Hanegraaff, 1996; Heelas, 1996). Social media is especially suited to this fluidity because ideas can be consumed in fragments.  
A user may reject the label “New Age” while practicing manifestation, consulting astrology, believing in “energy,” carrying 
crystals for protection, seeking Reiki, and following spirit-guide content.

The author’s mature treatments have emphasized that the decisive theological issue is not aesthetic. New Age content  
often appears gentle, therapeutic, compassionate, and beautiful. The issue is where it locates God, authority, sin, salvation, 
power, and the self (Sangwa, 2026b). Christian discernment must therefore avoid two errors: calling every wellness practice  
occult, and baptizing every spiritual claim because it is marketed as wellness.

The vocabulary changes quickly. “Law of attraction,” “high vibration,” “frequency,” aura cleansing, chakra balancing,  
the “higher self,” ascended masters, Akashic records, and loosely invoked “quantum” language can appear beside ordinary  
wellness advice.  These claims are not interchangeable,  and some users  employ such words metaphorically.  Discernment 
should therefore test the concrete proposition rather than condemn a label by association. Scientific vocabulary does not 
validate a metaphysical claim merely because words such as energy, frequency, or quantum are used. Where a teaching assigns  
spiritual authority or saving power to the self, the universe, created objects, invisible forces, or nonbiblical intermediaries, it 
conflicts with the Creator-creature distinction and with Christ’s exclusive mediation (Romans 1:25; 1 Timothy 2:5).

Manifestation
The word “manifestation” is ambiguous. In ordinary speech, a person may say, “I am manifesting a better year,” meaning  
little more than “I am setting goals,  imagining a desired future,  and working toward it.” Goal setting, planning, and  
hopeful imagination are not occult. Proverbs commends wise planning (Proverbs 21:5), and Paul could speak of making plans 
while submitting them to God’s will (Romans 1:13; James 4:13-16).

The metaphysical version is different. It claims that thoughts, vibration, intention, spoken words, or alignment with 
“the  universe”  can  causally  attract  desired  realities.  Christianized  versions  may  replace  “universe”  with  “God”  while 
preserving  the  mechanism:  faith  becomes  a  force,  declaration  becomes  causation,  and  God becomes  the  guarantor  of  
technique.

Scripture rejects this transfer of sovereignty. Biblical faith trusts God; it does not operate God. Prayer asks, seeks, and 
knocks while submitting to the Father’s wisdom (Matthew 6:9-13; Matthew 7:7-11). Jesus’ “not my will, but yours” is not weak 
manifestation but perfect sonship (Luke 22:42). Words matter morally and relationally, but Proverbs 18:21 does not teach that 
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human speech creates reality in the divine sense. God “calls things into existence” because He is God ( Romans 4:17). The 
creature does not inherit omnipotence through positive vocabulary.

Crystals
Crystals are created minerals. They can be studied geologically, collected, worn as jewelry, used in technology, or appreciated  
for beauty.  There is  no biblical doctrine that quartz, amethyst,  or any other mineral is  spiritually contaminated by its  
physical existence. The Christian should reject fear-based superstition as much as power-based superstition.

The issue changes when a crystal is treated as a source of healing energy, protection, luck, cleansing, guidance, or spiritual  
alignment. At that point the object is receiving trust Scripture does not authorize. Sangwa’s earlier work on created things  
becoming objects of trust rightly frames superstition as a misplacement of spiritual authority rather than merely an unusual 
cultural taste (Sangwa, 2026c). A stone is not a demon, but a stone can become an idol in the heart.

Reiki and metaphysical “energy”
The word “energy” is especially vulnerable to semantic confusion. In physics, energy is a measurable property of physical  
systems. In everyday language, “I have no energy” means fatigue. In some spiritual systems, however, “energy” refers to an  
invisible  life  force,  vibration,  aura,  chakra  flow,  or  universal  power  that  can  be  manipulated  for  healing  or  spiritual 
development. These are different claims and should not be conflated.

Reiki  is  a  useful  case.  The  U.S.  National  Center  for  Complementary  and  Integrative  Health  describes  Reiki  as  a 
complementary practice in which a practitioner places hands lightly on or just above a person with the aim of directing an  
energy believed to support healing. NCCIH states that Reiki has not been clearly shown effective for health-related purposes  
and that there is no scientific evidence for the energy field said to underlie the practice (NCCIH, n.d.). A Christian critique 
should therefore be both theological and evidential. The promised energy mechanism lacks scientific confirmation, and 
spiritual claims about channeling universal life force do not arise from biblical revelation.

This does not mean every person who received Reiki knowingly entered an occult covenant. Some may have sought 
relaxation or pain relief without understanding the worldview. Others may report feeling calmer, which can occur for many 
reasons  including  attention,  touch,  expectancy,  rest,  and  setting.  Temporary  subjective  benefit  does  not  establish  the 
metaphysical explanation.

Where a  practice  explicitly  invokes  chakras,  auras,  universal  spiritual  energy,  spirit  attunement,  or  initiation into a  
spiritual lineage, Christians have stronger reason to abstain. The body may receive legitimate massage, physical therapy, 
medical treatment, and relaxation without adopting a rival spiritual account of reality. The church should not force sufferers  
to choose between superstition and neglect. Offer truthful care.

Spirit guides and channeling
Spirit-guide spirituality is more directly opposed to Scripture. It encourages people to seek direction from spiritual entities,  
ascended masters, ancestors, or personalized guides. Some Christianized versions call these beings angels and assume that any 
benevolent-feeling presence must be from God.

Scripture commands the opposite posture: “Do not believe every spirit, but test the spirits to see if they are from God” ( 1 
John 4:1). Paul warns that even an angelic appearance cannot authorize another gospel (Galatians 1:8), and Satan can disguise 
himself as an angel of light (2 Corinthians 11:14). The biblical response is not obsessive fear of invisible beings. It is refusal to 
seek guidance through unauthorized spiritual mediation.

The strongest New Age defense says these practices promote healing, self-knowledge, compassion, and spiritual openness. 
Some practitioners are sincere, gentle, and morally serious. Sincerity should be respected as a human quality. It does not 
determine truth. A practice can feel peaceful and still teach a false account of God. The serpent’s oldest deception was not 
ugly nihilism but promised wisdom, elevation, and expanded knowledge (Genesis 3:1-6).

Christianity offers a supernatural life without occult technique. The Father hears prayer. Christ is the one Mediator ( 1 
Timothy 2:5). The Holy Spirit indwells believers, illuminates Scripture, sanctifies, distributes gifts, and glorifies Christ (John 
16:13-14; 1 Corinthians 12:4-11). Angels serve God; believers are never instructed to summon them. Healing is sought through 
prayer, medicine, wise care, and God’s providence, not through metaphysical energy control.

This is  where the digital age can become spiritually dangerous. An influencer says,  “You were meant to see this.” A  
manifestation coach asks viewers to type an affirmation. An AI oracle personalizes the message. A crystal seller promises 
protection. An angel-number account explains the repeated digits the platform has just primed the user to notice. Each piece  
may feel small. Together they can create a rival liturgy of guidance.
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If  you are  entangled in these practices,  the gospel  response is  not panic.  Do not spend weeks trying to identify the  
supposed demon attached to every object.  Do not pay a specialist  to “break” what Christ  has conquered.  Confess  what  
involved misplaced trust or forbidden guidance. Renounce the practice. Remove objects or apps that function as spiritual 
instruments if keeping them sustains temptation or fear. Seek mature pastoral care. Where trauma, anxiety, chronic pain, or  
grief made the practices attractive, seek appropriate professional help as well. Then rebuild ordinary Christian life around  
Scripture, prayer, fellowship, truthful medicine, and the sufficiency of Christ.

10.17 Testing Every Spirit in the Digital Age

The digital age creates a paradox. Information is abundant while wisdom remains scarce. Voices multiply while authority 
becomes harder to evaluate. The believer can access more sermons than many generations of Christians heard in a lifetime  
and still become less capable of sustained attention. The solution cannot be another frantic stream of content about how  
dangerous content has become.

Scripture gives a slower discipline: test, hold fast, abstain from evil (1 Thessalonians 5:21-22). Test the spirits (1 John 4:1). 
Examine fruit (Matthew 7:15-20). Search the Scriptures (Acts 17:11). Refuse false witness (Exodus 20:16). Take thoughts captive 
to obey Christ (2 Corinthians 10:5). Do not be mastered (1 Corinthians 6:12). Do not neglect gathering (Hebrews 10:24-25). 
Set the mind on what is worthy (Philippians 4:8). These are not nostalgic commands. They are remarkably fitted to digital 
life.

A practical Christian framework can be summarized through seven tests. First, the truth test: Is the claim true, verifiable, 
and proportionate to the evidence? A Christian does not earn spiritual credit for believing the most alarming version of  
events.  Where evidence is  uncertain,  say  “uncertain.” Where a  claim is  speculation,  call  it  speculation.  Where a  source 
corrects an error, correct your own sharing.

Second, the authority test: What is being asked to rule my conscience? Scripture? A qualified teacher? A celebrity? An 
algorithm? An AI? A prophetic personality? A spirit guide? A viral consensus? No created authority may overrule God’s Word.  
Subordinate authorities should be accountable and testable.

Third, the mastery test: Can I stop? Does the device, game, feed, pornography habit, outrage cycle, shopping stream, or  
AI companion increasingly command time and emotional energy I no longer freely steward? Christian liberty cannot be  
used to protect slavery.

Fourth, the formation test: What kind of person does repeated exposure make me? More truthful? More prayerful? More 
sexually pure? More patient? More courageous? More contemptuous? More afraid? More covetous? More self-absorbed? Jesus 
teaches that trees are known by fruit (Matthew 7:16-20).

Fifth, the neighbor test: Who is harmed? Does my post expose someone unnecessarily, exploit sexuality, spread a false  
accusation,  feed  a  child  unsafe  material,  manipulate  a  donor,  or  turn another  person’s  tragedy  into  content?  Love  of  
neighbor applies to data and pixels because neighbors are on the other side of them.

Sixth, the embodiment test: Is digital life helping me love actual people or becoming an escape from them? Are family 
meals, sleep, work, church, exercise, grief, service, and face-to-face reconciliation being displaced? Christianity is irreducibly 
embodied because creation, incarnation, cross, resurrection, church, sacraments, and final hope are embodied realities.

Seventh,  the  worship  test: What  does  this  practice  ask  me  to  trust?  A  number,  crystal,  horoscope,  “energy,”  secret 
knowledge, follower count, political insider, AI oracle, or personal brand can become a functional altar. The Christian  
answer is not merely “stop believing strange things.” It is “worship the Lord your God, and serve only him” (Matthew 4:10).

These  tests  should  not  become another  legalistic  checklist  by  which anxious  believers  constantly  accuse  themselves. 
Tender consciences need to hear that ordinary digital use is not proof of worldliness. You may enjoy photography, games,  
professional networking, online study, AI assistance, group chats, memes, streaming, and technological convenience with  
thanksgiving. Romans 14 warns against judging servants  of another over disputable matters.  Chapter 14 will  treat such  
questions in depth.

But the hardened conscience needs a different word. Do not hide behind liberty when the fruit is bondage. Do not say “it  
is only online” when lust is deliberate. Do not say “I am just sharing” when you know the claim may be false. Do not call  
cruelty “discernment.” Do not call spiritual guidance “wellness” when you are consulting forbidden sources. Do not call  
avoidance  “online  church”  when  you  simply  refuse  anyone  who  can  correct  you.  Do  not  call  generated  language 
“revelation.”

Churches also need corporate practices of digital wisdom. Teach media literacy without assuming every institution is  
honest. Teach conspiracy discernment without mocking legitimate questions. Teach AI literacy without either worshiping 
or demonizing the technology. Protect children without turning homes into surveillance states. Train pastors to disclose 
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uncertainty, verify testimonies, and protect private information. Develop policies for AI use, synthetic media, safeguarding, 
and  online  communication.  Make  embodied  fellowship  so  truthful  and  compassionate  that  machines  are  not  more 
welcoming than the saints.

Above all, recover disciplined attention. Not every notification deserves entry. Not every controversy requires a statement.  
Not every rumor deserves investigation. Not every trend deserves imitation. Not every “word” deserves reception. Not every 
possible use of AI deserves adoption. A mature Christian can leave some things unknown. The digital disciple does not 
mature by knowing everything the internet knows, but by remaining faithful to the One who knows him.

Conclusion: Do Not Outsource the Soul

The deepest danger of digital technology is not that silicon, code, screens, or artificial intelligence possess a mysterious evil 
essence. The danger is more familiar. Human beings can take good or powerful tools and ask them to do what created things  
were never meant to do. We ask the feed to tell us what matters.  We ask the crowd to tell us who we are. We ask the  
influencer to tell us what Christianity means. We ask the algorithm to tell us what to fear. We ask the AI to tell us what God 
is  saying.  We  ask  the  companion  bot  to  remove  the  burden  of  human  relationship.  We  ask  the  horoscope  to  make  
uncertainty bearable. We ask the crystal to protect us. We ask the simulated dead to soften mortality. Then we call the  
arrangement  convenient.  The  broad  road  has  always  offered  substitutes;  the  digital  age  simply  makes  them  portable,  
personalized, persuasive, and permanently connected.

Jesus’ warning in  Matthew 7:13-23 therefore reaches the screen. Many can say “Lord, Lord” online. A channel can be 
doctrinally branded. A sermon can be generated. A miracle can be edited. A prophecy can be personalized. A testimony can  
be fabricated. A follower count can look like fruit. Yet the Judge is not an algorithm. He is Jesus Christ.

This should terrify the hypocrite and comfort the weary believer for the same reason: Christ sees truly. He is not fooled by 
the curated self, but neither is He misled by the shame that says your worst digital history is the whole truth about you. The  
person who comes into the light finds a Savior whose blood cleanses from all sin (1 John 1:7-9). Pornography is not stronger 
than His mercy. Occult entanglement is not stronger than His lordship. Years of gossip can be confessed. False teaching can 
be renounced. An influencer can repent of self-exaltation. A conspiracy channel can correct false claims. A pastor can stop  
outsourcing sermons and return to the text. A lonely person can leave synthetic isolation and learn human fellowship again.

Repentance must be specific where sin is specific. Delete what functions as an altar. End the secret account. Tell the person 
you deceived. Correct the false post. Apologize for the screenshot you spread. Return stolen content. Stop consulting the 
horoscope.  Renounce spirit-guide practices.  Put financial barriers around compulsive gaming. Invite accountability into  
pornography use. Tell a pastor how dependent you have become on an AI companion. Rebuild prayer without constant  
interruption.

Yet none of these acts purchases forgiveness. They are not digital penance. The gospel remains what it has been from the 
beginning of this book: sinners are justified by grace through faith in the crucified and risen Christ, not by moral cleanup,  
technological abstinence, or religious performance. The same grace then trains the redeemed to live soberly in the present  
age while waiting for the blessed hope (Titus 2:11-14).

One final pastoral distinction must remain clear. The believer who is grieved by digital sin, brings it into the light,  
accepts correction, and returns to Christ should not be treated as though every relapse proves counterfeit conversion. But the 
person who protects the secret, renames bondage as liberty, refuses correction, and demands assurance while intending to 
continue  has  no  biblical  warrant  for  peace.  Warning  is  not  cruelty  when  it  interrupts  presumption;  assurance  is  not  
compromise when it rests a repentant sinner in Christ. The apostolic pattern holds mercy and obedience together: Christ is 
the Advocate for those who sin, and the claim to know Him cannot be severed from a life that takes His commands seriously  
(1 John 2:1-6).

The self-righteous technophobe must hear this. You are not safer before God because your phone is old. You are not  
holier because you reject social media. You are not more spiritual because you refuse artificial intelligence. Pride can thrive  
offline. The Pharisee does not need Wi-Fi.

The uncritical  technophile must  hear the opposite  warning.  Innovation is  not innocence.  Efficiency is  not wisdom.  
Personalization is not providence. Simulation is not presence. Information is not truth. Prediction is not prophecy. Artificial 
intelligence is not the Holy Spirit. A platform’s capacity to know your preferences does not give it the right to disciple your 
soul.

Parents should not panic, but they should parent. Pastors should not retreat, but they should shepherd. Scholars should 
not exaggerate, but they should investigate. Technology companies should not be demonized as if every engineer serves one  
hidden plan, but their designs, incentives, data practices, and harms should be scrutinized. Governments should protect the 
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vulnerable without using misinformation policy as a pretext for unaccountable censorship. Christians should resist both 
gullibility and paranoia.

The church also needs repentance for creating conditions in which synthetic spirituality becomes attractive. If prayer in 
church is performative, a bot may feel more honest. If pastors are inaccessible, an AI may feel kinder. If young people receive  
only prohibition and no patient answers, influencers will disciple them. If believers cannot ask difficult questions without 
shame, they will ask the machine. If churches protect celebrities, people will trust anonymous strangers. Digital deception is  
not caused only by devices. Sometimes it flourishes where embodied Christianity has become untrustworthy.

The answer is not to flee the world but to become a faithful people within it. Use tools without kneeling. Build systems 
without believing they save. Learn the technology well enough to refuse both hype and fear. Create excellent Christian  
media without turning visibility into righteousness. Use AI honestly. Protect privacy. Verify claims. Keep sabbath-like limits.  
Gather with the saints. Teach children how algorithms work. Let older believers learn from younger digital competence, 
and let younger believers receive older wisdom about patience, embodiment, and the long obedience that no viral clip can  
replace.

And watch, not with the frantic vigilance of the person who refreshes the feed because every headline might be the final  
coded sign, but as Jesus taught: faithfully, soberly, obediently. The New Testament’s hope of Christ’s return does not produce  
compulsive crisis scanning. It produces holiness, endurance, mutual encouragement, mission, and readiness (1 Thessalonians 
4:13-5:11; 1 John 3:2-3). If the trumpet sounded while the phone was in your hand, the decisive question would not be whether  
the device was smart, but whether you belonged to Christ.
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So guard the heart, but do not worship your guardrails. Test the spirits, but do not become proud of suspicion. Verify  
claims, but do not make skepticism your savior. Use technology, but do not let technology use your deepest loyalties. Let the  
Scriptures have the first and final word. Let the church know your life. Let your yes be yes and your no be no. Let prayer  
become prayer again. Let silence become possible. Let the body return to the room. Let the neighbor become more than an  
avatar. Let the dead rest in God’s hands. Let the future remain under the authority of the risen King.

No algorithm died for you. No platform rose from the grave. No artificial companion intercedes at the right hand of the  
Father. No influencer can justify you. No horoscope knows your end. No synthetic prophet can open the Lamb’s book. Jesus 
Christ is Lord. He alone bore sin, rose bodily, reigns at the Father’s right hand, intercedes for His people, and will return as  
King and Judge. He is sufficient when the screen goes dark, when the crowd forgets your name, when the machine cannot  
answer, and when every synthetic voice falls silent. Therefore do not place your assurance in digital restraint, technological  
competence, online influence, or your ability to detect deception. Place it in Christ, walk in the light, remain among His  
people, and pursue the holiness that grace produces. He is coming. Be found awake, not staring anxiously at the feed, but  
abiding faithfully in the Savior.
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