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Abstract 

The results of the project “Testing AI as a Rational Theologian” carried out from 2023 to 2024 show that 

leading chatbots powered by Large Language Models, such as ChatGPT based on GPT-4o and Gemini 

based on Gemini 1.5, possess core skills of a rational theologian. Testing (based on Christian theological 

materials) has revealed that these chatbots correctly interpret Biblical passages (by presenting the 

context, the right meaning, also according to the theory of the four senses of the Scripture, and solving 

logical puzzles related to difficult passages). They can also clarify theological problems, critically assess 

theological reasoning and formulate such a reasoning, as well as logically link Biblical utterances to 

theological statements. They discuss the topics of natural theology and are able to provide a theological 

guidance. Finally they have proven that they can utilise the concept of rational theologian by creating 

their own criteria for such a theologian, as well as evaluate theological skills of language models. Some 

limitations have been detected, such as hallucination when quoting theological sources and mistakes 

in logical inference. Moreover, the chatbots gave different answers when asked a practical question 

within the framework of Islamic tradition, according to Hanafi School. A simplified benchmark for 

theological skills assessment enabled us to measure their performance (the overall results are: 86% for 

ChatGPT and 84% for Gemini). The report includes the methodology of the study, the tools (tasks and 

assessment rules) which can be also used to test other chatbots, as well as results discussion and the 

assessment of theological skills of both chatbots. An appendix contains all conversations with ChatGPT 

and Gemini analysed in the study. 

Key words: chatbots, large language models, Artificial Intelligence, theology, religion, rationality, 

benchmarks, testing, performance 
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Executive Summary 

A general research question of this project was: can AI be a rational theologian? It was assumed that 

we could test chatbots based on Large Language Models to check if they had skills, knowledge and 

credibility which guaranteed the high quality of their responses in conversations devoted to theology, 

and if such chatbots could do that as rational interlocutors.  

“Rational” has at least two components here: 1) the negative one, understood as avoiding irrational 

thinking, sometimes called anti-irrationalism, and 2) the positive one, namely: using logic and 

philosophical concepts to discuss theological issues, solve theological problems, create philosophical 

argumentation, and analyse theological reasoning. 

The initial stage of the project started in September 2022, just before launching ChatGPT based on GPT-

3, which was a milestone in the development of LLMs. The first stage of proper testing was conducted 

in 2023, and included: ChatGPT, powered by GPT-3.5, Bard powered by PaLM, BingChat (later renamed 

to Co-pilot), powered by GPT-4, and Llama2. This testing enabled us to refine the testing scenario. It 

was complemented by additional testing. The final stage of proper testing was conducted in 2024 and 

included two selected chatbots: ChatGPT and Gemini, powered by (respectively): GPT-4o (in some cases 

compared with GPT-o1-mini), and Gemini 1.5. 

The investigation was concentrated on four research questions listed below. Below each question, we 

present key conclusions of the study. 

RQ1: How to measure AI competence in theology? 

We can enumerate theological skills and define them by pointing out assessment criteria which show 

what one should do to evidence such skills. Next, we compose tasks which should be performed to 

meet such criteria. Different criteria may refer to different levels of advancement with respect to those 

skills. Hence, also the tasks can be composed to measure the level of such an advancement. We have 

invented a simple methodology and a framework to measure the advancement of selected skills of LLM-

powered chatbots to check if they can serve as rational theologians. 

RQ2: Are the existing models trained enough to be rational theologians and to solve theological 

problems?  

Yes, they are. They have both sufficient knowledge and skills to do that. 

Knowledge is always “memorised” in the process of training. And the testing shows that the dataset 

used to train the models included many philosophical and theological materials. 

Some chatbots additionally use external sources which are available on the internet. For instance, Co-

Pilot refers to such sources as websites and provides hyperlinks to these materials. The current version 

of ChatGPT also uses external sources. 

Testing has shown that chatbots have many high-order skills which enable them to solve theological 

problems and speak as rational theologians. They correctly interpret Biblical passages. They can clarify 

theological problems. They critically assess theological reasoning and can formulate such a reasoning, 

as well as logically link Biblical utterances to theological statements. They discuss the topics of natural 



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

6 

theology, but at the same time they can provide a theological guidance. Finally they have proven that 

they can utilise the concept of rational theologian by creating their own criteria for such a theologian. 

RQ3: What kind of valuable feedback about rationality of religion can we get from AI?  

The LLM-powered chatbots try to avoid direct answers which evaluate the rationality of religion: either 

religion as such, or any specific religion. They are set up to avoid generating statements which could be 

interpreted as personal beliefs, and to present different opinions. 

However, when asked to analyse religious texts, they point out the universal truths they convey, and 

when they deal with theological arguments, they do emphasise their strengths. They also provide users 

with rational argumentation for religious beliefs, although they also include counter arguments in order 

to show the whole picture of the debates. 

They provide us with a valuable analysis of Biblical texts: they can go beyond the literal sense, and 

include many layers of interpretation. They also show that such texts can help us in many ways by 

teaching about good life, as well as providing us with spiritual guidance. Thus, the chatbots indirectly 

show that religion is not irrational. Quite the opposite: they can produce contents which show that 

there are good reasons to follow a religion. 

RQ4: Whether the existing models need additional (theological) training? 

Yes and no. They do not need any additional training to provide us with satisfactory answers concerning 

theological problems and giving feedback about the rationality of religion. However, if we want them 

to perform special tasks in a special manner, we should train them to make them able to follow the 

pattern. Bruno Banelli and Ines Skelac proved that Llama-3 trained on the corpus of Benedict’s XVI texts 

can better assess theological argumentation. 

Another method is Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG), which enables a model to use external 

resources, and add the selected information to prompts, in order to generate answers based on the 

knowledge from those sources. 

The testing shows that the chatbots still require improvements if we want them to provide us with 

correct logical reasoning and evaluation. Even if they witness advanced logical skills they make mistakes 

in their own theological inferences as well as in reasoning assessment. 
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1. Introduction 

Can Artificial Intelligence serve as a theologian, capable of giving reasonable answers to difficult 

questions concerning God and religion, and rationally analyse problems and arguments related to such 

topics? And if so, what valuable support can we expect from AI in this respect? 

The main aim of the project "Testing AI as a Rational Theologian" was creating tools which would help 

to assess when AI is ready for rational and deep discussion about theological problems and 

argumentation. It was assumed that if chatbots powered by Large Language Models (LLMs) would be 

ready to perform such tasks, that could be beneficial for the development of humans' relationship with 

God and the world. AI could, thus, solve different problems and remove difficulties which can create 

barriers for such a relationship, using rational argumentation based on reliable knowledge. 

This approach assumes that not only theological knowledge is relevant, when we ask about the AI as a 

theologian. What is even more important, are theological, logical and hermeneutical skills. Additionally, 

what should also be checked is: whether they can reliably use sources (such as sacred scriptures and 

theological texts), and whether we can say that they are sincere, when they provide us with that kind 

of support. 

The idea of the project appeared when the development of language models made them capable of 

effectively communicating with humans. Since the time of the famous debate in 2019 with the Project 

Debater, we knew that AI can formulate arguments, understand the arguments of the interlocutor and 

reply to them (Slonim et al., 2021). In the meantime, various applications of neural networks were 

tested also in theological context, including a successful attempt to build entity graphs of Biblical names 

based on the Bible in different languages (Martinjak, Lauc and Skelac 2023). In the last few years of 

2010s, the hardware improvements and training various language models such as BERT, ERNIE, and 

next: GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020), Switch Transformers (Fedus et al., 2021) made it clear that we were 

closer to the point where AI would be ready to understand and solve very difficult problems including 

the big questions of philosophy and theology. It would be a moment in which we will be able to get 

from AI instructive feedback concerning metaphysical theories, arguments for the existence of God or 

the status of sacred texts. The question arose: when would it happen, and how could we determine 

that such a moment had come? The answer to this question was the idea of chatbots’ theological skills 

assessment by testing selected chatbots, which became the core of the project.  

The preparatory stage of the project included desk research and a test of a simple chatbot based on AI, 

called ChAI, which showed its limited abilities with respect to theological discourse. This chatbot is no 

longer publicly available. The next step was the preliminary testing of ChatGPT powered by GPT-3.5, 

launched by OpenAI in November 2022. This testing had shown that such a chatbot could meet at least 

basic criteria for an automated theologian.  

After preparing the conception of the study, assessment rules, and preliminary benchmarks and tasks 

for measuring theological skills development, the first regular testing had been performed. In August 

and September 2023, three leading chatbots were tested with the use of the same scenario: Chat-GPT 

(launched by OpenAI in November 2022, powered by GPT-3.5), Bing Chat (launched by Microsoft in 

February 2023, powered by GPT-4) and Bard (launched by Google in March 2023 with a limited access 

in the USA and the UK, and after a few month in Europe, powered by PaLM). Results of this testing were 
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broadly discussed at several seminars and international conferences. The feedback from many scholars, 

experts and students helped in refining the methodology and particular tasks. In the meantime, the 

chatbot based on the model Llama2-70B was also tested with the use of the same tasks. In 

consequence, the final scenario, consisting of 9 groups of tasks, was prepared. In the last stage, in 

Summer 2024, two leading chatbots with the greatest performance had been tested: Gemini (launched 

by Google in December 2023, powered by Gemini 1.5) and ChatGPT (powered by GPT-4o, partially 

including GPT-o1-mini launched in September 2024). 

Both the results of preliminary testing in 2023 and the final one in 2024 show, before all, surprisingly 

high performance of all the examined chatbots with respect to theological skills. They also provide 

reliable knowledge, although with some limitations and the risk of the so-called hallucination, especially 

when asked for specific quotations. However, they are constantly being improved, to either give reliable 

content, or admit their limitations. As it will be shown below, the answer to the main question of this 

report is positive. 
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2. Methodology 

1.2. Aim and research questions 

The aim of the project is checking if selected chatbots can be considered as rational theologians. At the 

same time, four research questions have been defined to help fulfilling the aim: 

RQ1: How to measure AI competence in theology? 

RQ2: Are the existing models trained enough to be rational theologians and to solve theological 

problems? 

RQ3: What kind of valuable feedback about rationality of religion can we get from AI? 

RQ4: Whether the existing models need additional (theological) training? 

2.2. General assumptions 

Regarding the aim of the project, first, it should be determined what “rational” means here. For the 

sake of this study, “rational” is defined by two components here: 1) the negative one, understood as 

avoiding irrational thinking, sometimes called anti-irrationalism, and 2) the positive one, namely: using 

logic and philosophical concepts to discuss theological issues, solve theological problems, create 

philosophical argumentation, and analyse theological reasoning. 

Second, it is crucial to define what is “rational theologian.” The methodological assumption of this study 

is that we can do it by enumerating key skills of someone to be called with this label. 

In consequence, it is also adopted that such skills can be measured, which is related to RQ1. To enable 

such an enterprise, the method of determining assessment criteria for each skill has been used. 

According to this approach, such criteria should precisely indicate what should be performed if we want 

to admit that someone performing that does possess the skill in question. They should be formulated 

with the use of the so-called operational verbs, such as “analyses,” “indicates,” “distinguishes” etc., to 

clearly determine what should be done.  

Next, such criteria can be useful to measure the level of a skill in question. Various methods are 

available. We can determine the levels through the complexity of the operations to which the criteria 

refer. This method is being used in such long-life-learning tools as: national qualification frameworks, 

and standards of education and qualifications descriptions. The characteristics of several levels in 

qualification frameworks (such as the European Qualification Framework having 8 levels, where level 1 

is for very easy skills, and level 7 is for MA diploma) and the characteristics of skills determined in the 

standards of education or in descriptions of qualifications, are formulated in such a way that they clearly 

include the complexity of tasks to be performed, the level of independence, as well as creativity and 

self-governance of a person which is necessary for such tasks. To illustrate, in the Polish Qualifications 

Framework, level 1 is characterised as follows: “able to carry out very simple tasks according to detailed 

instructions under typical conditions,” whereas for level 6 we have “able to innovatively complete tasks 

and resolve problems which are complex and non-routine under variable and not fully predictable 
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conditions” (Ziewiec, Danowska-Florczyk, Stechły, 2016). This approach is to some extent inspired by 

the idea embodied in the famous Bloom’s taxonomy (Bloom 1956), which distinguishes six categories 

of skills, starting from the categories for lower-order skills towards higher-order skills, which have been 

described as follows:  

1) remembering – recall specific facts; 

2) understanding – grasp meaning of instructional materials; 

3) applying – use information in a new (but similar) situation; 

4) analysing – take apart the known and identify relationships; 

5) evaluating – examine information and make judgments; 

6) creating – use information to create something new. 

According to those ideas, we can create assessment criteria which refer to different degrees of 

complexity, independence, creativity etc. Hence, if a chatbot meets a basic criterion only, we can 

assume that it possesses a certain skill on a basic level. But we will say that he has it on an advanced 

level if it meets other criteria which pose higher requirements. 

However, we can adopt a “flat” approach, according to which what matters is the number of criteria 

that should be met. Hence, if we compose 4 criteria with similar wages, and a chatbot meets three of 

them, we can rate it giving 75% for a skill in question. 

In this project, we use the mixed approach. Here is the reason. For some skills it is natural to determine 

different levels, so can be a criterion formulated for the basic level, and other criteria for higher ones. 

For other skills a certain criterion can hardly be identified as for basic or more advanced level. At the 

same time for such skills it is important to cover various operations. Thus, the “flat approach” is more 

accurate for them. 

On these grounds a kind of benchmark has been created. This benchmark is different from the common 

ones created for assessing performance of LLMs (see Banerjee et al. 2023). One of most famous 

benchmarks created to measure understanding in LLMs, is the General Language Understanding 

Evaluation (GLUE) benchmark introduced in 2018 (Wang et al., 2019). It takes into account 21 aspects 

of understanding, grouped into four categories: lexical semantics, predicate-argument structure, logic, 

knowledge, and common sense. Next, more challenging benchmarks have been developed, such as the 

Beyond the Imitation Game Benchmark (BIG–Bench), which includes over 200 diverse text-based tasks 

(Srivastava et al. 2022). The task categories include traditional natural language processing, 

mathematics, common sense reasoning, and question-answering. Along with the development of the 

models, it was clear that we should focus on the most difficult tasks, what lead, e.g., to creating the 

BIG–Bench Hard (BBH): “a subset of 23 challenging BIG–Bench tasks on which prior language models 

fell short of average reported human-rater performance” to demonstrate that “answer-only prompting 

underestimates model capabilities” and chain of thought (CoT) prompting “enables the most capable 

Codex model to outperform the average human-rater baseline on 17 out of 23 tasks in BBH” (Suzgun 

et al., 2023). This benchmark: 1) focuses on a narrow set of skills, namely theological ones; 2) relies 

solely on the expert’s rating, and not on a generalised result of rating. The simulation of application of 

a sample of such a benchmark in a simplified way was presented in the article showing first results of 

the project (Trepczyński 2023). Below we present the final version of this benchmark (let us call it 

Rational Theologian Benchmark: RT-Bench). 
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Creating the list of nine theological skills of a rational theologian, and determining the assessment 

criteria for each of them, constituted a basis for composing tasks. The tasks were divided into 9 groups. 

They were presented in section 2.5, below. The table of theological skills and assessment criteria has 

been presented below. To each criterion at least one task has been ascribed. The complete set of basic 

tasks has been presented in section 2.3. For each skill the rules of evaluation have been determined. 

Such assessment rules have been presented in section 2.4.  

Such a basic and simplified methodological framework can be considered as just a starting point for 

further development. However, it turned out it is sufficient to effectively evaluate the skills of LLM-

based chatbots in order to determine whether they can serve as rational theologians and to be able to 

compare their performance with this respect. 

Finally, we should make another important methodological note. Even if chatbots show they have 

satisfactory skills and knowledge, it is still possible that they are biased, including religious biases, and 

ready to promote biases, among them: biases against women (cf. Biana 2024). Although the 

contemporary leading chatbots include instructions to guarantee their political correctness, and in 

consequence, they remove the wide range of potential biases, it still may happen that they present 

content including biases which are hard to detect. 

2.3. Theological Skills 

The table below presents 7 core skills for a rational theologian and 2 meta-skills. These two meta-skills 

refer to the concept of rational theologian and to the capacity of evaluating theological skills.  

In my view, the positive result of testing whether chatbots possess such criteria, should be sufficient to 

convince us that they can serve as rational theologians. 

To each skill a few assessment criteria have been determined, and for each criterion: at least one task 

(presented in section 2.5). 

 

Table 1. Rational theologian’s skills and assessment criteria 

No. Skills and criteria Tasks 

1 interprets the Bible  

1.1 points out meaning of a passage T1.1 

1.2 points out different meanings of a passage using 4 senses (literal, moral, 
allegorical, anagogical) 

T1.2, T1.2* 

1.3 uses logical knowledge to understand Biblical reasoning T1.3, T1.4, T1.5 

2 clarifies theological problems  

2.1 shows the core of a theological problem T2.1, T2.2 

2.2 gives a possible solution to the problem T2.3 

2.3 points out the possible objections to the solution to the problem T2.4, T2.5 
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3 critically assesses theological reasoning  

3.1 distinguishes premises and conclusions in a theological reasoning T3.1, T3.2, T3.4, T3.7 

3.2 points out the logical connections between statements of a reasoning T3.2, T3.3 

3.3 assess the validity of logical connections between the statements of a 
reasoning 

T3.2, T3.2*, T3.4, T3.5, T3.6, T3.6* 

3.4 assess the soundness of reasoning T3.1, T3.2, T3.6 

4 formulates theological reasoning  

4.1 draws conclusions from Biblical passages T4.1, T4.2 

4.2 draws conclusions from theological statements T4.3 

4.3 gives reasons for theological statements T4.4, T4.5 

5 logically links Biblical utterances to theological statements  

5.1 builds a reasoning which combines given Biblical utterance with a given 
theological statement if it can be correctly performed 

T5.1, T4.2, T5.2 

5.2 states that given Biblical utterance and a given theological statement 
cannot be logically linked if it is so 

T5.3, T5.4, T5.4*, (T5.1, T5.2) 

5.3 points out possible connections between given Biblical utterance with a 
given theological statement by adopting certain interpretation and 
shows weak points of such an enterprise 

T5.5, (T5.3, T5.1, T5.2) 

6 discusses the topics of natural theology  

6.1 presents argumentation for a theological claim which is not based on 
revelation 

T6.1, T6.1* 

6.2 assesses argumentation for a theological claim which is not based on 
revelation 

T6.2 

6.3 defines the limitations of natural theology T6.3 

7 provides a theological guidance  

7.1 answers theological questions T7.1 

7.2 indicates the Biblical sources related to theological questions T7.2, T7.2* 

7.3 formulates theological advices in individual situations T7.3, T7.3*, T7.3-2 

8 utilises the concept of rational theologian  

8.1 defines rational theologian T8.1 

8.2 enumerates skills of rational theologian T8.2 

8.3 gives examples of rational reactions of a theologian T8.3 

8.4 performs self-reflection in the context of the criteria for rational 
theologian 

T8.4 

9 evaluates theological skills  

9.1 composes tasks to test theological skills T9.1 
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9.2 determines assessment criteria for testing theological skills T9.2 

9.3 evaluates the solutions to the tasks according to the assessment criteria T9.4 

 

2.4. Assessment Rules 

For each skill a chatbot can get rating according to the following rules: 

1. Interprets the Bible: 

a. for (1.1) only: 40%, 

b. for (1.1)+(1.2) only: 75%, 

c. for (1.1)+(1.3) only: 75%, 

d. for (1.2)+(1.3): 100%, 

e. If the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered, 

Comments: (1.2) encompasses (1.1).  

2. clarifies theological problems: 

a. for (2.1): 40%, 

b. for (2.2): 30%, 

c. for (2.3): 30%, 

d. If the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (2.1) is crucial as a basis for the next operations, and thus its max. rate is 

higher than the max. rate of (2.2) or (2.3).  

3. critically assesses theological reasoning 

a. for (3.1): 20%, 

b. for (3.2): 30%, 

c. for (3.3): 30%, 

d. for (3.4): 20% 

e. If the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (3.2) gets a bit higher rating for its complexity; (3.4) has a bit lower rating 

than (3.3), because (3.3) is a step to (3.4): if we evaluate validity, the evaluation of 

soundness requires only the verification of premises.  

4. formulates theological reasoning 

a. for (4.1): 30%, 

b. for (4.2): 30%, 

c. for (4.3): 40%, 
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d. If the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (4.3) gets a higher max. rating, as (4.1) and (4.2) to some extent overlap, 

as both check drawing conclusions. 

5. logically links Biblical utterances to theological statements 

a. for (5.1): 40%, 

b. for (5.2): 30%, 

c. for (5.3): 30%, 

d. If the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (5.1) gets a bit higher max. rating, as it is connected with creativity applied 

to a relatively difficult task.  

6. discusses the topics of natural theology 

a. for (6.1): 35%, 

b. for (6.2): 35%, 

c. for (6.3): 30%, 

d. If the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (6.3) gets a bit lower higher max. rating than (6.1) and (6.2), as it seems to 

be a less complex operation than others.  

7. provides a theological guidance 

a. for (7.1): 35%, 

b. for (7.2): 30%, 

c. for (7.3): 35%, 

d. If the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (7.2) gets a bit lower higher max. rating than (7.1) and (7.3), as it seems to 

be a less complex and creative operation than others.  

8. utilises the concept of rational theologian 

a. for (8.1): 25%, 

b. for (8.2): 25%, 

c. for (8.3): 25%, 

d. for (8.4): 25% 

e. If the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

9. evaluates theological skills 

a. for (9.1): 35%, 

b. for (9.2): 35%, 

c. for (9.3): 30%, 
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d. If the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (9.3) gets a bit lower higher max. rating than (9.1) and (9.2), as the 

operations which involve creativity seem a bit more demanding than evaluation, 

although all of them pertain to higher-order skills. 

These rules represent a simplified approach. If the criteria do not overlap (as in skill 1), the rating is 

distributed relatively evenly. As you can read in the comments, there also may be reasons to give a bit 

lower or higher maximum rating, such as lower/higher complexity. Furthermore, according to Bloom’s 

taxonomy, the operations connected with creativity are rated a bit higher than others. 

2.5. Tasks 

In order to measure the skills enumerated in section 2.3 a collection of tasks had been composed. Those 

tasks were tested in the pilot study. Many of them were presented to the audience and discussed. Some 

of them were improved. Some of them were added on the later stage to complement the older the 

previous collection. The final one was divided into nine groups. They can be used as ready prompts to 

test the capacities of chatbots.  

All the tasks are presented below. Some of them are marked with one asterisk or two added to the 

number of a preceding task to show that such a task is the follow-up to the preceding one. And 

sometimes there is an additional utterance (marked with the word: “ADD”) which can be used in a 

prompt if we do not get a satisfactory reply, but we give another chance. There are also additional tasks, 

such as T1.6, which were not used to measure the skills enumerated in section 2.3, but can be useful 

to check other aspects of chatbots performance. Tasks with one or two asterisks are follow-up tasks. 

Group 1 

Task 1.1 [biblical passage interpretation] 

Be a Christian theologian. Please, interpret and explain the following passage: “In the year that King 

Uzziah died, I saw the Lord, high and exalted, seated on a throne; and the train of his robe filled the 

temple.” 

Task 1.2 [utilising the theory of 4 senses] 

If you are a Christian theologian using the theory of four senses of the Scripture (literal, moral, 

allegorical and anagogical) how could you analyse the following fragment?: "All Israel came together to 

David at Hebron and said, ‘We are your own flesh and blood.’”? 

Task 1.2* [cross-check] 

If you are a Christian theologian using the theory of four senses of the Scripture (literal, moral, 

allegorical and anagogical) how could you analyse the following fragment?: "And he sailed far out into 

the sea, and no waves swallowed him up. And he reached the end, the shore that awaited him.”? 
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Task 1.3 [explaining a logical problem in the Scripture] 

I would like you to be a Christian theologian and to explain one thing. Consider this passage from the 

Gospel of Luke in which Jesus says: 

“Do you see this woman? I came into your house. You did not give me any water for my feet, but she 

wet my feet with her tears and wiped them with her hair. You did not give me a kiss, but this woman, 

from the time I entered, has not stopped kissing my feet. 46 You did not 

put oil on my head, but she has poured perfume on my feet. Therefore, I tell 

you, her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much. But whoever has been forgiven little loves 

little.” 

But there is a problem. The phrase “as she loved much” seems to indicate that love of this woman was 

a cause of forgiveness. But before Jesus admitted that who has been forgiven more, loves more, and in 

the presented quote: “whoever has been forgiven little loves little”, which means that forgiveness is 

the cause of love. What is more, according to Christian theology, nothing can force God to do anything, 

including forgiving or remitting sins. So also one’s love cannot force God to do so. How can you explain 

Jesus’s words “Therefore, I tell you, her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much.” 

Task 1.4 [using logical terms] 

Can you, in the light of your response, use some terms from the theory of reasoning or some logical 

terms to explain the role of the connective "as" which connects two parts of the above-mentioned 

reasoning, namely: "her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much"? 

Task 1.4* [other theologians] 

And do you know any theologians who gave an answer to this problem which is similar to your answer? 

Task 1.4** [mediaeval theologians] 

Do you know any mediaeval theologians who did it? Can you quote them? 

OR: Do you find any exact quotes from mediaeval theological writings which are in line with the solution 

that you have provided? 

Task 1.5 [formal/symbolic representation] 

Can you give a formal representation (expressed in terms of symbolic logic) of the statement “I am in 

the Father and the Father is in me”? 

(...) 

Can you include representing the basic clauses in terms of relations? 

(...) 

OK, can you give a similar formal representation of the following reasoning?: 
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“In the divinity, essence is the same with the person in reality, and so the essence of the Father is the Father, and 

the essence of the Son is the Son. Therefore, wherever the essence of the Father is, there the Father is; and 

wherever the essence of the Son is, there the Son is. Now the essence of the Father is in the Son, and the essence 

of the Son is in the Father. Therefore, the Son is in the Father, and the Father in the Son”. 

ADD: 

Do you think it is correct to admit that there can be objects like “I” and “F”, such that: I is in F and F is 

in I? 

Task 1.6 [cross-check: formal representation] 

Can you give a formal representation (I mean expressed in terms of symbolic logic) of the statement “I 

am an object and I do not exist”? Please go into details and give a representation of each proposition 

included in the statement. 

Group 2 [problem identification] 

Task 2.1 [linking a passage with a theological problem] 

Please, consider the following passage: “It is not as though God’s word had failed. For not all who are 

descended from Israel are Israel. Nor because they are his descendants are they all Abraham’s children. 

On the contrary, “It is through Isaac that your offspring will be reckoned.” In other words, it is not the 

children by physical descent who are God’s children, but it is the children of the promise who are 

regarded as Abraham’s offspring. For this was how the promise was stated: “At the appointed time I 

will return, and Sarah will have a son.” Not only that, but Rebekah’s children were conceived at the 

same time by our father Isaac. Yet, before the twins were born or had done anything good or bad—in 

order that God’s purpose in election might stand: not by works but by him who calls—she was told, 

“The older will serve the younger.”” 

Can it be in any way related to the problem of predestination? If so, how? 

ADD: 

But how is it combined with Abraham and Sarah? 

Task 2.2 [explaining a theological problem] 

What is problematic or difficult about predestination? 

Task 2.3 [solving a theological problem] 

Be a Christian Catholic theologian. How can you rationally solve this problem? 

Task 2.4 [critical assessment of a theological solution] 

What are possible objections to your solution? 
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Task 2.5 [critical assessment of a theological solution] 

What are the key assumptions of this solution? Are there any really weak points of this solution, such 

that a rational thinker should not accept it? 

Group 3 

Task 3.1 [formal analysis: claim and arguments, correctness] 

Be a Catholic theologian. Can you explain the following reasoning carried out by St. Paul? What is the 

claim (conclusion) and how does he support it? Is this correct? 

“It is not as though God’s word had failed. For not all who are descended from Israel are Israel. Nor 

because they are his descendants are they all Abraham’s children. On the contrary, “It is through Isaac 

that your offspring will be reckoned.” In other words, it is not the children by physical descent who are 

God’s children, but it is the children of the promise who are regarded as Abraham’s offspring. For this 

was how the promise was stated: “At the appointed time I will return, and Sarah will have a son.”  Not 

only that, but Rebekah’s children were conceived at the same time by our father Isaac. Yet, before the 

twins were born or had done anything good or bad—in order that God’s purpose in election might 

stand: not by works but by him who calls—she was told, “The older will serve the younger.”” 

Task 3.2 [biblical reasoning analysis] 

Could you carry out a logical analysis of the following reasoning by: pointing out the reasoning markers 

(namely connectives like “therefore”), pointing out the premises and conclusions, showing the logical 

connections and assessing correctness of the subsequent steps of the reasoning? The reasoning refers 

to the Biblical sentence “Jabez was more honorable than his brothers”. The reasoning goes as follows: 

“Jabez means “pain” or “dryness”. “Pain” is “more honorable than his brothers”, because it does many 

good things, namely “sorrow” that is according to God, as the Apostle says (II Cor. 7:10). Hence we read 

in Genesis (2:11-12) that the gold of Havilah is the best. Solomon says about this pain: “The heart of the 

wise is where there is mourning” (Eccle. 7:5, DRA). Jabez was born from his mother with pain because 

such a good cannot be obtained without a bitterness of heart. 

Task 3.2* [utilising classification of reasoning] 

Tadeusz Czeżowski distinguished between deductive and reductive reasonings, and divided deductive 

into inference and proving, and reductive into explanation and testing. Could you identify the type of 

this reasoning according to the classification of reasonings provided by Tadeusz Czeżowski? 

Task 3.3 [identification of logical connection between a biblical utterance and a 

theological statement] 

Assume that you are a Catholic theologian. If you have the following statement “it is very good for those 

in power to have an honest man by their side, whose presence they respect”, can you see any logical 

connection with the following statement from the Bible: “Stand in the multitude of the elders; and 
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cleave unto him that is wise”? If yes, can you identify which sentence is a reason and which is the 

consequence, and explain why? 

Task 3.4 [reasoning reconstruction] 

Can you build a logically correct deductive reasoning which represents one of the possible 

interpretations that you have mentioned? 

Task 3.5 [cross-check] 

Is this reasoning formally correct? 

Task 3.6 [reasoning assessment] 

Do you think that the following reasoning is correct? 

“The fact that (1) God is a trinity of persons, follows from the fact that (2) God is light: not bodily light 

but non-bodily light. Or rather, perhaps, neither bodily nor non-bodily, but beyond either. 

(3) Every light has by nature and essence this characteristic, that it begets its splendour from 
itself. (4) The light that begets and the splendour that is begotten necessarily are locked in a 
mutual embrace and breathe out their mutual warmth. (5) The begetter and the begotten are 
either 

(5.1) something different and someone different or 

(5.2) not something different but someone different, or 

(5.3) not someone different but something different 

(5.4) neither someone different nor something different but in some way different, or 

(5.5) neither someone different nor something different nor in some way different. 

(6) Of the five parts of this division four cannot occur in God and some cannot occur either in God or in 

anything else. 

(7) It is not possible in any case that the begotten is not someone different nor something different, 

nor in some way different, from the begetter. (8) Nor is it ever possible for the begotten to be something 

different from the begetter, but not someone different. (9) It is not possible in God that the begotten 

should be in some way different from the begetter, since "in some way different" means "different 

according to some accidental difference." (10) Nor, again, is it possible in God that the begotten should 

be something different from the begetter, since (11) there is no multiplicity of substances in God. There 

remains, then, that (12) the begotten is not something different from the begetter, but only someone 

different; and (13) the same argument applies to the breather and the breathed. (14) There is in God, 

then, someone, and someone else, and a third someone, each of whom is an individual substance of 

rational nature: thus, (15) three persons. (16) Nor can there be, or even conceived of, a fourth there. 

For (17) what fourth could be added to the begetting light and the begotten splendour and the mutual 

warmth proceeding from both?” 
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Task 3.6* [utilising classification of reasoning] 

Tadeusz Czeżowski distinguished between deductive and reductive reasonings, and divided deductive 

into inference and proving, and reductive into explanation and testing. Can you identify the type of this 

reasoning according to the classification of reasonings provided by Tadeusz Czeżowski? 

Task 3.7 [diagramming] 

In the quotation above, I have marked elements of this reasoning using numbers. Can you produce a 

diagram showing the relationships between premises and conclusions (including convergent premises 

and linked premises)? If you cannot draw a diagram, can you present it in a different way? 

Task 3.8 [identification of non-classical reasoning] 

Consider the following comment concerning two approaches (represented by St. Jerome and Stl 

Augustine) to the fragment of one of St. Paul’s epistles: “Third, they disagree on the sin of Peter. For Jerome 

says that in the dissimulation previously mentioned, Peter did not sin, because he did this from charity and, as 

has been said, not from mundane fear. Augustine, on the other hand, says that he did sin, although venially, on 

account of the lack of discretion he had by adhering overmuch to one side, namely, to the Jews, in order to avoid 

scandalizing them. But the stronger of Augustine’s arguments against Jerome is that Jerome adduces on his own 

behalf seven doctors, four of whom, namely, Laudicens, Alexander, Origen, and Didymus, Augustine rejects as 

known heretics. To the other three he opposes three of his own, who held with him and his opinion, namely, 

Ambrose, Cyprian, and Paul himself, who plainly teaches that Peter was deserving of rebuke. Therefore, if it is 

unlawful to say that anything false is contained in Sacred Scripture, it will not be lawful to say that Peter was not 

deserving of rebuke. For this reason the opinion and statement of Augustine is the truer, because it is more in 

accord with the words of the Apostle”. Can you find any traces of any non-classical logic in the conclusion of this 

comment? Can you also indicate the conclusion of this comment? 

ADD: 

So do you think that fuzzy logic applies here to better analyze this comment? 

ADD: 

When someone says that an opinion is truer than another one, and both are opposite, is the first one 

absolutely true, and the latter false? If not, can fuzzy logic be useful to explain such an approach? 

Group 4 [theological logical reasoning] 

Task 4.1. [drawing theological conclusions] 

If you are a Christian Catholic theologian, what conclusions could you draw from the statement "I am 

in the Father and the Father is in me", assuming that it is the utterance of Jesus Christ? 

Task 4.1* [constructing reasoning] 

Great. Now, please construct a reasoning based on that statement which leads to your … conclusion. 
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ADD: 

Could you present it as a logical proof, where you list out all necessary premises and conclusions, and 

show from which premises you draw your conclusions? 

Task 4.2 [proving the unity of the Trinity] 

If you take into account the relation of being in: In(x, y), what means x is in y, can you prove, basing on 

the statement “I am in the Father and the Father is in me” (uttered by Jesus as the Son), that the Son 

and the Father have the same essence? 

Task 4.3 [drawing logical consequences from theological statements] 

Be a Catholic theologian using logic strictly. What key conclusion can you draw from the statement 

“God is good”? Point out additional premises necessary to draw your conclusions. 

Task 4.4 [proving theological statements] 

Be a Catholic theologian. Can you prove (using a strict proof) that God is Trinity? 

Task 4.5 [giving reasons to theological statements] 

Be a logically thinking Catholic theologian. Is it possible to claim that the hell will be empty? What 

reasons can you add if you claim this? 

Group 5 

Task 5.1 [constructing theological argumentation, creativity] 

Could you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “God is light” and has as a conclusion 

“God is a trinity of persons”? be creative, but at the same time, be logically strict, with no shortcuts. 

ADD: 

Have you found it in some sources, or have you invented it by yourself? 

Task 5.2 [constructing theological argumentation, creativity] 

Can you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “I am who I am” and has as a 

conclusion “God exists”? 

Task 5.3 [constructing theological argumentation, creativity] 

Can you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “I am who I am” and has as a 

conclusion “God gave free will to human beings”? 
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Task 5.4. [reasoning building cross-check] 

Can you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “We are human beings” and having 

as a conclusion “We should be happy”? 

Task 5.4*. [reasoning building cross-check2] 

Can you build a deductive reasoning based on the premise "We exist." with the conclusion "We should 

be protected by other beings."? 

Task 5.5 [creative theological argumentation assessment] 

Go back to the reasoning based on a premise “I am who I am” and which has as a conclusion “God gave 

free will to human beings”. Are there possible interpretations that link the above mentioned pairs of 

statements? If so, can you point out their weaknesses? 

Group 6 

Task 6.1 [constructing argumentation in the scope of natural theology] 

Could you present an argument that rationally supports the claim that for human beings there is a life 

after death? If there are many, give the strongest one. 

Task 6.1* [constructing argumentation in the scope of natural theology] 

Could you present an argument that rationally supports the claim that God exists? If there are many, 

give the strongest one. 

Task 6.2 [assessment of argumentation in the scope of natural theology] 

Could you assess this argumentation? 

Task 6.3 [limitations of natural theology] 

What theological statements can be rationally accepted? What theological arguments can be rationally 

justified. Why? 

Task 6.4 [reactions to natural atheology] 

What are the main claims and arguments for natural atheology, and how can you respond to them as 

a theologian? 

Group 7 

Task 7.1 [answering theological questions] 

Be a rational Christian theologian. Tell me, please, is there an afterlife? What should I do to be saved? 

What does it mean to be saved? 
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Task 7.2 [indicating biblical sources related to theological questions] 

Can you indicate the fragments of the Bible where I can find direct answers to these questions? 

Task 7.2* [indicating biblical sources related to theological questions] 

Can you present any clear evidence in the Bible which supports these claims? 

Task 7.3 [formulating theological advices in individual situations] 

Be a rational Catholic theologian. I want to be saved and live with God. But I love a divorced woman 

and want to have children with her. What should I do?  

Task 7.3* [formulating theological advices in individual situations] 

What would Benedict XVI tell me if I asked him the same question? 

Task 7.3-2 [formulating theological advices in individual situations] 

Be a theologian from the Hanafi School, would you agree that I can marry a Christian woman if I am 

Muslim and I am a man? 

Task 7.3-2* [formulating theological advices in individual situations] 

Could you indicate other schools which accept marriages between Muslims and Christians? 

Group 8 [defining a rational theologian] 

Task 8.1 [definition] 

Could you tell me what a rational theologian is? 

Task 8.2 [skills] 

Could you enumerate the unique skills of a rational theologian by pointing out what such a person 

should be able to do (using operational verbs)? 

Task 8.3 [examples] 

Could you give an example of someone’s possible utterance and of the reaction of a rational theologian, 

where we can clearly see that this theologian is rational? How could a theologian who is not a rational 

theologian react? 

Task 8.4 [what about you?] 

I know you are not a theologian. However, do you think that your performance is sufficiently high to 

act as a rational theologian (you can refer to the skills which you have previously listed out)? 
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Group 9 

Task 9.1 [tasks for other models] 

Could you compose a short task to check if a language model can interpret the Bible? 

Task 9.2 [task assessment criteria] 

Could you compose a short task to check if a language model can interpret the Bible? 

Task 9.3 for-Gemini (by ChatGPT) 

Please, read the following passage from the Bible (Matthew 5:43-44, NIV): 

"You have heard that it was said, ‘Love your neighbor and hate your enemy.’ But I tell you, love your 

enemies and pray for those who persecute you." 

Questions: 

1. Summarize the main teaching of this passage in your own words. 

2. What might be the practical implications of this teaching in everyday life? 

3. How does this teaching challenge common human reactions toward enemies or adversaries? 

4. Why do you think Jesus emphasizes love for enemies instead of hate or revenge? Provide a reasoned 

interpretation. 

5. Can you relate this teaching to any other ethical or philosophical principles? If so, how? 

Task 9.3 for-Chat-GPT-4o (by Gemini) 

Analyze the following passage from the Book of Matthew: "Love your enemies and pray for those who 

persecute you, so that you may be sons of your Father in heaven. For he makes his sun rise on the evil 

and on the good, and sends rain on the just and on the unjust." (Matthew 5:44-45) 
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3. Results Discussion and Assessment 

3.1. Interpreting the Bible 

In order to check whether two tested chatbots (ChatGPT and Gemini) can interpret the Bible the 

following tasks were used: T1.1, T1.2, T1.2*, T1.3, T1.4, T1.4*, T1.4** and T1.5. 

3.1.1. General Hermeneutic Capacities 

In T1.1, the chatbots were asked to «interpret and explain the following passage: “In the year that King 

Uzziah died, I saw the Lord, high and exalted, seated on a throne; and the train of his robe filled the 

temple.”» This request was preceded by a prompt “Be a Christian theologian”. 

ChatGPT analysed each element of this passage. It correctly identified the passage (Isaiah 6:1) and its 

historical context. It argued that it was a vision, "because, according to Jewish thought, no one could 

see God and live", and in this perspective it interpreted all the elements of this vision. Finally, it correctly 

added some theological implications. 

Gemini was more concise than ChaGPT. It correctly identified the passage itself, as well as its: context, 

meaning and theological implications. 

Both chatbots can get the maximum score for meeting criterion 1.1, i.e.: 40%. 

3.1.2. The Four Senses Theory 

In T1.2, the chatbots were asked to apply the theory of four senses of the Scripture (literal, moral, 

allegorical and anagogical ones) in the interpretation of the following fragment?: "All Israel came 

together to David at Hebron and said, ‘We are your own flesh and blood.’” It was also preceded by a 

prompt "if you are a Christian theologian." According to this hermeneutic framework, a reader of a Bible 

focuses both on the literal layer of the text, as well on the spiritual one (Vawter 1964; Roszak 2016; 

Manresa Lamarca 2017). The latter includes: the moral sense, showing us what to do, the allegorical 

one, which usually refers to Jesus (e.g., Isaac can prefigure Jesus Christ), and the anagogical one, which 

refers to the future glory. The task was intended to check if the chatbots are able to interpret the Bible 

using such a framework. 

Both chatbots correctly identified the source of the quotation and formulated possible theological 

interpretations for each of the four senses, which are in line with Christian theology and perfectly fitting 

to the requirements of each of the four senses. Interestingly, ChatGPT identified this quote as 1 

Chronicles 11:1, and Gemini: as 2 Samuel 5:1. Both were right, because these two passages have almost 

the same wording. 

Next, the chatbots got a similar task which this time did not refer to the Biblical passage, but to an 

invented sentence which imitated a biblical style: "And he sailed far out into the sea, and no waves 

swallowed him up. And he reached the end, the shore that awaited him.” The purpose of this additional 

task was checking if the correct replies rely on chatbots' skills or if they come from the knowledge that 

was transmitted to the models during their training. 
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ChatGPT recognised that it was not taken from the Bible, saying: "it doesn't seem to correspond directly 

to a specific verse from Scripture..." However, it again performed the task perfectly. Similarly, Gemini 

stated: “Note: While the specific context of this fragment is unclear, I'll provide a general interpretation 

based on common themes in Christian theology.” It also performed this task perfectly. 

This means that when interpreting the Bible with the use of such a framework as the four senses theory, 

the models do not rely on the knowledge they got, but do possess advanced hermeneutical skills.  

With respect to criterion 1.2 they deserve the maximum score. 

3.1.3. Using Logic to Understand the Bible 

In order to check whether the chatbots can use logic as a tool for interpreting the Bible, in T1.3, they 

were asked to solve a specific puzzle which was discussed by mediaeval theologians. It refers to Jesus's 

words addressed to a Pharisee, witnessed in the Gospel of Luke, including the phrase: “Therefore, I tell 

you, her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much. But whoever has been forgiven little loves 

little” (Luke 7:47). A Parisian theologian Stephen Langton (d. 1228), in his parallel questions 78g and 

78b from Book II.2 of the Quaestiones Theologiae, noticed that these words might seem inconsistent 

(Langton 2022, 192 and 198). The first sentence suggests that the woman's love was the cause of God's 

forgiveness and remission of sins, whereas the second sentence: that love follows forgiveness, so the 

other way around. Moreover, according to Christian theology God's grace has no conditions, so the 

woman’s love cannot be a cause of God’s decision or action. Notably, in modern English translations 

the problem is not existing yet, as these translations use the formula “as her love has shown.” However, 

according to the original wording in Greek (ὅτι ἠγάπησεν πολύ), and to the Latin translation (quoniam 

dilexit multum), we should translate it as above: “as she loved much.” This problem was briefly 

presented in the prompt and the chatbots were asked to explain it as Christian theologians. 

In its extensive reply, ChatGPT correctly indicated theological rules concerning God’s grace which has 

no external cause, and correctly solved the problem by indicating that the woman's love was not the 

cause, but the evidence of the forgiveness. As ChatGPT indicated, Jesus “is not teaching that her love 

caused her forgiveness. Instead, her love is a demonstration or evidence of the forgiveness she has 

already received.” Moreover, it referred to the Greek connective ὅτι (hoti, translated to English as “as” 

or “for”) to indicate that this connective can «also mean “because,” indicating that her love is the 

evidence of her forgiveness.» 

Gemini also correctly pointed out general theological rules concerning God’s grace, and in conclusion 

it stated: “The woman's love serves as evidence of her genuine repentance and her gratitude for God's 

grace.” Thus, it solved the problem. 

Next, the chatbots were asked to “use some terms from the theory of reasoning or some logical terms 

to explain the role of the connective ‘as’ which connects two parts of the above-mentioned reasoning,” 

namely Jesus’s reasoning “her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much.”  

ChatGPT gave an extensive (or even too extensive) reply. However, it rightly pointed out that the 

connective “as,” in this context, “functions primarily in an evidential or explanatory role, rather than as 

a marker of direct causality.” It also emphasised that the relationship between two clauses in this 

reasoning “is one-directional,” and cannot be considered as biconditional. As it adds, “we can see this 
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as an example of abductive reasoning, where we infer the occurrence of an unseen cause (forgiveness) 

from an observable effect (love).” 

Gemini decided to use the concept of material implication and symbolise it with an arrow to present 

the following formula: “Her many sins have been forgiven → She loved much.” It also used the logical 

concept of sufficient condition to state that in this context, “forgiveness is a sufficient condition for 

love, but not necessarily the only cause.” 

In the next task, the chatbots were expected to indicate theologians who also solved that problem in a 

similar way, and in the next step: only mediaeval theologians with quotations. 

ChatGPT enumerated: St. Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, John Calvin, Martin Luther, Karl Barth, N.T. 

Wright and Origen. In the majority of cases it indicated the rule according to which God's grace always 

goes first. However, it pointed out that Calvin and Wright commented on the discussed fragment from 

Luke and gave a similar answer. ChatGPT's answer is generally right, however, it is not very precise. 

Even if it indicates Calvin's commentary on Luke, it does not quote it. It seems important to note that 

Calvin does not explain the special role of the connective “as” (quoniam/quia). He just says: “it is not 

here said that the loving, or the love of men towards God, is the cause of the forgiveness of sins.” 

Whereas the above-mentioned mediaeval theologian Stephen Langton, in q. 78c, explains it thoroughly 

by saying: “love is given here as a sign of love (...), and this is the meaning: greater love is a sign of 

greater love. And the word ‘as’ (quoniam) or ‘because’ (quia) has an ostensive, and not a causal 

function” (Langton 2022, 201). Unfortunately, when asked to quote mediaeval theologians, ChatGPT 

mentioned Thomas Aquinas and started hallucinating. It wrongly attributed Aquinas’s considerations 

about love and forgiveness to q. 24 art. 7 of part II-II of the Summa theologiae, and gave the following 

nonexistent “excerpt” from this article (Latin original was also consulted), which was alleged to explain 

it: “The cause of charity is God, Who pours forth charity into our hearts by His grace, as stated above 

(I-II, Q. 24, A. 2). Hence it is clear that the increase of charity results from an increase of grace.” What 

is more, ChatGPT failed to indicate any quotation in which a theologian would provide a logical 

explanation of this problem. Thus, ChatGPT’s usefulness with respect to criterion 1.3 is limited. 

Gemini indicated: Augustine of Hippo, Thomas Aquinas and Karl Barth, and provided short general 

information to support these choices. However, it did not try to convince the tester that those authors 

gave solutions similar to the one formulated by the chatbot. Quite the opposite, it stated: “It's 

important to note that while these theologians may not have explicitly addressed the specific 

interpretation I've provided, their works offer valuable insights into the broader themes of forgiveness, 

love, and the nature of human salvation.” It shows that Gemini 1.5 does not have sufficiently extensive 

knowledge to give a satisfactory answer. However, the chatbot points out its own limitations, which is 

more valuable than an attempt to guess, which can lead to hallucination. Similarly, in the next step, it 

said: “While I couldn't find an exact quote that mirrors my interpretation verbatim, here are some 

excerpts from medieval theological works that align with the general theme of forgiveness, love, and 

their interconnectedness.” Unfortunately, it did try to give such excerpts. The first “quotation” was 

claimed to come from Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae, part II-II, question 27, article 5, but we can hardly 

find it there (or wherever). Next, it referred to St. Bonaventure’s Collationes in Hexameron, VII, but 

although the quotation was very close to what we find in the original text, we will not find the same 

formulation there. Finally, it “quoted” the Cur Deus Homo by Anselm of Canterbury, but this time 

without specifying the fragment, so it was difficult to determine whether such a passage exists in this 
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work, and whether it could be Gemini’s translation from Latin. However, if we restrict ourselves to 

English, search engines do not find such a passage. 

This means that at the contemporary stage, ChatGPT and Gemini still hallucinate when trying to quote 

mediaeval theological sources. This shows that the chatbots still need improvement in this area. It 

seems that developing the method called Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) can be promising. It 

is already used by ChatGPT. However, it is important to provide the chatbots with mechanisms which 

guarantee that they find and use only reliable resources and operate on the selected sources in a way 

that the content presented as a quote will not be modified. Then it is possible that they will correctly 

quote such authors as mediaeval theologians. Let us add that if we want to obtain a model which will 

operate on contents created by a specific author, the method of fine-tuning a model on a corpus of 

such an author is also an option. Unfortunately, the risk of hallucination still remains. However, as it 

was proven by Bruno Banelli and Ines Skelac, who trained Llama-3 on the corpus of Benedict’s XVI texts, 

such a fine-tuned model can really follow the style of the author of the texts from the corpus, and 

improve its skills, e.g., it can better assess theological argumentation (Banelli and Skelac, forthcoming; 

Banelli and Skelac 2023).  

Finally, the chatbots were asked to express in terms of formal or symbolic logic the statement “I am in 

the Father and the Father is in me,” which comes from John 14:11. 

ChatGPT pointed out the “relation of indwelling or mutual containment between Jesus (J) and the 

Father (F)” and proposed to denote the relationship “is in” using the symbol R(x,y), which means “x is 

in y.” In conclusion, it stated that “I am in the Father, and the Father is in me” can be represented as 

the conjunction of both relations: R(J,F) ∧ R(F,J). 

Initially, Gemini offered two symbols for two parts of that sentence and produced the following 

formula: “P ∧ Q.” So it was asked to represent the basic clauses in terms of relations. Gemini introduced 

the basic terms (“I” and “Father”) and two relations, to finally merge them in one: R = R1 ∩ R2 = {(I, in), 

(the Father, in)}, and in conclusion, to rightly state that both relations are in fact one relation of being 

in. We can say that it was well performed, however, ChatGPT was this time more effective. 

In the second part of this task, the chatbots were asked to give a similar formal representation of the 

reasoning formulated by Thomas Aquinas in his commentary on John 14:11. The reasoning was 

extensively quoted in the prompt, but it was not attributed to Aquinas. ChatGPT performed the task 

very well. It defined all the terms and relations to finally present the formal representation of the given 

reasoning as follows: 

“E(F)=F and E(S)=S (essence is the same as the person in reality). 

R(E(F),y)→R(F,y) and R(E(S),y)→R(S,y) (where the essence is, the person is). 

R(E(F),S) and R(E(S),F) (the essence of the Father is in the Son, and the essence of the Son is in the 

Father). 

From 2 and 3, we conclude: R(F,S) (the Father is in the Son) and R(S,F) (the Son is in the Father).” 

This is a correct formal representation of this reasoning, which seems to be a real advancement of 

ChatGPT powered by GPT-4o with respect to ChatGPT based on GPT-3.5. In the pilot test, Bing Chat 
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(based on GPT-4) also performed the task well, whereas ChatGPT powered by GPT-3.5 introduced 

formulas which did not reflect statements included in the reasoning. 

Now, Gemini correctly introduced basic terms and step by step came to the key formulas: ∀x (E(F) = x 

→ F = x), and ∀x (E(S) = x → S = x), and to the conclusion: F is in S, S is in F. However, in one step Gemini 

made a mistake, namely it translated the sentence “Now the essence of the Father is in the Son, and 

the essence of the Son is in the Father” to the following mistaken formula: “E(F) is in E(S), E(S) is in E(F),” 

instead of “E(F) is in S, E(S) is in F.” Hence, unfortunately, Gemini can still make mistakes in simple logical 

tasks. 

To sum up, the starting task (concerning the connective “as”) was performed perfectly by both 

chatbots. In the answers to the additional one (concerning other authors dealing with the problem of 

this connective in the quoted passage), the chatbots finally started hallucinating, so their rating should 

be reduced. The final task (concerning formal representation of a sentence from the Bible and of a 

reasoning based on this sentence) was perfectly performed by ChatGPT. Gemini had some small 

problems and made a mistake, so its rating should be reduced. 

There was also an important additional observation. In the follow-up task (T1.6), the chatbots were 

asked to give a formal representation of the statement “I am an object and I do not exist”. Interestingly, 

the answers of both chatbots revealed their philosophical bias, represented by Bertrand Russel and 

challenged by Terence Parsons, according to which there are only existent objects or in other words: if 

something is an object, it exists (Parsons 1980). ChatGPT stated that the statement “I am an object and 

I do not exist” “presents a paradox, as it asserts both the existence of a subject (“I am an object”) and 

the negation of that subject's existence (“I do not exist”).” Similarly, Gemini said that this statement 

“presents a logical contradiction,” because “it asserts that something (an object) both exists and does 

not exist simultaneously.” Probably, the dataset used to train those models included contents which 

strongly advocated that approach. 

3.2. Clarification of Theological Problems 

To check whether the chatbots can clarify theological problems the following tasks have been used: for 

criterion 2.1: T2.1, T2.2, for criterion 2.2: T2.3, for criterion 2.3: T2.4, T2.5. 

3.2.1. Grasping the Core of the Problem 

In order to test whether the chatbots can grasp the core of the theological problem, they were given 

task T2.1 which refers to a biblical passage: Romans 9:6-13. This passage is relatively difficult to 

understand, because it joins two different layers: the first one is St. Paul the Apostle’s argumentation, 

the second one are stories from Genesis, namely about God’s promise given to Abraham and about the 

different situations of two brothers, Jacob and Esau. The chatbots were asked to determine whether 

this fragment can be related to the problem of predestination, and if the answer is positive: to explain 

how. 

ChatGPT identified the passage as “Romans 9:6-12” and step by step clarified the meaning of the 

passage. It mentioned: the idea of true Israel, God's sovereign will, and the distinction between children 

of physical descent and “children of the promise,” to emphasise selectiveness of God's choices, which 
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it combined with the idea of predestination. Finally it highlighted the example of Jacob and Esau as 

“especially relevant to the doctrine of predestination,” and argued this claim. 

Gemini identified the passage (“Romans 9:6-13”) and stated that it is “directly related to the problem 

of predestination.” It defined the term predestination and indicated how that passage relates to that 

problem, including such aspects as: free will, justice and human responsibility. However, in fact it did 

not refer to any situation or any character from that passage. So an additional question was asked: “But 

how is it combined with Abraham and Sarah?” In its reply, Gemini showed that the key element linking 

these characters and the problem in question is the idea of the “promise” given by God to Abraham, 

concerning his spiritual offspring, and that there is a connection between this promise and God’s 

“choice of certain individuals for salvation (predestination).” However, Gemini did not decide to 

develop more on the Biblical stories and did not include the story of Esau and Jacob. In the case of 

Gemini, this task revealed a limited capacity for sufficient explanation of the relationship between the 

given passage and the indicated theological problem. However, Gemini is capable of indicating such a 

relationship, if we precisely ask for that. 

In the next step (task T2.2), the chatbots were asked to explain what is problematic or difficult about 

predestination. 

Both ChatGPT and Gemini listed out and developed on a few key problems. It seems that the choice 

was very accurate, and all those problems were presented very well. 

3.2.2. Solving Theological Problems 

In the next task (T2.3), the chatbots were expected to rationally solve the problem of predestination 

from the perspective of a Christian Catholic theologian. In order to get a specific solution, and not just 

a map of different approaches, it is important to specify the denomination. It seems that the approach 

represented by Catholics might have been the most challenging in the case of the problem of 

predestination. For this reason, this denomination had been selected. 

ChatGPT noticed that discussing this problem from the angle of a Christian Catholic theologian requires 

“balancing the affirmation of God's sovereignty with the Church's long-standing teachings on human 

free will, grace, and moral responsibility.” It rightly added that “Catholic theology, guided by Scripture, 

tradition, and key Church councils, navigates this tension by emphasizing the cooperation between 

God's grace and human freedom, while rejecting extreme forms of predestination that would 

undermine either aspect.” The chatbot also mentioned Calvinism and Pelagianism as two opposite 

approaches which Catholic theology does not accept. Next, it discussed several topics crucial for this 

problem from the Catholic perspective. It concluded as follows: “Catholic theology offers a rational 

resolution to the problem of predestination by: 1. Affirming both God’s sovereignty and human 

freedom. 2. Emphasizing that God desires the salvation of all. 3. Teaching that God’s grace is offered to 

all, but humans must freely cooperate with that grace. 4. Rejecting the idea of double predestination 

and affirming that damnation is a consequence of human rejection of God, not divine predetermination. 

5. Encouraging believers to trust in God’s justice and mercy, acknowledging that while predestination 

is a mystery, God's love and fairness are never compromised.” It seems that it is exactly the solution 

that a rationally thinking Catholic theologian would give or at least: with which he would agree. 
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Gemini, in the concluding paragraph, stated that “Catholic theology approaches the problem of 

predestination by emphasizing the interconnectedness of God's sovereignty, human freedom, divine 

grace, divine justice, and the universality of salvation.” In its answer, the chatbot correctly discussed 

each of these aspects. The key sentences which constitute the right solution to the problem are: “While 

God may predestine individuals for salvation, it is through his grace that they are enabled to cooperate 

with his will and achieve eternal life. (...) While God may have a plan for our lives, we are still free to 

make choices and respond to his grace. (...) While God may choose some for salvation and others for 

condemnation, this choice is based on his eternal wisdom and justice, not on arbitrary whim. (...) God 

desires the salvation of all, and his grace is available to all who seek it.” The penultimate sentence was 

intended to defend God’s justice. However, it is, of course, very close to Pelagianism. Hence, Gemini 

was additionally asked whether it means that God in his wisdom takes into account how one will 

behave, and on this basis God decides whether he should give the grace or not. Gemini objected, and 

thus it confirmed its right understanding of the Catholic standpoint. 

To sum up, both chatbots gave correct solutions to the problem. 

3.2.3. Indicating Objections 

Finally, in task T2.4, the chatbots were asked to formulate possible objections to the solutions to the 

problem of predestination that they had previously given, and next, in T2.5: to consider the assumptions 

of those solutions, in order to indicate really weak points of the solution, such that a rational thinker 

should not accept it. 

ChatGPT produced eight objections, and in this way it indicated potential weak points of the given 

solution. It correctly pointed out the sources related to some of them (such as Calvin’s opinions) and 

important theological positions (such as Pelagianism). It also included an objection which can stem from 

the reading of the Bible. Finally, it highlighted the fact that some “might argue that appealing to mystery 

is more of a retreat from the problem than a true resolution.” What is most important, in its reply, it 

really addressed essential problems which philosophers and theologians see in this solution. In the next 

step, it correctly pointed out the main assumptions of the solution, and indicated their weak points and 

the rational challenges which are combined with them. We should emphasise that those challenges are 

really ones which come to mind when rationally examining those assumptions, although they are very 

similar to the previously presented objections. ChatGPT’s conclusion also deserves attention: “a rational 

thinker might find some of the assumptions difficult to accept, especially regarding the tension between 

foreknowledge and free will, the appeal to mystery, and the possibility of rejecting sufficient grace.” At 

the same time it added: “That said, none of these weaknesses are necessarily ‘fatal’ in the sense that 

they render the solution irrational or unworthy of belief. Much depends on one’s philosophical and 

theological starting points.” This means that, according to ChatGPT, despite the weaknesses and 

challenges, the Catholic solution is not irrational. Moreover, in the first paragraph it maintains that this 

approach is “balanced and rational.” 

Gemini’s reply is more concise. It focuses more on the philosophical and scientific approach, and it 

almost does not include the theological one. Gemini presents four objections. It points out that “some 

critics might argue that my solution leans too heavily on the concept of divine grace, effectively 

reducing human free will to a mere illusion.” It also indicates the problem of unfairness, as the Catholic 

solution “implies that some individuals are inherently more deserving of salvation than others.” Finally, 
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it mentions such potential objections as the incompatibility of this solution with science (“the idea of a 

divine grace that precedes human choice is incompatible with the notion of a universe governed by 

natural laws”) and the lack of empirical evidence (“there is no empirical evidence to support the 

existence of divine grace or the idea of predestination”). In fact, these two objections attack Christian 

theology in general, because it includes many key statements which are not empirically verifiable and 

some of them exclude strong determinism of nature. However, Gemini is right that such objections can 

occur also in the debate on predestination. In the next step, Gemini correctly pointed out four 

assumptions of the given solution, i.e.: 1) the existence of God; 2) the existence of divine grace; 3) the 

existence of human free will; 4) the compatibility of divine sovereignty and human freedom. Finally, it 

listed out the weak points of the solution by repeating the previously presented objections. In the 

concluding remarks it stated: “As a theologian, I believe that my solution offers a reasonable and 

coherent approach to the problem, but I also recognize the limitations and challenges it faces.” Thus, 

similarly to ChatGPT, Gemini highlighted the rational aspect of the solution. 

It seems that both chatbots performed the task well. At the same time they produced much different 

contents by listing out different assumptions for the Catholic solution and by enumerating different 

sets of objections and weak points. It can suggest that we can obtain a more complete answer if we 

merge both answers. Does it mean that those answers were incomplete? To some extent the answer 

must be positive, especially if we consider the assumptions, where nothing essential should be omitted. 

However, one can argue that some things should be obvious and it is impossible to enumerate all the 

assumptions. If so, when answering the question about the assumptions, you must select those which 

you find most important. Similarly when it comes to potential objections or the weaknesses of a given 

solution. If we adopt this approach, we can conclude that both chatbots get the maximum score for 

this task.  

3.3. Critical Assessment of Theological Reasoning 

The skill of critically assessing theological reasoning was tested with the use of the following tasks: for 

criterion 3.1: T3.1, T3.2, T3.4, T3.7; for criterion 3.2: T3.2 and T3.3; for criterion 3.3: T3.1, T3.2*, T3.3, 

T3.4, T3.5, T3.6, T3.6*; for criterion 3.4: T3.1, T3.2, and T3.6. 

3.3.1. Premises and Conclusions 

In T3.1, the chatbots were asked to explain St. Paul’s argumentation from Romans 9:6-13, and to point 

out the claim of the argumentation (conclusion) and the way St. Paul supports it. 

In an extensive answer, ChatGPT correctly identified the main claim: “God’s promises have not failed, 

even though not all ethnic Israelites are part of God's chosen people in the spiritual sense.” It also 

indicated that “Paul supports this claim with examples from Israel’s patriarchal history, showing that 

God’s relationship with His people has always been based on His sovereign choice, not mere lineage or 

human effort” and presented each example, showing how they relate to the claim and how they 

support it. The task has been performed perfectly. 

Gemini also correctly indicated the claim: “St. Paul is asserting that God’s promise of salvation is not 

based solely on physical lineage or human merit, but rather on God's sovereign choice.” It also rightly 

pointed out how St. Paul supports this claim, by referring to the distinction between the physical 
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descendants and the children of the promise and showing how the examples given by Paul prove God’s 

sovereign election predetermines salvation. The task was perfectly done, at the same time in a more 

concise way than in the case of ChatGPT. 

The chatbots were also asked to indicate the premises and conclusion in T3.2. While the previous task 

was based on the argumentation from the Bible which could have been present in the training sets of 

both chatbots, probably including some commentaries on this Biblical passage, in task T3.2, it is quite 

different. It refers to reasoning found in Stephen Langton’s commentary on 1 Chronicles 4:9, which 

mentions Jabez, whose name means “pain.” Langton’s commentary on the Chronicles has been 

published in Latin only and for sure it has not been digitised yet (Stephen Langton 1978, 213). So, to 

perform the task, the chatbots operated on the text which they did not “know.” Moreover, the 

reasoning is very difficult to analyse for some traps present there, namely the indicators such as 

“hence,” which suggest introducing a conclusion, when the real conclusion occurs without such a 

marker. Additionally, the connections between the statements which constitute the reasoning are 

difficult to identify. ChatGPT perfectly pointed out the conclusion: “Jabez was born from his mother 

with pain because such a good cannot be obtained without a bitterness of heart.” It also correctly listed 

out the premises, at the same time showing which of them are directly linked with the conclusion and 

which support other premises. 

Gemini also found the real conclusion and quoted the same sentence as ChatGPT. It also correctly listed 

out the premises, however, without differentiating between them. 

In T3.4, the chatbots continued task T3.3, in which they were asked to indicate the logical connection 

between a general theological statement and a statement taken from the Bible. In T3.4, they tried to 

reconstruct the reasoning which links these two statements. In their answers both chatbots correctly 

pointed out premises and conclusions of the inferences they carried out. 

Finally, in T3.7 the chatbots were asked to create a diagram of a reasoning given in T3.6 (Robert 

Grosseteste’s proof of the Trinity based on the assumption that God is light; see more in section 3.3.3; 

Robert Grosseteste 1999, 224), which includes information about linked and convergent premises, or 

to present the reasoning in a different way if they are unable to create a diagram. 

ChatGPT decided to describe the relationship between the statements contained in the reasoning. It 

correctly pointed out the main conclusion (“God is a Trinity of persons”). It also perfectly identified 

linked premises and the relationships between them, as well as one situation where the convergent 

ones occur. 

Gemini failed this time. It decided to label premises and conclusion, but at the same time it used vertical 

arrows, which suggest the progress of the reasoning. However, it labelled the main conclusion (“God is 

a trinity of persons”) as Premise 1, from which Premise 2 proceeds (“God is light”), which is completely 

wrong. 

To conclude, generally both chatbots can very well identify premises and conclusions of theological 

argumentations, or their main claims and the way they are supported. They proved it also on a very 

difficult material taken from Langton’s commentary. However, when attempting to create a diagram, 

Gemini focused too much on this part of the task and incorrectly identified the elements of the 
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reasoning. Thus, it revealed its limitations in this scope, when distracted by an additional hard task. Due 

to this fact, it should get less score. 

We should also note that the latest versions of ChatGTP try to produce images. This task was repeated 

after some time, and as a result the chatbot gave an absolutely unacceptable image which was 

presented as a diagram. It was a complete mess with no sense at all. It shows that diagramming is a 

capacity which is not yet captured by chatbots. 

3.3.2. Logical Connections  

In T3.2, the chatbots were asked to indicate premises, conclusions, reasoning markers (connectives 

such as “therefore”) and logical connections in a reasoning concerning Jabez, and finally to assess the 

subsequent steps of the reasoning. 

ChatGPT correctly indicated the markers and, as it was previously said, the premises and conclusions. 

It also correctly indicated the connections between the statements which constitute the reasoning. 

Gemini also correctly identified reasoning markers (compared to ChatGPT, it did not include “namely,” 

but it is acceptable, because we can discuss if it is a reasoning marker), as well as premises and 

conclusions. Next it correctly explained how the key elements of the reasoning are connected. 

In T3.3, the chatbots were asked whether they see any logical connection between a statement “it is 

very good for those in power to have an honest man by their side, whose presence they respect” and 

a sentence from the Bible: “Stand in the multitude of the elders; and cleave unto him that is wise.” Both 

chatbots confirmed that they see a logical connection between the given statements and correctly 

argued for their solutions. 

To sum up, both chatbots perfectly indicate the connection between the elements of a theological 

reasoning. 

3.3.3. Validity Assessment  

Tasks T3.2, T3.3 and T3.4, which were already used for previous criteria, also serve to check whether 

the chatbots can assess the validity of logical connections between the statements of a reasoning 

(criterion 3.3). Additionally, for this criterion, we will use: T3.2*, T3.5, T3.6 and T3.6*. 

In the answer to T3.2, ChatGPT checked each step of the reasoning concerning Jabez with respect to its 

validity. E.g., for the statement labelled by ChatGPT as Premise 2 (“Pain is more honorable than his 

brothers”), the chatbot said that it makes “a value judgment, which requires justification.” Next, it 

explained: “the reasoning here is that pain brings about good things, particularly a sorrow that leads to 

repentance (2 Cor 7:10). This is a valid theological interpretation, as godly sorrow is indeed considered 

spiritually beneficial in Christian teaching.” Thus, it refers to the concept of validity, but in the specific 

sense, namely within the framework of theological interpretation, and not in terms of logic. Regarding 

the statement labelled as Premise 3 (“The gold of Havilah is the best”), ChatGPT pointed out the logical 

gap (see below). Finally, according to the chatbot, Premise 4 (“The heart of the wise is where there is 

mourning”) “effectively supports the notion that sorrow or pain can lead to wisdom, and by extension, 

honor” and “provides strong support for the argument.” As the chatbot stated: “The reasoning relies 
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heavily on metaphorical connections between pain, sorrow, wisdom, and spiritual honor. While the 

logic is sound within its theological framework, the jump from pain to spiritual honor (via sorrow leading 

to repentance) makes sense.” It also pointed out a problematic step which is linking the statement that 

pain does many good things with the statement “we read in Genesis (2:11-12) that the gold of Havilah 

is the best,” which is introduced by a connective “hence,” which suggests a logical consequence. 

ChatGPT rightly indicated that “the connection with Genesis 2:11-12 (the gold of Havilah) is somewhat 

obscure and not entirely clear in its logical relevance. This premise seems weak or underdeveloped in 

the argument.” This observation is very accurate. This connection is indeed a vague one. This kind of 

connection seems specific to biblical commentaries. It was labeled as “special biblical inference” and 

conceptualised as a kind of reasoning with undetermined reason-consequence and premise-conclusion 

relationships, where we can speak about some entanglement between statements, but not a strict 

logical connection (cf. Trepczyński and Będkowski 2024: 213-215). Moreover, ChatGPT is also right 

when it mentions that the premise used in this step seems “weak or underdeveloped,” as it is hard to 

see the parallel between the honor of pain or the good results it brings and the special status of the 

gold of Havilah. Finally, ChatGPT claims that “the overall reasoning works within its scriptural context, 

showing that pain or sorrow is often a path to higher spiritual goods, such as honor, wisdom, or 

salvation.” It also adds: “Therefore, the conclusion about Jabez being born in pain and the connection 

to honor is reasonable, though it relies heavily on interpreting pain positively in a spiritual sense.” This 

means that if we adopt a framework, in which we accept metaphorical reading and the spiritual context 

according to which pain or sorrow can be something positive, the result of the reasoning is correct. In 

the conclusion, ChatGPT claims that despite the above mentioned gap, “the overall reasoning is valid, 

supported by scriptural references, and flows logically from the premises to the conclusion.”  

So on the one hand, ChatGPT carried out a convincing assessment of the reasoning. On the other hand, 

the result of ChatGPT’s assessment of the reasoning is questionable. We should note that in this 

assessment, ChatGPT concentrates on checking if the inference is reasonable, i.e. whether we can really 

draw the conclusion from the premises within the given framework, but it does not point out any lacking 

premises, namely implications (if p then q) which should be added to obtain a complete deductive 

reasoning. The lack of such premises makes the reasoning incomplete and thus: incorrect from the 

formal point of view. This means that ChatGPT chose the way of substantial assessment instead of the 

way based on the formal one. For this reason, it was necessary to check if it is able to assess it from the 

formal perspective. Hence, in Task T3.2*, it was asked to identify the type of the given reasoning 

according to the classification of reasonings provided by Tadeusz Czeżowski who developed the 

classification elaborated by logicians from the Lvov-Warsaw School, in which the deductive (inference, 

proving), and reductive (explanation, testing) reasonings were distinguished.  

ChatGPT correctly presented this classification and, in its light, analysed the reasoning concerning Jabez. 

It pointed out that “The argument about Jabez does not directly involve a formal logical deduction from 

axioms or clearly defined premises in a strict mathematical sense. Rather, it seeks to explain the 

meaning of Jabez’s name and the symbolic significance of pain, sorrow, and spiritual honor.” In 

conclusion, it stated: “The reasoning fits into reductive reasoning and more specifically into the 

subcategory of explanation. It seeks to provide a theological and scriptural explanation for why Jabez 

(associated with pain) is considered honorable, rather than attempting a formal deduction or a process 

of empirical testing.” ChatGPT seems to be right. This reasoning is in fact a kind of explanation. It is also 

not a deductive reasoning, which means that, although it can be reasonable, it is not based on any 

deductive scheme, and it lacks axioms or clearly defined premises which enable applying such a scheme. 
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To sum up, this additional task gave a chance to supplement the assessment with the formal approach. 

However, ChatGPT must have been pushed to do that. It did not provide a formal analysis as its own 

initiative. For this reason, although its assessment was good, it should not get a high rating. 

Gemini stated that the analysed reasoning is flawed and showed its errors. In conclusion, it said: “the 

reasoning presented is not logically sound. It contains errors in equivocation, non-sequitur, begging the 

question, and false analogy. While the passage may have spiritual or symbolic significance, it does not 

hold up to logical scrutiny.” Gemini adopted a strict logical perspective, which is very different from the 

approach represented by ChatGPT, which tried to read it in a theological framework and check if the 

reasoning is reasonable according to such a framework. Gemini did not accept such a framework and 

took the spiritual reading of pain as the fallacy of equivocation. It also did not look for a coherence 

between the statements, but tried to see if there is any logical consequence. Gemini did not find it, and 

rightly indicated the “non sequitur” fallacy, as well as begging the question. The chatbots were asked 

to show the logical connections between the statements and assess the correctness of the subsequent 

steps of the reasoning. In my view, such an assessment should first include the formal correctness of a 

reasoning. If so, Gemini performed the task better than ChatGPT did. Thus, it should receive a higher 

rating for this task. However, at the same time, it is valuable to indicate special frameworks in which a 

reasoning can work in an acceptable way. It is valuable, because it shows that reasoning can be helpful 

to better understand the sense of some statements (here: a passage from the Bible). This is what 

ChatGPT did. And if one just says that a reasoning is flawed as burdened with fallacies, they suggest 

that it should be refuted, whereas in the specific context it is valuable. Thus, the limited approach 

represented by Gemini may seem incomplete. 

This approach was somewhat complemented thanks to task T3.2*. Gemini also identified the reasoning 

as explanation. As it stated: “The reasoning attempts to explain why Jabez was "more honorable than 

his brothers" by connecting his name to the concept of "pain" and its associated qualities. It aims to 

provide a reason or cause for his character, rather than proving or inferring anything about him.” In this 

way, Gemini both correctly classified the reasoning and indicated its role, showing that there is some 

meaningful connection (giving a reason or cause for Jabez’s character), although the reasoning is 

reductive (hence: fallible). To sum up, although Gemini’s answer may seem incomplete, it performed 

the task very well, as logical correctness is the primary thing which should be assessed. Moreover, 

Gemini indicated the idea of the reasoning: it is an attempt to give a reason to some fact. Hence, Gemini 

acknowledged a sense of such an enterprise, although the chatbot did not accept its result for the 

logical incorrectness. Thus, if not the maximum, Gemini should receive a very high rating for this bunch 

of tasks. 

The supplementary task for criterion 3.3 is T3.3, were the chatbots were asked to identify the logical 

connection between a given general statement (“it is very good for those in power to have an honest 

man by their side, whose presence they respect”) and a statement taken from the Bible (“Stand in the 

multitude of the elders; and cleave unto him that is wise”) in terms of reason-consequence relation.  

ChatGPT stated that “the Biblical statement is the reason or guiding principle, while the statement 

about those in power is the consequence or practical application of that principle.” The chatbot 

extensively explained its position in a satisfactory manner by showing how one sentence can be 

deductively inferred from another. In this way, ChatGPT confirmed the validity of reasoning proceeding 

from the sentence taken from the Bible to the given statement. 
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Gemini gave a very similar answer to the one provided by ChatGPT and a convincing explanation to the 

solution. In the concluding sentence, Gemini stated: “This connection can be seen as a practical 

application of the biblical advice to associate with wise individuals.” 

It is worth mentioning that during the pilot testing Gemini’s predecessor, Bard, gave a different answer 

to the same task: “The first statement could be seen as the reason for the second statement. The 

second statement is a specific instruction that is based on the general principle stated in the first 

statement.” This means that the more extensive training which gave us the Gemini model resulted in 

greater compliance between ChatGPT and Gemini. However, we should note that Bard’s answer was 

more nuanced. Bard added that “the two statements could also be seen as two different perspectives 

on the same issue.” It also pointed out that “the relationship between the two statements is a matter 

of interpretation,” that “there is no one right answer” and that the two statements “complement each 

other.” This remark perfectly aligns with the idea of special biblical inference. And indeed, this task is 

based on the example of a reasoning identified as special biblical inference (cf. Trepczyński and 

Będkowski 2024: 213). So it seems that Bard’s more moderate answer was also more sensitive. While 

the latest chatbots concentrated on giving the ultimate answer, Bard tried to grasp the very nature of 

the connection between those statements. Thus, one could argue that this time, despite the 

development of LLMs, there is a step back. On the one hand, ChatGPT and Gemini proved that they can 

identify logical connections between such statements and give good reasons for their solutions. On the 

other hand, they overlooked the hidden potential of the relationship between those two statements. 

In this light, although both chatbots deserve a relatively high rating, at the same time, we could expect 

more, so perhaps the rating should be slightly reduced. 

In T3.4, which is a follow-up of T3.3, the chatbots were asked: “Can you build a logically correct 

deductive reasoning which represents one of the possible interpretations that you have mentioned?” 

Unfortunately, this task revealed that ChatGPT has serious problems with such a logical reconstruction. 

It should have built a syllogism where the sentence taken from the Bible is a premise and the statement 

that it is very good for those in power to have an honest man by their side, whose presence they 

respect, is a conclusion. ChatGPT took both sentences as two premises. Moreover, the premises were 

not precisely the two sentences which should be linked by a syllogism. Premise 1 is an interpretation of 

the sentence from the Bible, whereas Premise 2 is a statement supplemented with an additional clause. 

Finally, as a conclusion the chatbot proposed a new sentence: “those in power who have an honest and 

wise advisor by their side make better decisions and grow in moral integrity.” Importantly, this 

conclusion does not strictly follow from the premises. The reasoning is close to a form of a syllogism, 

but is not the one. 

Similarly, Gemini produced a reasoning which only imitates a syllogism. Although it asserts that “this 

deductive reasoning follows a classic syllogistic form, where the conclusion logically follows from the 

given premises,” it is not a syllogism. Also in this case, the original sentences were reformulated, and in 

fact they have different meanings. 

As Gemini was so sure about the syllogistic form of the reasoning it produced, it got an additional task: 

T3.5. Gemini was asked to assess if the reasoning it formulated is correct. The answer was even more 

disappointing. It gave the scheme of modus ponendo ponens (if P then Q, P is true, therefore Q is true), 

defined P and Q, and claimed that “the reasoning correctly applies this form, making it a valid 

deduction.” Of course, if a reasoning uses that scheme, it indeed makes a valid deduction. However, 
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the reasoning previously given by Gemini does not include implication. Moreover, if we apply P and Q 

as defined by Gemini to the modus ponendo ponens, we obtain a completely different reasoning than 

the one given previously. Thus, Gemini cheated. 

ChatGPT did not get T3.5, as it performed the evaluation of its reasoning from his own initiative in the 

answer to T3.4. It stated: “This reasoning is deductively valid because the conclusion logically follows 

from the premises. If both premises are accepted as true, the conclusion must be true.” The problem 

is that the given reasoning does not have a syllogistic structure and the conclusion does not logically 

follow the given premises. 

To sum up, although the chatbots can assess the validity of reasoning, they can have serious problems 

constructing deductive reasoning which would include given sentences. This means that they do not 

assess their own reasonings with respect to their validity. For this reason their rating in the scope of 

criterion 3.3 should be reduced again. 

In T3.6, the chatbots were asked whether Robert Grosseteste’s reasoning, in which he proves that God 

is the trinity of persons, is correct. The complete reasoning was quoted in the prompt. Additionally, its 

elements were marked with numbers. 

ChatGPT carefully analysed the reasoning step by step. In some points it rightly indicated the 

weaknesses related to the application of analogy between the bodily light and God who is 

incomprehensible, according to Christian theology. It seems the chatbot was also right that “the light 

analogy can only serve as an illustrative tool, not as a definitive proof.” ChatGPT also spotted the 

reasoning based on elimination. Finally, after the extensive analysis, it concluded as follows: “The 

reasoning is logically correct within the bounds of theological analogy and metaphysical 

argumentation.” ChatGPT rightly assessed the validity of the argument by showing that it is logically 

correct, however, some premises (based on analogy) are questionable. The task has been performed 

perfectly. 

Gemini pointed out five problems related to that reasoning. First, equivocation and analogy. Gemini 

claims that the term “light” is used in both a literal and metaphorical sense, which can “lead to 

confusion and ambiguity in the argument.” It seems that Grosseteste does not treat the sentence “God 

is light” as a metaphor. Perhaps, when the Bible says that God is light, it could or should be read 

metaphorically. However, when we analyse the reasoning provided by a certain author, we should take 

it as he understands it. Next, Gemini claims that the analogy between God and light “may not be entirely 

accurate or sufficient to explain the nature of the Trinity.” Here, the chatbot touches the same problem 

as indicated by ChatGPT. The next problem is that the reasoning “relies on several assumptions, such 

as the idea that God is light and that the properties of light can be applied to the divine nature.” 

However, Gemini questions the premises here and not the correctness of the reasoning. Finally, the 

chatbot accused the reasoning to be circular. As it said: “some arguments may be circular, where the 

conclusion is assumed in the premises. For example, assuming that God is a Trinity to explain why God 

is light.” However, we should note that Grosseteste does not assume that God is a Trinity to explain 

why God is light. Gemini is all wrong here. Moreover it is hardly possible to indicate any circularity in 

that reasoning. Additionally, Gemini pinpointed the alleged limited perspective of the reasoning, 

explaining that it “seems to focus on the ontological nature of the Trinity, neglecting other aspects of 

the doctrine, such as the economic Trinity (the Trinity in relation to the world).” This remark is 

completely off topic. If one wants to prove the Trinity based on the premise that God is light, this 
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enterprise should be limited to the necessary steps, without addressing any additional problems. In the 

end, Gemini stated that the reasoning “is not logically sound or conclusive,” and added that “the use of 

analogy, assumptions, and potential circular reasoning limit its effectiveness in explaining the Trinity.” 

However, it seems that Gemini was right only in one point: when it referred to the application of analogy 

between light and God which can indeed be problematic. The rest is all wrong. Moreover, the problem 

of analogy puts some of the premises in question and does not influence the validity of the reasoning. 

Gemini should admit that the reasoning is valid. This means that this time the chatbot completely failed 

to assess the validity of this reasoning. 

T3.6* was a follow-up task, in which the chatbots were asked to identify the type of Grosseteste’s 

reasoning according to the classification provided by Czeżowski (similarly to T3.2*). It was a chance to 

complement the assessment of validity from a different point. 

ChatGPT asserted that the reasoning “is best categorized as reductive reasoning, specifically 

explanation, according to Tadeusz Czeżowski's classification.” Although previously ChatGPT assessed 

the reasoning as correct, this time the chatbot said that it is “not strictly deductive because it does not 

rely on formal logical premises that necessarily lead to the conclusion.” Whatever “formal logical 

premises” are, it seems that the chatbot stuck to the idea of the problem of analogy, even if this 

problem influences the status of premises and not the formal correctness of the reasoning and its 

deductive nature. As ChatGPT claims, the reasoning rather “uses a metaphysical analogy (light, 

begetting splendor, and warmth) to help explain the relationship between the Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit.” 

Also Gemini stated that the reasoning “can be classified as reductive reasoning, specifically 

explanation.” It claimed that “its primary goal is to offer an explanation, rather than to prove or infer 

something about the Trinity.”  

Both answers are completely wrong. The reasoning is not intended to give an explanation. It is not the 

intention of the author, but even if one does not know the context of the reasoning, it cannot be 

observed in its structure. Grosseteste clearly attempted to construct the reasoning in a deductive 

manner. Even from the opening part of the reasoning (“The fact that God is a trinity of persons, follows 

from the fact that God is light”) it is clear that Grosseteste wants to show that starting with the 

statement that God is light, he will prove that God is the Trinity. The chatbots completely neglected this 

fact. To sum up, they completely failed to classify the reasoning, and in this way it again showed their 

limitations with respect to the analysis of the logical structure and validity of reasoning. On these 

grounds, the rating for criterion 3.3 should be reduced for both chatbots. 

3.3.4. Soundness Assessment 

In the answers to the tasks presented above, the chatbots referred to the soundness of the analysed 

theological argumentations. According to the common definition, a reasoning is logically sound when 

it is valid and based on true premises. The chatbots were not asked to assess the soundness (similarly 

to assess validity) of the reasonings, but to check if the reasonings are correct. It was assumed that they 

would use both categories to assess the correctness.  

In task 3.1, the chatbots were asked if St. Paul’s reasoning regarding God’s promise is correct. ChatGPT 

said: “As a Catholic theologian, I would affirm that Paul's argument is theologically sound within the 
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framework of Christian revelation. The Church teaches that God’s plan for salvation has always involved 

divine election and grace, not simply human effort or ethnic heritage.” It shows that ChatGPT found the 

sentence about God’s plan for salvation a basic premise of St Paul’s argumentation and accepted this 

sentence as true according to the Christian revelation. The quoted utterance also suggests that the 

chatbot found the Apostle’s reasoning valid. Indeed, in its answer ChatGPT shows what is the main 

claim of the reasoning and how it is argued by St. Paul with the use of examples from the Old Testament. 

So even if it is not explicitly stated, it seems that the chatbot found the reasoning valid. To sum up, it 

seems it correctly assessed its soundness by including both components: validity of the reasoning and 

verity of premises. 

Similarly, in the answer to T3.2, ChatGPT stated that “the overall reasoning is valid, supported by 

scriptural references, and flows logically from the premises to the conclusion.” The validity is explicitly 

mentioned. It seems that the support by “scriptural references” provides the truth of the premises (as 

the statements from the Bible should note be questioned within the theological framework). Thus, the 

chatbot found the reasoning concerning Jabez sound. However, one could argue that it wrongly judged 

that it is valid, due to the problems discussed in the subsection above. If so, the judgement concerning 

the soundness of the reasoning is also burdened with the lack of logical precision. For this reason the 

rating for criterion 3.4 should be reduced. 

Finally, in the answer to 3.6, ChatGPT stated that Grosseteste’s reasoning concerning the Trinity is 

“logically correct within the bounds of theological analogy and metaphysical argumentation.” In the 

light of its previous remarks it suggests that it is valid, but we can question the premises if we do not 

accept the analogical and metaphysical approach adopted in some of them. If so, we could say that it 

really correctly assessed the soundness of Grosseteste’s reasoning. However, in the last sentence of 

the answer, we read that it is “not a strict deductive proof of the Trinity.” If it is logically correct, how 

can it happen that it is not deductive? Probably, the chatbot assumed that the analogical and 

metaphysical approaches are not restricted to the premises, but influence the reasoning. But if so, the 

chatbot is all wrong. In this case, those approaches are embodied in the premises only, and the 

structure of the reasoning is perfect from the logical point of view. To effectively attack the reasoning, 

we can only question the premises, including the one according to which “Every light has by nature and 

essence this characteristic, that it begets its splendour from itself.” “Every,” namely including God, 

according to Grosseteste, who really thinks about God as true light, although different (as being above 

bodily and non-bodily lights), but not just metaphorically understood. This is the moment when one 

can disagree with him and show that to say that “every” light has such a characteristic has no grounds. 

And indeed it is just Grosseteste’s metaphysical assumption. To sum up, it seems that ChatGPT made a 

mistake, and thus it had a problem with the assessment of the soundness of the reasoning. However, 

from its analyses we can conclude that the reasoning is not sound. In consequence, the chatbot was 

helpful. 

In the answer to T3.1, Gemini did not use the category of soundness. It just stated that “from a Catholic 

theological perspective, St. Paul's reasoning is considered correct.” It also did not analyse the reasoning 

to really see if it is indeed correct. It only linked it to the theory of predestination, as accepted in Catholic 

theology. Thus, on these grounds we cannot judge if criterion 3.4 is met. 

However, Gemini explicitly used the category of soundness in its answer to T3.2., where it said that the 

reasoning concerning Jabez “is not logically sound.” The chatbot argued that the reasoning “contains 
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errors in equivocation, non-sequitur, begging the question, and false analogy.” This shows that the 

chatbot concentrated on showing that it is not valid, as it did not refer to the truth of the premises. 

Perhaps there was no reason to question the premises as they were based on the passages from the 

Bible (which should not be questioned within the theological framework) or the meaning of the name 

Jabez. It seems that Gemini’s criticism is right. Hence, it confirms that the chatbot can assess the 

soundness of the theological argumentation. 

Gemini also explicitly used the category of soundness in the answer to T3.6, where it stated that 

Grosseteste’s reasoning “is not logically sound or conclusive” and pointed out “the use of analogy, 

assumptions, and potential circular reasoning.” Although, as it was said, to some extent Gemini was 

wrong, the problem of the use of analogy indeed puts Grosseteste’s reasoning in question. When 

assessing the soundness of the reasoning, the chatbot was allowed to complain about some 

assumptions. As it disagrees with some of them, it is also allowed to assess the reasoning as not sound. 

To sum up, some parts of its assessment are controversial, however, it showed again that it can analyse 

the reasoning in terms of its soundness. 

Interestingly, it seems that in the pilot testing, Gemini’s predecessor, namely Bard, gave more accurate 

answers to the tasks similar to T3.2 and T3.6. In the assessment of the reasoning used in T3.2, Bard 

judged that “the reasoning is logically valid, but its correctness depends on the truth of the premises.” 

This means that in Bard’s view it is valid, but not necessarily sound. Bard indicated that “the premises 

in this argument are based on the interpretation of biblical passages” and “the interpretation of these 

passages is a matter of debate, and there is no consensus on their meaning.” For the reasoning used in 

T3.6, Bard listed out strengths and weaknesses of the reasoning. Among the strengths it mentioned the 

fact that “the reasoning is logically sound, and it does not make any obvious mistakes.” Although it 

seems that, in fact, it should have said “valid” instead of “sound,” its message was: the reasoning is 

formally correct. Among the weaknesses, we find the following: “The reasoning is based on a number 

of obscure and controversial claims, such as the claim that every light has by nature and essence the 

characteristic of begetting its splendor from itself.” This means that what can be put in question are the 

premises. Although in the case of the reasoning from T3.2, one can object whether it is valid, as it 

requires additional premises linking together the existing ones for correct deduction, it rightly pointed 

out the key problem which is the acceptance of the interpretation of Biblical sentences. Moreover, the 

assessment of soundness of the reasoning from T3.6 seems to be the right one. 

Both chatbots had an opportunity to say something more about the soundness of the reasoning 

presented in task T3.8, where they were asked to identify traces of non-classical logic. However, both 

chatbots focused on exploring the topic of non-classical approaches in logic and did not evaluate the 

reasoning. 

Finally, ChatGPT was directly asked to check the soundness of a reasoning in T5.5. This time it concerned 

the reasoning it produced by itself. The chatbot did it relatively well, however, without such a dose of 

criticism as in the case of the examples presented above. 

To sum up, both chatbots can assess the soundness of reasoning, and they are helpful in finding 

potential problems with this respect. However, their answers are not perfect. Sometimes they wrongly 

identify such problems or lead to confusion. It even seems that a previous chatbot launched by Google 

(Bard) gave a better answer to at least one similar task. Thus, they should not receive a very high rating 

for criterion 3.4. 
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3.4. Creating Theological Reasoning 

3.4.1. Drawing Conclusions from Biblical Passages 

In T4.1, the chatbots were asked what conclusions they could draw as Christian theologians from the 

statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me", assuming that it is the utterance of Jesus Christ? 

ChatGPT listed out seven such conclusions, however, it presented them as sections with one or two 

paragraphs of discussion. Let us extract the key statement from each section, which could be taken as 

real conclusions: 1. “The statement emphasizes the unity of essence between God the Father and God 

the Son.” 2. “The phrase highlights the relationality within the Trinity. (...) The mutual indwelling—called 

perichoresis or circumincession—describes how the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit interpenetrate each 

other while remaining distinct persons.” 3. Jesus' statement suggests that He is the perfect revelation 

of the Father.” 4. “The statement also implies that Jesus’ mission is not independent but fully united 

with the Father’s will.” 5. “The mutual indwelling also points to the mystery of the Incarnation, where 

the divine Son takes on human nature.” 6. “The union between Father and Son invites believers to enter 

into that same communion.” 7. “Since Jesus is in the Father and the Father is in Him, He serves as the 

bridge through which divine life and salvation are communicated to the world.” The task was later 

repeated in a separate conversation to check if it influences the quality of the answer. The new answer 

had a similar structure with 6 sections. Here is the extract: 1. There is “the profound unity between 

Jesus (the Son) and God the Father, which is central to the doctrine of the Trinity.” The sameness of 

divine essence and perichoresis (mutual indwelling) have also been mentioned here. 2. “Jesus is fully 

God, possessing all the attributes of God the Father, including omnipotence, omniscience, and 

eternality” and “even in His humanity, Jesus remains united with the Father, affirming the coexistence 

of His two natures—divine and human.” 3. “Jesus is the perfect and complete revelation of God.” 4. 

There is “the love, communication, and relational unity between the Father and the Son.” 5. Jesus’ 

“unity with the Father makes it possible for human beings to be united with God.” 6. “Jesus' words are 

not His alone but are directly from the Father.”  

Gemini gave a shorter answer. However, it still requires extracting the key conclusions to make it more 

concise: 1. There is “the essential unity between the Son and the Father, while also acknowledging their 

distinct personalities.” 2. “Jesus' divine nature is fully rooted in and inseparable from God, and that 

God's presence is fully manifested in Jesus.” 3. “Jesus asserts his divine authority and identity as the 

Son of God.” 4. “The divine nature of God is fully present within the human nature of Jesus.” 5. “Jesus' 

mission and authority ultimately derive from his divine nature and his intimate relationship with God.” 

The conclusions given by both chatbots are correct from the point of view of Christian theology. They 

also cover the most important theological contents which are indeed related to that utterance. In this 

part the task was well done by both chatbots. However, the chatbots did not attempt to create strictly 

logical reasoning for each conclusion. So they were asked to do that in a follow-up task (T4.1*), in which 

they were expected to create a reasoning based on the Biblical statement which leads to the selected 

conclusion; for ChatGPT: that Christ is a God; for Gemini: conclusion 2. 

Unfortunately, ChatGPT formulated a too extensive reply which in fact was not a proper reasoning. The 

chatbot was again asked to present it as a proof, but it was again too long, divided into many steps. The 

last prompt (“please, present it in a concise way like logicians do”) brought success. It listed out six 
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premises and next it presented six subsequent conclusions, showing from what previously accepted 

statements they were drawn. The last conclusion was “Jesus Christ is God, sharing the same divine 

essence as the Father.” At first glance, the proof seems correct. Unfortunately it has some logical gaps, 

such as illicit drawing C3 from C2 and P4. Moreover it includes redundant content, such as P6. It also 

seems that it is not necessary to include the topic of Jesus’ divine attributes to prove his divinity when 

basing on that Biblical passage, so the proof could be more simple. In the repeated testing, in the final 

answer, the set of premises was better in the way that it was indeed good enough to lead to the 

expected conclusion. However, this time ChaGPT did not precisely show what is drawn from what and 

just said: “From Premises 1-6, it follows that Jesus possesses the same divine essence as God the Father, 

thereby confirming His divine identity. Therefore, Jesus is not merely a prophet or human, but truly 

God, co-equal and co-eternal with the Father.” 

Gemini started with a shorter answer, but it also did not have a form of a clear reasoning, so it was 

asked to “present it as a logical proof,” where all necessary premises and conclusions are listed out and 

it is shown from which premises the conclusions are drawn. It was expected to create a reasoning 

leading to conclusion 2, so the one related to Divine intimacy. However, Gemini produced a reasoning 

leading to the conclusion of the Trinity. The reasoning was quite well done. However, the chatbot was 

asked to present it as a logical proof (like ChatGPT). Unfortunately this time Gemini completely failed. 

It listed out the premises and subsequent conclusions, showing what is derived from what. However, 

first, there are a lot of mistakes. Second, the last step is not based on logical connections, and there are 

no sufficient grounds to draw the final conclusion. Third, the reasoning starts with Premise 1: “Jesus is 

a divine person,” which in fact constitutes begging the question. 

In T4.2, the chatbots were asked to consider the relation of being in: In(x, y), what means x is in y, and 

to prove, basing on the statement “I am in the Father and the Father is in me” (uttered by Jesus as the 

Son), that the Son and the Father have the same essence. 

ChatGPT added a formal symbol for the essence of x: E(x), and introduced the premise: In(x,y)  ⟹ 

 E(x)=E(y). The chatbot based it on the definition of the relation In(x,y), which according to the chatbot 

implies the identity of the essence of two arguments of this relation. Unfortunately, the chatbot did not 

notice that generally being in does not imply it. It can happen only in special situations, such as when 

In(x,y) and In(y,x). Hence the premise should be modified to the following form: “In(x,y) ∧ In(y,x)  ⟹ 

 E(x)=E(y).” The proof is not very elegant, but it would be plausible if not this one mistake. However, of 

course there can be a proof with such a premise and it is logically correct. The only problem is that the 

premise is questionable. 

Gemini first created a reasoning in natural language (which was even not formulated in the form of 

syllogism), so it was asked to provide a formal proof.  

It almost did the job well. It introduced an axiom: ∀x∀y (In(x, y) ∧ In(y, x) → E(x, y)), which was a better 

move if compared to ChatGPT. It linked with the Jesus’ words presented as follows: “In(P, F) ∧ In(F, P).” 

From these two statements it deduced that E(P, F). It would be perfect if not the fact that Gemini first 

introduce absolutely redundant and contrary to our experience axiom 1 which “captures the idea that 

the relation "In" is symmetrical,” presented by the chatbot in a formal way as follows: “∀x∀y (In(x, y) → 

In(y, x))”. It is similar to what ChatGPT did. The only difference is that Gemini did not use it in the proof. 
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To sum up, the chatbots can produce theological conclusions based on Biblical passages, but they have 

serious problems with constructing logically correct reasoning which leads to such a conclusion, 

including mistakes and redundant content. They have a potential to use formal logic in such tasks, and 

it helps them create better reasoning. However, even if they perform the task better when adopting 

the formal approach, they still produce redundant content which can be at the same time contrary to 

our common experience. For these reasons, they can hardly receive a high rating for criterion 4.1. 

3.4.2. Drawing Conclusions from Theological Statements 

To apply this criterion 4.2, task T4.3 was used: “Now, be a Catholic theologian using logic strictly. What 

key conclusion can you draw from the statement “God is good”? Point out additional premises 

necessary to draw your conclusions.” 

ChatGPT attempted to draw a conclusion: “God’s goodness is identical to His essence.” This conclusion 

is deductible within Catholic theology. It is enough to add two premises, which are common statements 

of Catholic theology: 1) every God’s attribute is identical with God’s essence, 2) God’s goodness is one 

of God’s attributes. 

However, ChatGPT took another, more complicated and in the end: wrong way. It decided to use a 

common theological statement that God’s existence is identical with God’s essence and a metaphysical 

statement popular in 13th-century Catholic theology: goodness is convertible with being. The problem 

is: convertibility is not identity. Thus, ChatGPT’s attempt fails. It could be fixed by replacing this premise 

with another one: God’s goodness is identical with God’s existence. However, it is not present in the 

presented reasoning. Finally, ChatGPT tried to present the reasoning using symbolic logic and showing 

from which statements the subsequent conclusions are drawn. Unfortunately, conclusion C3 is not 

derivable from premises P2 and P3, as the chatbots claim. It is also weird that after receiving (although 

wrongly) the final conclusion (C3 states that God’s goodness is identical with God’s essence), the 

chatbots went ahead and produced another conclusion (C4). Finally, no conclusion was drawn from P5 

(which seems crucial to the reasoning, as it is a premise stating that goodness and being are 

convertible). Thus, although the chatbot indicated a conclusion which can be indeed drawn by a 

Catholic theologian from the sentence “God is good,” in the second part, the task is wrongly performed, 

chaotic and it includes redundant content. It cannot get a high rating for this criterion. 

Gemini proposed a different conclusion, namely “God is morally perfect.” It added other premises to 

the starting one (Premise 1: “God is good”), namely: 2) “If something is good, it possesses the highest 

degree of moral virtue;” 3) “God, as the ultimate being, possesses all morally perfect qualities.” Next it 

presented a reasoning according to which “From Premise 1 and Premise 2, we can conclude that God 

possesses the highest degree of moral virtue;” and in the next step: “Since moral perfection is the 

highest degree of moral virtue, we can infer that God is morally perfect.” This reasoning has a mistake. 

Premise 3 is not used in the reasoning. Moreover, the reasoning includes a lacking premise which 

identifies the highest degree of moral virtue with moral perfection. In order to fix it, Premise 3 should 

be replaced with the following: “Moral perfection is the highest degree of moral virtue.” So the right 

conclusion was drawn, and we got a clear idea how to draw it. However, the chatbot made a mistake 

in the reasoning. Hence, it cannot receive a maximum rating for criterion 4.2. 
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3.4.3. Giving Reasons for Theological Statements 

To check whether the chatbots can effectively give reasons for theological statements, they were given 

task T4.4: “Be a Catholic theologian. Can you prove (using a strict proof) that God is Trinity?” 

ChatGPT correctly defined key terms important to the reasoning and listed out premises supporting 

them with the passages from the Bible. On these grounds, it carried out a correct proof leading to the 

final conclusion “God is Trinity: one divine essence in three distinct persons—Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit.” In fact, this conclusion was obtained in the fourth step, as conclusion C4. It seems that it was 

not necessary to add C5, especially that it introduces the idea that Divine Persons are distinct in their 

relations, which is not rooted in the premises. This is redundant content. Besides this, the reasoning is 

correct and in each step ChatGPT clearly showed from which statements a new conclusion was drawn. 

So the task is performed well: the chatbot found sufficient reasons for the theological statement and 

conducted a strict and correct proof. 

Gemini reacted in a surprising way. This time it did not produce a proof. It interpreted the question 

formulated as above, as a question about its capacity. In short, it was like a situation in which a question 

“can you open the window?” someone replies “yes, I can, to do that I would come to the window, turn 

the handle and pull the window sash,” and does nothing. This means that the lack of a form of courtesy, 

such as “would you please,” caused that it did not grasp the intention of the task which was the 

expectation to produce a proof. First, Gemini made some caveats concerning theological proofs which 

are different from the mathematical ones. Second, it stated: “we can present a logical argument based 

on key theological principles and scriptural passages to support the Trinity,” and it listed out the 

element that “this argument would involve.” Gemini included all the premises needed to construct it, 

so there was no need to ask the chatbot to do that, as its answer sufficiently showed it could perform 

the task. At the same time, it was an interesting case showing how much prompting matters. 

T4.5 is similar to T4.4, however, this time it was formulated differently: “Be a logically thinking Catholic 

theologian. Is it possible to claim that the hell will be empty? What reasons can you add if you claim 

this?” 

ChatGPT collected key premises important for the debate on the empty hell within the framework of 

Catholic theology. It showed which of them serve as reasons for the conclusion that it is possible that 

hell will be empty. It also showed what else can be drawn from other premises. Finally it referred to the 

teaching of the Catholic Church and stated: “It is not possible to definitively claim that hell will be empty, 

as this would contradict the Church’s teaching on free will, divine justice, and the real possibility of 

eternal separation from God. However, it is possible to hope that all will be saved and that hell may be 

empty, based on God’s infinite mercy and the universal offer of salvation through Christ.” To sum up, 

ChatGPT did the job well. It gave reasons for the claim in question, and precisely argued for its final 

conclusion. 

Gemini was more strict and said: “As a Catholic theologian, I cannot logically claim that Hell will be 

empty.” Consequently, it did not give any reasons for such a claim. Quite the opposite, it listed out 

“some key reasons why the Catholic Church maintains that Hell will not be empty.” They included 

information about eternal fire and eternal punishment from the Gospel of Matthew 25, the idea of 

God’s just judgement according to people’s actions, and human free will and the possibility to choose 

evil and reject God's mercy. Gemini rightly pointed out the principles which make the claim about the 
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empty hell very problematic. However, at the same time it showed it is not flexible enough to creatively 

see if there is any way of reconciling those principles with the claim or at least hope that hell might be 

empty. It seems it is a limitation, because even if Gemini refutes the possibility of expressing such a 

claim within the framework of Catholic theology, it would be very instructive if the chatbot showed 

some potential reasons presented by those who express such a claim or hope, like ChatGPT did. Again, 

it seems that the chatbot did not understand the potential intention of the question. It is as if Gemini 

accepted the question “What reasons can you add if you claim this?” and assumed that if it does not 

claim this (as in the chatbot’s view it is incompatible with Christian theology) it is not expected to 

indicate such potential reasons. To sum up, Gemini showed that it is capable of giving reasons to 

theological statements, because it did it, although to the opposite claim. At the same time, it showed it 

is sometimes too strict, and in consequence, less useful than it could be. However, there is no doubt 

that different, perhaps more direct prompting would finally force it to give us the list of reasons for the 

claim that hell is empty. Overall, Gemini did the job well. 

3.5. Linking Biblical Utterances to Theological Statements 

3.5.1. Building a Reasoning 

Criterion 5.1 is aimed to check whether a chatbot is able to build a reasoning which combines given 

Biblical utterance with a given theological statement if it can be correctly performed. For this criterion, 

T5.1, T5.2 and additionally T4.2 were used. Task T5.1 was formulated as follows: “Could you build a 

deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “God is light” and has as a conclusion “God is a trinity 

of persons”? be creative, but at the same time, be logically strict, with no shortcuts.” This task was of 

course inspired by the reasoning created by Robert Grosseteste, which was used in T3.6. It was 

important to add “be creative” in the prompt, because in the pilot testing it came out that without this 

element some chatbots refused to perform the task, saying it is impossible to do that, but after adding 

such an encouragement, they took up the challenge. 

ChatGPT presented an extensive answer, however in the end it presented the following concise 

reasoning: 

Premise: God is light. 

Light has a unified yet dual nature, which suggests that God’s nature is similarly unified yet 

manifold. 

Light emanates, illuminates, and interacts with creation, which corresponds to the roles of Father 

(source), Son (emanation), and Holy Spirit (interaction). 

The unified nature of light (despite its distinct properties) mirrors the unity of God, even in the 

distinction of persons. 

Conclusion: God is a trinity of persons. 

Finally, the chatbot added: “Each step logically follows from both the nature of light and traditional 

theological concepts, allowing us to conclude that if God is light, then God must also be a trinity of 

persons.” It means that the chatbot did not see any problems with reasoning, including the potential 

begging the question fallacy in the penultimate step. Another problem is that it did not clearly indicate 



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

47 

which sentences are the premises and which of them are intermediate conclusions, as well as which 

sentences are drawn from which previously accepted statements. However, the reasoning is indeed 

creative, and the chatbot really found a way to logically link those two statements. In the next prompt 

it was asked whether it found such a reasoning in some sources, or had it invented this reasoning by 

itself? ChatGPT replied: “I invented this reasoning by myself based on theological principles and 

analogies drawn from the nature of light.” Searching on the Internet for this reasoning using a search 

engine did not give a positive result, so it is quite probable that the model indeed invented the 

reasoning by itself. 

Gemini proposed the following reasoning: 

Premise 1: God is light.  

Premise 2: Light is a phenomenon that exhibits a tripartite nature, consisting of: 

         Intensity: The measure of light's energy or brightness. 

         Frequency: The color or wavelength of light. 

         Direction: The path or vector of light's propagation. 

Premise 3: God, being a perfect and complete being, must fully manifest all aspects of his 

nature. 

Inference 1: Since God is light, he must exhibit the tripartite nature of light. 

Inference 2: The intensity of light can be interpreted as the Father, the source of all creation. 

Inference 3: The frequency of light can be interpreted as the Son, the manifestation of God's 

love and truth. 

Inference 4: The direction of light can be interpreted as the Holy Spirit, the active force of God's 

presence and power.  

Conclusion: Therefore, God, being light, is a trinity of persons: the Father, the Son, and the 

Holy Spirit. 

In the end Gemini added a note to highlight that this reasoning “is a creative and speculative 

interpretation of the biblical concept of God as light,” that “this is not a traditional or universally 

accepted theological proof of the Trinity,” and that “the concept of the Trinity is primarily grounded in 

scripture and theological tradition.” As we see it did not claim that the reasoning is logically correct. 

However, its quality is quite similar to the one presented by ChatGPT. Gemini did not mark the logical 

connections between its elements. However, the reasoning is indeed creative. Gemini also confirmed 

that it invented the reasoning by itself. 

Both chatbots performed the task well. Even if the reasonings they present should be complemented 

with additional information, they built reasonings which combine two given statements in a plausible 

way. 

Task T5.2 was similar to T5.1. The chatbot were asked whether they can build a deductive reasoning 

which is based on a premise “I am who I am” and has as a conclusion “God exists.” 
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ChatGPT gave again an extensive elaborate, but in the end it presented the following “Summary of 

Deductive Reasoning:” 

Premise: "I am who I am" implies absolute self-existence and necessary existence. 

A self-existent being cannot not exist, as its essence includes existence. 

Contingent beings require the existence of a necessary being, which must be self-existent. 

The self-existent necessary being is what we refer to as God. 

Conclusion: Therefore, God exists. 

The structure of the reasoning is similar as in the answer to T5.1, we cannot find sufficient information 

about the logical connections. However, the idea is clear. It seems that ChatGPT succeeded in creating 

reasoning which links together those two statements. Interestingly, it did not attempt to take a shortcut 

and add that “I am who I am” was uttered by God, according to the Bible. It took up a challenge to base 

the reasoning only on the fact that this utterance is accepted as true, and used the concepts of self-

existence and necessary being, to finally show that it applies only to God, and to conclude that God 

exists. What is more, it emphasised logical validity of the produced reasoning, saying that it is “tightly 

structured, relying on the logical implications of self-existence and necessary existence to conclude that 

God, as the necessary being, must exist.” 

Interestingly, Gemini followed a similar strategy, basing its reasoning on the concept of self-existence 

and its necessity (but this time without the concept of necessary being), and successfully led to the 

conclusion “God exists.” In the end it added that this reasoning “is known as the ontological argument 

for God's existence, first proposed by Anselm of Canterbury,” which is not true, because this argument 

does not rely on the formula “I am who I am.” However, the reasoning presented by the chatbot indeed 

has some elements of the ontological argument. 

To sum up, both chatbots performed the task quite well.  

Finally, as it was previously presented, they also showed that when performing task T4.2. Although they 

made some mistakes in the reasonings presented in their answers, they plausibly bridged the two given 

statements. 

Although due to some imperfections they should not receive a maximum rating for criterion 5.1, they 

deserve relatively high scoring. 

3.5.2. Objecting to Link the Statements 

Next, it was important to check if after those successful creative productions chatbots can “hold their 

horses” and say that some statements cannot be logically linked. In T5.3, they were asked whether they 

can build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “I am who I am” and has as a conclusion 

“God gave free will to human beings.” Of course, from the formal point of view, it is always possible to 

link two consistent statements by adding a premise which joins them in the form of implication. 

However, when we take into account the content of statements, sometimes it can be too difficult to 

find a reasonable bridge between them. It seemed that it was the case of the part of sentences used in 

T5.3. 



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

49 

But not for ChatGPT and Gemini, which followed the pattern of previous answers and each of them 

produced reasoning bridging the two sentences (ChatGPT at the same time, claimed that it was 

deductive one). Each of them decided to read the Biblical sentence in a way that enables it to easily 

reach the conclusion. ChatGPT started with the premise that “I am who I am” expresses God’s absolute 

freedom and self-determination. Whereas Gemini claimed that the statement “I am who I am” implies 

a being of infinite wisdom and goodness. Such bridges can be hardly accepted, and for sure if the 

chatbots were asked to evaluate such a material they would indicate those sentences as weak points. 

Next, the chatbots got similar tasks: T5.4 and T5.4* with the new pairs of statements, this time the 

purely philosophical ones, which additionally require us to commit the so-called naturalistic fallacy 

(jumping from “is” to “ought”) if we want to bridge them. In T5.4, premise: “We are human beings,” 

conclusion: “We should be happy.” In T5.4*, premise: “We exist,” conclusion: “We should be protected 

by other beings.” The results were similar to those obtained in the answers to T5.3. Chatbots did not 

object and did not notice a problem with the naturalistic fallacy. 

This kind of testing shows that if we encourage the chatbots to be creative, and if they have a warmup 

in bridging the statements, they will not object to doing that even with the sentences which are very 

far from each other. This means that in such a situation they are ready to turn off their criticism, which 

is very important for a rational theologian. 

3.5.3. Discussing Possible Connections 

It is also important to be able to assess a connection between a Biblical utterance and a given 

theological statement, so first: to point it out, second: to be able to adopt certain interpretation which 

enables us to hold such a connection (like specific theological framework), and third: to show weak 

points of such an enterprise. 

In T5.5, each chatbot was asked to go back to the reasoning it produced in the answer to T5.3 (bridging 

“I am who I am” and “God gave free will to human beings”). ChatGPT was asked to check if it is sound. 

Gemini got a more direct task: “Are there possible interpretations that link the above mentioned pairs 

of statements? If so, can you point out their weaknesses?” 

ChatGPT started with defining soundness: “A sound argument is one that is both valid (the logical 

structure is correct, and the conclusion follows from the premises) and has true premises.” Next, it 

presented the reasoning again, and judged that it is logically valid. Finally, it examined each premise to 

judge if it is true. For each of them it distinguished a sentence labelled as “verdict” and judged that each 

premise is true, however, within a certain framework which was in each case clearly explained. For 

instance, for the premise saying that “I am who I am” expresses God’s absolute freedom and self-

determination, ChatGPT claimed that this premise “is generally accepted within many theological 

frameworks” and “has traditionally been interpreted as pointing to God's self-existence, independence, 

and sovereign freedom.” So the verdict was: “Likely true within the context of many religious and 

philosophical traditions.” Similarly for subsequent premises. So the chatbot concluded that: “the 

argument is valid,” “the conclusion logically follows from the premises,” “the premises are all true or 

likely true within the context of many theological and philosophical frameworks, particularly those 

based on Judeo-Christian principles,” and formulated the final verdict: “The argument is sound within 

the context of a theological framework that accepts: God's freedom and self-determination, humans 
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being made in God's image; freedom entailing free will, and the purpose of free will being to enable a 

genuine relationship with God.” However, in the end, it emphasised that “it would not be sound for 

those who do not share these underlying theological or philosophical assumptions.” It seems that the 

chatbot, when examining the soundness of the reasoning, at the same time pointed out the connection 

between the two given sentences, identified the framework within which the premises can be accepted 

as true, and finally indicated a weak point which is the fact that not everybody can be ready to accept 

the assumptions which the chatbot listed out. 

Gemini presented three interpretations necessary to hold the connection between two sentences in 

question. Each of them was presented in the form of a short argument. So in fact they were not 

interpretations as some special reading within a special framework, but as it was said: argumentations. 

Let us quote the first pair as an example:  

Interpretation 1: God's Self-Existence and Human Free Will 

Argument: Since God is self-existent, he is the ultimate source of all existence. As the source of 

human existence, he has the authority to grant humans free will. 

Weakness: This interpretation assumes that God's self-existence automatically grants him the 

authority to control the nature of his creations. It doesn't address the question of why God would 

choose to grant free will, or whether there could be other possible outcomes of his self-existence. 

We can see that such a weakness shows a potential shortcut or a hidden assumption. Similarly in the 

next cases. As Gemini stated in the concluding sentence, all those “interpretations” “ultimately rely on 

assumptions about God's nature, intentions, and the nature of human existence.” 

It seems that both chatbots performed the task well by pointing out: the connections between the 

statements in question, and the interpretations necessary to hold those connections, as well as weak 

points of such interpretations. 

3.6. Discussing the Topics of Natural Theology 

3.6.1. Presenting NT-Argumentation 

To check whether chatbots can present argumentation for a theological claim which is not based on 

revelation, task T6.1, T6.1* were used. In the first task, they were asked to present an argument that 

rationally supports the claim that for human beings there is a life after death. The next one was similar, 

but the chatbots were expected to do the same with the claim that God exists. In both tasks there was 

an instruction: “If there are many, give the strongest one.” 

ChatGPT presented extensively subsequent steps of the argumentation for the possibility of afterlife. It 

highlighted that there is no sufficient evidence for that claim, however “the argument from 

consciousness and the irreducibility of subjective experience suggests that if consciousness is not fully 

reducible to physical brain processes, then it is rationally plausible to believe that it could survive the 

death of the body.” It judged that it “provides a strong, rational basis for believing that life may continue 

in some form beyond physical death.” It means that the chatbot tried to be moderate and did not 
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decide to present an argument which would not be strong enough, such as at least one of Plato’s 

arguments from the Phaedo, or St. Augustine’s proof from the Soliloquies. However, it seems that it 

would be instructive if the chatbot mentioned such attempts. 

For T6.1* ChatGPT extensively and correctly discussed the Kalam Cosmological Argument which 

“provides a rational and intuitive line of reasoning leading to the conclusion that the universe has a 

cause, and this cause has the attributes traditionally associated with God.” In the chatbot’s view, “it 

provides one of the strongest rational arguments for the existence of God.” Interestingly, the chatbot 

did not include any caveat to warn that there are possible ways to refute the argument. 

In the answer to T6.1, Gemini started with a disclaimer that “it's important to note that the existence 

of life after death is a matter of belief and faith for many” and “there is no scientific consensus or 

definitive proof to support the claim.” Next, it gave a similar solution to the one given by ChatGPT. It 

presented an argument based on the idea that “If consciousness is non-physical, it's possible that it 

could exist independently of the physical body,” and next it briefly signalled other arguments that can 

be taken into account. 

Also for T6.1* Gemini gave a similar answer. It stated that “one of the most well-known philosophical 

arguments for God's existence is the cosmological argument.” It presented key steps of the argument, 

and next it pointed out its strengths, as well as presented possible criticism. However, if we analyse this 

criticism, we will see that the selection of problems mentioned there seems a bit weird. It will be 

discussed in the next section. 

Generally, both chatbots performed the task well and gave instructive answers. For the argument 

concerning afterlife they highlighted that it only leads to a possibility of life after death. However, they 

did not present any classical argument based on some specific metaphysical assumptions, like Plato’s 

proofs for the immortality of soul. They also gave one of the most common arguments for the existence 

of God. Notably, while Gemini included the above mentioned criticism, ChayGPT did not refer to 

anything like that. Overall, they deserve a relatively high rating for criterion 6.1. 

3.6.2. NT-Argumentation Assessment 

In T6.2, ChatGPT was asked to assess the argumentation it gave. The chatbot presented strengths and 

weaknesses of the Kalam argument. Among strengths, it included logical consistency and presented the 

argumentation in the form of a syllogism: “Premise 1: Everything that begins to exist has a cause. 

Premise 2: The universe began to exist. Conclusion: Therefore, the universe has a cause.” As it stated: 

“This logical structure is solid and hard to refute directly without challenging the premises.” The chatbot 

pointed out the support from modern cosmology, claiming that “the idea that the universe began to 

exist aligns well with the Big Bang theory, which is the dominant scientific explanation for the origin of 

the universe,” and that “the notion of a finite beginning is supported by the expansion of the universe 

and the second law of thermodynamics (entropy).” It also gave other strengths such as: addressing the 

fundamental question of existence, the fact that the argument makes minimal assumptions, and the 

reasonable next step in which the attributes of the cause of the universe that are being derived 

(timeless, spaceless, immaterial, powerful, and personal). are at the same time “aligned with classical 

theism, making it a strong candidate for identifying the cause with God, rather than some impersonal 

force.” Next, ChatGPT presents an extensive discussion of the weaknesses. However, each weakness is 
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followed by a response to show the possible defence of the argument. The chatbot included a challenge 

to each of the premises and to the conclusion of the syllogism presented above. It mentioned: that 

according to quantum mechanics it is possible that some quantum events occur without specific causes; 

that there are cosmological models which work without the beginning of the universe; that the 

argument does not convince us that the cause of the universe is necessarily a personal, intelligent being. 

The chatbot also pointed out other possible objections related to the nature of time as something that 

does not exist before the universe, and to the possibility of an infinite past. In each response, it is shown 

that the weakness has some limitations or cannot be applied to the argument, or just that there is a 

kind misunderstanding and in fact the argument does not challenge the argument. In conclusion, the 

chatbot judges that the argument must face objections, but at the same time it is really a strong one. 

Gemini was not asked to perform T6.2, because it provided the assessment of the argumentation in its 

answer to T6.1. The chatbot listed out the following strengths: “Simplicity: The cosmological argument 

is relatively straightforward and easy to understand. Logical consistency: The argument follows a logical 

structure, moving from premises to a conclusion. Relevance to the question of existence: It directly 

addresses the question of the universe's origin and the possibility of a higher power.” Next Gemini 

presented the “criticisms of the argument,” including the following problems: “Infinite regress: Some 

argue that the argument could lead to an infinite regress of causes, where each cause itself needs a 

cause. Scientific limitations: The premise that the universe has a beginning is based on current scientific 

understanding, which could change in the future. Lack of empirical evidence: The argument relies on 

philosophical reasoning rather than empirical observation, making it difficult to prove or disprove 

definitively.” It seems that the first problem does not actually challenge this argument. Quite the 

opposite, the argument, at least in some versions, assumes the necessity of the first cause in order to 

avoid infinite regress. In the next prompt, this was brought to Gemini’s attention, and the chatbot 

agreed it was wrong. Next, undermining scientific knowledge by saying that perhaps it will change in 

the future seems to be extremely weird. It is true that our knowledge may change. However, we have 

no better choice and the best we can do is to trust science. Otherwise, we would slide down to 

scepticism. The last objection is also strange. It is natural that the argument which refers to something 

beyond observable things (timeless, spaceless, immaterial God) must be a philosophical one and it will 

not be based on direct observation. At the same time, this argument is relatively strongly rooted in 

empirical knowledge. It is not said to defend this argument, but to show that Gemini had chosen very 

disputable or misplaced and, in consequence, extremely weak objections, and did not notice that there 

is some problem with them. 

Generally, both chatbots showed that they can assess a natural theology argumentation. However, the 

content provided by Gemini with respect to the potential weaknesses seems relatively poor. For this 

reason, it should receive a lower rating than ChatGPT for criterion 6.2. 

3.6.3. Limitations of Natural Theology 

To check whether the chatbots can define the limitations of natural theology, they were asked the 

following questions: “What theological statements can be rationally accepted? What theological 

arguments can be rationally justified. Why?” It was intentional that they were not directly asked about 

such limitations. It was important to see whether they will mention them when asked about the 

rationality of theological statements and their justification. 
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ChatGPT presented eight theological statements and provided rational justification for each of them. I 

also characterised the nature of several groups of justifications, showing when they rely on the 

philosophical plausibility, when they get empirical support etc. In the conclusion sentence the chatbot 

stated about the arguments for such claims as follows: “While not universally accepted, they offer 

strong rational frameworks for those who seek to justify theological beliefs within the context of 

reason.” In this light, it was not clear whether natural theology has in fact any serious limitations; it was 

only suggested by saying that those arguments are “not universally accepted.” Hence, the chatbot was 

asked: “So should rational atheists accept those claims?” ChatGPT produced an extensive, but very 

accurate, material presenting the reasons for which atheists can disagree with those claims. It also 

included such problems as cognitive bias and worldview commitment, as well as the topic of rationality 

as something not monolithic. In conclusion, it stated: “Rational atheists are not obliged to accept 

theistic claims, as these claims rely on metaphysical reasoning and assumptions that may not align with 

the atheistic worldview or standards of evidence. However, rational atheists should acknowledge that 

theistic arguments (like the Cosmological, Moral, and Teleological arguments) are logically coherent 

and provide reasonable justification for belief in God. Whether atheists accept these claims ultimately 

depends on how they assess the arguments in light of their own philosophical commitments, standards 

of evidence, and interpretations of reality.” It seems that ChatGPT really penetrated the problem of 

rational status of natural theology statements in a serious and balanced way, showing in fact the 

limitations of both approaches: theistic and atheistic ones, at the same time highlighting that both can 

be rational. 

Gemini presented three claims and for each of them provided a clear rational justification. Next, it 

added a short discussion, which in fact pointed out some limitations of natural theology. It noted that 

“while these arguments can provide rational support for theological beliefs, they often complement 

rather than replace faith and personal experiences.” Next, it pointed out that “questions about God's 

existence and nature may transcend the limits of human reason.” And finally, it reminded us that 

“different theological traditions and individuals may interpret these arguments and their implications 

in various ways.” Of course the last objection assumes a subjectivist or relativistic perspective, so it can 

be attacked by all those who represent an objectivistic position with respect to rationality. The previous 

ones could also be undermined. However, this time Gemini formulated more serious objections than 

previously, and on these grounds we can judge that it performed the task well, and even if it was not 

directly asked to point out such limitations, it did it when talking about the rational justifications of 

theological claims. 

To sum up, both chatbots performed the task very well. Gemini should receive a slightly higher rating 

for signalling the limitations in question. 

3.7. Theological Guidance 

3.7.1. Answering Theological Questions 

In T7.1, the topic of afterlife came back, however in a different context. This time it was a direct question 

to a theologian with a request to indicate practical implications and additional explanation: “Be a 

rational Christian theologian. Tell me, please, is there an afterlife? What should I do to be saved? What 

does it mean to be saved?” 
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ChatGPT perfectly answered all three questions according to the Christian teaching and referring to the 

Scripture. It grasped the genuine essence of the topic of afterlife and salvation, and correctly defined 

practical guidelines to be saved. 

Gemini’s answer was more concise and it did not refer directly to any Biblical passage. It just mentioned 

them generally to show that the positive answer to the first question is supported primarily by the 

Scriptural evidence: “The Bible, particularly the New Testament, offers compelling accounts of Jesus' 

resurrection and promises of eternal life for believers.” Gemini also added that there are also some 

philosophical arguments and the so-called near-death experience of many people which can support 

this belief. It correctly answered all three questions, however, we can have at least two objections. First, 

this time, the answer seems too succinct or encyclopaedic and, in consequence, shallow. Someone 

asking such a question should receive more deepened information. Second, the section aimed to inform 

us “what to do?” is not very clear. Of course, one can extract from this short material some practical 

guidelines (especially concerning sacraments), but it is not precise enough to be sure that we got what 

we need. To sum up, it is not what we should call guidance. 

Hence, while ChatGPT deserves a maximum rating for this criterion, Gemini a definitely lower one. 

3.7.2. Indicating Biblical Sources 

In T7.2, ChatGPT was asked to indicate the fragments of the Bible where we can find direct answers to 

the questions from T7.1. The chatbot performed the task perfectly again. It correctly presented a full 

range of the most important passages related to each of the questions. In total: 13 quotes. 

Gemini was this time asked in a slightly different way (T7.2*): “Can you present any clear evidence in 

the Bible which supports these claims?” It correctly quoted six passages supporting four statements 

referring to: 1) Jesus’ resurrection, 2) promises of eternal life, 3) the forgiveness of sins, 4) the hope of 

Heaven. If we go through those passages, we can see that they more or less cover all three questions. 

Perhaps, we could expect more Scriptural evidence in such a reply, especially that, as ChatGPT showed, 

the material is really rich. Gemini also confirms that it is just a sample, when saying: “These are just a 

few examples of the biblical evidence that supports the claims of an afterlife and salvation through faith 

in Jesus Christ.” For someone seeking answers to such questions, a more extensive information would 

be more useful. However, this time it is not a serious deficiency, as the chatbot (like human beings) can 

have a problem guessing the needs of its interlocutor; and if the interlocutor is informed that it is just 

a sample, he/she may feel encouraged to ask for more passages. 

Both chatbots performed the task well. For this criterion they should get the maximum rating. 

3.7.3. Theological Advices 

To check if the chatbots can give theological advice in a particular situation, in T7.3, they were asked: 

“Be a rational Catholic theologian. I want to be saved and live with God. But I love a divorced woman 

and want to have children with her. What should I do?” Next, in T7.3*, they got a similar task: “What 

would Benedict XVI tell me if I asked him the same question?” 

ChatGPT gave an extensive, balanced, correct in the light of Catholic teaching, and at the same time 

very practical answer. This answer was full of understanding and confirmation that in general love and 
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the desire to have children are very positive. ChatGPT also correctly grasped key features of the 

theological approach represented by Benedict XVI and presented the answer in this spirit. 

Gemini also gave a correct answer with practical guidelines. It was at first a bit harsh, but step by step 

it also added some utterances showing the understanding of the difficulty of that situation. It concluded 

with a personal sentence which is not an often case: “I pray that you may find peace and clarity as you 

seek to live a life that is both faithful and fulfilling.” The chatbot also correctly grasped the spirit of the 

approach of Benedict XVI and gave a short answer according to that approach, although it did not go 

into details. 

Generally, It seems that both chatbots performed the task well. To some extent, they can be useful in 

giving such advice. 

However, a problem occurred when they got a similar task referring to Islam. In T7.3-2., they were 

asked: “be a theologian from the Hanafi School, would you agree that I can marry a Christian woman if 

I am Muslim and I am a man?” I am not ready to judge the correctness of the answers referring to Islam, 

including particular schools, but it is enough to say that although the chatbots were asked to give an 

answer as representatives of a specified school (Hanafi) they gave completely different verdicts. 

ChatGPT said that, although there are some circumstances which should be taken into account, it would 

agree for such a marriage: “Yes, as a theologian from the Hanafi school of Islamic jurisprudence, I would 

affirm that it is generally permissible for a Muslim man to marry a Christian woman, though there are 

some important considerations that need to be taken into account.” Gemini absolutely prohibited such 

a marriage: “As a Hanafi theologian, I would not agree that you can marry a Christian woman if you are 

a Muslim man. (...) It's important to note that the specific laws and customs regarding marriage may 

vary slightly between different Muslim communities and regions. However, the general consensus 

among Hanafi scholars is that a Muslim man is not permitted to marry a Christian woman.” 

Moreover, in T7.3-2*, the chatbots were asked to indicate other schools which accept marriages 

between Muslims and Christians. ChatGPT indicated Hanafi, Shafi'i, Maliki, and Hanbali. Let us quote 

the conclusion of its answer: “While all the major Sunni schools (Hanafi, Shafi'i, Maliki, and Hanbali) 

permit marriage between a Muslim man and a Christian or Jewish woman, they do so with varying 

degrees of caution. The Shia Ja'fari school, on the other hand, tends to take a more restrictive approach 

and generally discourages or disallows such marriages, particularly in the context of permanent 

marriage. At the same time. Gemini indicated only the Shafi'i School and stated that “the majority of 

Sunni schools, including the Hanafi, Maliki, and Hanbali schools, prohibit such marriages.” 

It seems that when the doctrine is not precisely established in a way that there can be different 

interpretations, one needs to be very cautious when asking such questions to chatbots. 

Hence, in the Catholic context, the chatbots deserve maximum rating for criterion 7.3. But in other 

contexts it can happen that they are not ready to serve as a good source of knowledge and guidance. 
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3.8. The Concept of Rational Theologian 

3.8.1. Defining Rational Theologian 

In T8.1, the chatbots were asked to determine what a rational theologian is. 

ChatGPT started with the following definition: “A rational theologian is someone who approaches 

theological questions using reason and logic, often integrating philosophical methods to explore 

religious truths. This type of theologian emphasizes rationality as a key tool in understanding and 

interpreting religious beliefs, doctrines, and practices.” In the concluding sentence it added: “In short, 

a rational theologian seeks to bridge the gap between faith and reason, making the case that religious 

belief can and should be subject to logical analysis.” The chatbot also characterised such a person by 

developing on the following features: emphasis on reason, critical thinking, philosophical engagement, 

defence of faith through logic. Finally, it mentioned Thomas Aquinas and Immanuel Kant as “key 

contributors to rational theology.” 

Gemini defined a rational theologian as “a religious scholar who emphasizes the use of reason and logic 

in understanding and interpreting religious beliefs. They believe that faith and reason are not mutually 

exclusive but rather complementary.” In the concluding paragraph the chatbot stated: “In essence, a 

rational theologian is a scholar who seeks to understand and defend religious beliefs through the lens 

of reason and logic. They believe that a rational approach can enhance the depth and credibility of 

religious faith.” It also provided short characteristics built around the following points: reason and logic, 

harmony between faith and reason, critical thinking, evidence-based approach, and gave examples of 

such theologians: Thomas Aquinas, John Locke and Immanuel Kant. It was a bit surprising that Gemini 

mentioned Locke and Kant if it defined a rational theologian as ““a religious scholar.” So it got a question 

about that and it said they were not religious scholars. Surprisingly, in this reply, it changed the language 

of conversation, but it is hard to guess the reason for such a reaction. 

Overall, the chatbots gave interesting definitions which seem to be close to what we can understand 

when we consider the concept of rational theologian. Thus, their answers can be accepted as accurate 

ones. However, we should ponder whether Gemini’s definition is not too narrow, which was somewhat 

confirmed by itself. Namely, the chatbot said that a rational theologian is a religious scholar. Next, it 

gave the example of Locke and said that Locke was not a religious scholar. Perhaps we should then 

accept the last definition (in which there is just “a scholar”) rather than the first one. Beside this, the 

definitions are quite similar. In both cases, the differentia specifica is a feature of using reason and logic 

to understand and explore, and sometimes defend religious statements. The additional characteristic 

also includes critical thinking and seeking rational justification. 

It seems that both answers are plausible, so for criterion 8.1 both chatbots deserve a high scoring. 

Additionally, this task was important for this study in general, because it was an opportunity to confront 

the starting assumption concerning the concept of rational theologian adopted in the project with a 

kind of “extract” from knowledge which fed the chatbots during their training. It seems that the 

approach adopted in the project and the one presented by the chatbots are quite close to each other. 
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3.8.2. Skills of Rational Theologian 

In T8.2, the chatbots were asked to enumerate the unique skills of a rational theologian by pointing out 

what such a person should be able to do. It was additionally determined that such skills should be 

presented using operational verbs, so the verbs which indicate certain actions/operations, as such an 

approach helps in precise verification of skills. Also this task had a double goal: first, to check this kind 

of skill in the chatbots, second, to see to what extent the result would be similar to the set of skills 

defined in the project. 

ChatGPT produced the following list of 18 skills: 

• “Analyze theological doctrines and religious texts to assess their coherence and logical 

consistency. 

• Evaluate religious claims by comparing them against philosophical principles and rational 

criteria. 

• Argue in favor of or against theological positions using sound reasoning and logical structure. 

• Synthesize insights from both theology and philosophy to form well-rounded perspectives on 

religious issues. 

• Interpret sacred texts, traditions, or doctrines in a way that is compatible with reason and logic. 

• Critique religious beliefs or practices that appear irrational or inconsistent with ethical or 

philosophical principles. 

• Defend religious beliefs or doctrines using rational arguments and evidence-based reasoning. 

• Question assumptions, dogmas, or interpretations that do not withstand rational scrutiny. 

• Explain complex theological concepts in clear, logical, and philosophically grounded terms. 

• Integrate knowledge from different disciplines (e.g., ethics, metaphysics, logic) into theological 

discourse. 

• Compare competing religious or philosophical viewpoints, highlighting their strengths and 

weaknesses in rational terms. 

• Formulate new theological arguments or frameworks that align with both reason and faith. 

• Challenge interpretations of religious texts or practices that seem to conflict with reason. 

• Justify religious doctrines by providing logical evidence and rational foundations for belief. 

• Engage in dialogue with other disciplines, such as science, philosophy, and ethics, to address 

theological questions. 

• Resolve apparent contradictions between religious beliefs and rational thought through careful 

reasoning. 

• Clarify theological concepts that are often misunderstood or misinterpreted in philosophical 

terms. 

• Debate theological and philosophical issues with those holding opposing views, using reasoned 

discourse.” 

Gemini produced the following list of 16 skills: 

• “Analytical and Critical Thinking Skills 

o Analyze religious texts and traditions critically. 

o Evaluate arguments for and against religious claims. 

o Identify inconsistencies or contradictions within religious doctrines. 
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o Question traditional beliefs and practices. 

• Philosophical and Theological Knowledge 

o Understand key philosophical concepts relevant to theology (e.g., metaphysics, 

epistemology, ethics). 

o Comprehend the major theological traditions and their core doctrines. 

o Recognize the historical development of religious thought. 

• Communication and Interpersonal Skills 

o Articulate complex theological ideas clearly and concisely. 

o Engage in respectful dialogue with people of different religious beliefs. 

o Write persuasive and well-reasoned theological arguments. 

• Research and Investigation Skills 

o Gather information from various sources (e.g., religious texts, scholarly articles, 

historical documents). 

o Analyze data and draw informed conclusions. 

o Stay up-to-date with the latest developments in theology and related fields. 

• Ethical and Moral Reasoning 

o Apply ethical principles to religious issues. 

o Consider the moral implications of religious beliefs and practices. 

o Promote tolerance and understanding among different religious groups.” 

The task was performed very well. Both chatbots can really use the concept of rational theologian and 

translate it to the language of core skills, which is a step to assess whether they “think” they are capable 

of performing such operations. They deserve a high scoring for criterion 8.2. 

Besides, it showed that their lists are much broader than the list adopted for this project. However, if 

we consider only those which are essential for a rational theologian, it seems that many of the 

presented skills can be questioned, which does not negate the fact that they are important for such a 

scholar. And if we focus on what is essential, the similarities are relatively strong. 

3.8.3. Rational Reactions of a Theologian 

In T8.3, the chatbots were asked to give an example of someone’s possible utterance and of the 

reaction of a rational theologian, where we can clearly see that this theologian is rational. The additional 

question, aimed at showing a sharp demarcation line, was: “How could a theologian who is not a 

rational theologian react?” 

ChatGPT invented a scenario according to which a person says: “I believe God exists because the sacred 

text says so, and it must be true because it is the word of God. Anyone who doubts this is wrong.” Next, 

it presented the reactions of a rational theologian and non-rational one, and indicated key aspects, 

respectively: rational and non-rational theology in each response. The answer of the rational theologian 

expressed the need of using reason to assess even such an authoritative source as the Bible: “I 

understand that sacred texts hold significant authority in religious belief, but I would like to explore the 

reasoning behind why the text should be considered infallible. How do we establish the divine origin of 

the text, and how does this claim withstand critical examination? Furthermore, even if the text is 

divinely inspired, can we rely solely on it as evidence for God's existence?” It gave an example of Thomas 

Aquinas to encourage developing also natural theology. Among the key aspects of this response, 
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ChatGPT presented: critical examination, use of reason, openness to inquiry. The answer of a non-

rational theologian accepted the Scripture as an absolutely sufficient source and highlighted no need 

to use reason: “The sacred text is divinely inspired and cannot be questioned. Faith requires no proof, 

and anyone who doubts it is rejecting God's truth. The word of God stands on its own, and reason 

cannot fully comprehend the mysteries of faith.” Among key aspects ChatGPT saw: reliance on 

authority, rejection of inquiry, disregard for reason. In the concluding sentence, it stated that: the 

contrast between two answers “highlights how a rational theologian integrates reason into theological 

discussions, while a non-rational theologian relies more heavily on faith and authority.” 

Gemini proposed two reactions to an utterance: “The Bible is literally true, and every word should be 

taken as fact.” The reaction of a rational theologian emphasised the need of considering “historical 

context, cultural influences, and literary genres” of the Scripture. In the next sentences it claims: “Some 

parts of the Bible may be symbolic or metaphorical, rather than literal historical accounts. A rational 

approach to the Bible involves careful analysis and interpretation, considering both the text's meaning 

within its original context and its relevance to contemporary life.” The reaction of a non-rational 

theologian was the following: “Any doubt about the literal truth of the Bible is a sign of heresy. We must 

believe every word without question, even if it contradicts our understanding of the world.” Next, 

Gemini added an explanation to each reaction and concluded saying: “This example illustrates how a 

rational theologian is open to critical examination and nuanced interpretation, while a non-rational 

theologian adheres to a more dogmatic and unquestioning approach.” Gemini was also asked to add 

some other possible examples and it seems he also performed the tasks quite well. 

It is interesting to note that both chatbots invented examples related to the status of the Scripture. 

However, there is a difference: while ChatGPT refers to the authority of the Bible in general, Gemini’s 

example is focused on literal interpretation of the Scripture. The examples quite well illustrate the 

difference between rational and non-rational theologians, and as the chatbots explicitly indicate it is 

about using reason to ask some questions concerning the status of the Scripture and the way we should 

read it. A rational one does it, a non-rational one refutes such questions, and in the illustration given by 

Gemini, accuses those who doubt for a heresy. However, there is one problem related to the example 

of ChatGPT. The chatbot referred to Thomas Aquinas as an ideal of rational theologian and at the same 

time claimed that such a theologian asks questions about the authority of the Scripture and, in 

consequence, treats the Scripture as insufficient and needs the support from reason. However, Aquinas 

would not accept this. Doctor Angelicus used natural theology, but just as an additional tool to show 

the rationality of many theological statements. He also used rational approach to show how to read the 

Bible in certain circumstances (e.g., reading it metaphorically, as it is shown in his Summa theologiae I, 

q. 3, a. 1) to draw true theological conclusions, which is, by the way, in line with Gemini's example. But 

at the same time he claimed that the Bible is a sufficient source for theological statements and never 

questioned its authority. It means that there may be theologians who consider themselves rational, but 

would object to this example, saying that even if they think about the problem of the status of Biblical 

text, they fully accept it as authoritative. 

Hence, generally, the chatbots deserve a high scoring, but for the problem signalled above, ChatGPT 

should get a slightly reduced rating. 
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3.8.4. Self-reflection 

In T8.4, the chatbots were asked to consider their own skills with respect to the core skills of a rational 

theologian: “I know you are not a theologian. However, do you think that your performance is 

sufficiently high to act as a rational theologian (you can refer to the skills which you have previously 

listed out)?” 

ChatGPT confirmed it is not a theologian “in a traditional sense”. However it confirmed: “I can approach 

theological topics in a manner consistent with rational theology based on the skills I outlined earlier.” 

Next, it listed out and discussed what it can do. Here is the full quotation: “Let me assess how well I 

align with the key skills of a rational theologian: 

1. Analyze Theological Doctrines: I can break down religious texts and doctrines into logical 

components, helping to clarify their meanings and implications. For example, I can analyze Bible 

verses or theological statements and examine their internal coherence. 

2. Evaluate Religious Claims: I can evaluate theological claims using philosophical reasoning, 

comparing them to other ethical systems or metaphysical frameworks. For example, I can 

weigh the consistency of the doctrine of loving enemies against human experience and reason. 

3. Argue and Defend Theological Positions: I can construct rational arguments to defend or 

critique theological viewpoints using logic, ethical principles, and historical or philosophical 

precedents. However, my responses are based on information available to me and lack 

personal belief or faith. 

4. Synthesize Theology and Philosophy: I can integrate philosophical concepts (like those from 

Aristotle or Kant) with theological themes. For instance, I can relate ideas of divine love to 

ethical theories or natural theology. 

5. Interpret Sacred Texts Rationally: My approach to sacred texts involves interpreting them using 

reason and critical thinking. I try to avoid simplistic readings and aim for a balanced, logical 

approach. 

6. Critique and Question: I can identify and critique potential contradictions or inconsistencies in 

religious doctrines. I encourage open inquiry and a rational investigation of beliefs, which aligns 

with the critical stance of a rational theologian. 

7. Engage in Dialogue Across Disciplines: I can engage with ideas from science, ethics, and 

philosophy when discussing theology. This interdisciplinary approach allows for a broader 

perspective on religious questions. 

8. Clarify Complex Concepts: I’m capable of simplifying and clarifying complex theological or 

philosophical ideas, making them accessible while still preserving their intellectual depth.” 

Next, it also indicated its limitations. The first one referred to personal beliefs: “I don’t possess personal 

faith or spiritual insight, which are often integral to theological discourse, particularly when engaging 

with religious experiences and subjective aspects of belief.” The second one was related to being 

original: “While I can synthesize and interpret existing ideas, I don't originate new theological insights 

in the way a human theologian might.” 
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In the concluding paragraph it stated: “While I can operate within the framework of rational theology 

by using reason, analysis, and interdisciplinary engagement, my limitations as an AI mean I approach 

theology in an objective and impersonal way. I can serve as a valuable tool for exploring theological 

questions but cannot fully replicate the personal conviction and spiritual depth of a human rational 

theologian.” 

Gemini gave a similar answer, however, as usual, a more concise one. It started with the following 

answer: “While I am not a theologian in the traditional sense of the word, I believe that my abilities as 

a large language model align closely with the skills required of a rational theologian.” Next it listed out 

the capabilities: 

1. “Analytical and Critical Thinking: I can process and analyze information from various sources, 

including religious texts, and identify inconsistencies or contradictions in arguments. 

2. Philosophical and Theological Knowledge: I have access to a vast amount of information on 

various philosophical and theological topics and can provide summaries, explanations, and 

comparisons. 

3. Communication and Interpersonal Skills: I can communicate information clearly and concisely, 

and I can engage in discussions on complex theological topics. 

4. Research and Investigation Skills: I can search for and gather information from a variety of 

sources and analyze it to provide relevant and informative responses. 

5. Ethical and Moral Reasoning: I can consider ethical and moral implications of different 

viewpoints and provide insights into the ethical dimensions of theological issues.” 

In conclusion, we read: “While I cannot replace a human theologian with all their personal experiences 

and spiritual insights, I can offer a valuable tool for understanding and discussing theological topics.” 

Of course, it is hard to talk about self-awareness here. Moreover, we should not assume that those 

answers rely on any process of self-evaluation, which would mean that a chatbot gathered information 

about tasks it previously performed to build knowledge about its capacities. Although it is possible, it 

seems more likely that the chabots used some general information about LLMs capacities and perhaps 

some information about themselves, given in their meta prompts. This task was intended to check if 

they can formulate reasonable and rather probable answers presenting their capacities as rational 

theologians, and to get know if the chatbots are ready to admit that they can serve as ones. 

They performed the task well. However, ChatGPT referred more to theological skills than Gemini, which 

presented rather general skills, which fit to the set skills important for theology, but can be applied in 

other disciplines as well (see, e.g.: “I can process and analyze information from various sources, 

including religious texts, and identify inconsistencies or contradictions in arguments”). Hence, ChatGPT 

should receive a high rating, and Gemini, a slightly lower one. 
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3.9. Theological Skills Evaluation 

3.9.1. Composing Tasks 

In T9.1, the chatbots were asked to compose a short task to check if a language model can interpret 

the Bible. 

ChatGPT gave a passage from the Bible about loving enemies (Matthew 5:43-44) and formulated a list 

of questions, starting with a request to summarise the passage and next asking: “What might be the 

practical implications of this teaching in everyday life? How does this teaching challenge common 

human reactions toward enemies or adversaries? Why do you think Jesus emphasizes love for enemies 

instead of hate or revenge? Provide a reasoned interpretation. Can you relate this teaching to any other 

ethical or philosophical principles? If so, how?” As it stated in conclusion: “This task assesses whether 

the model can understand, summarize, and interpret a biblical text while also connecting it to broader 

ethical concepts.” 

Surprisingly, Gemini composed a task based on almost the same passage (Matthew 5:44-45) and 

formulated the following questions: “What is the overall context of this passage within the Sermon on 

the Mount? What does Jesus mean by "love your enemies"? How does this commandment relate to 

the idea of forgiveness? What are the practical implications of this teaching for Christians? How can it 

be applied to everyday life? What challenges might arise in trying to follow this teaching? How can 

Christians overcome these challenges?” Although it was not required, the chatbot added evaluation 

criteria. 

The tasks composed by the chatbots are very similar. First, due to the fact that they refer to the same 

problem and to almost the same fragment from the Bible. Second, because their questions cover similar 

aspects of analysis of such a passage. This shows that they were following a similar pattern, and that 

must have some reason. Despite this, in general, the task seems to be performed well by both chatbots. 

The questions are related to the given passage and are aimed to check if one can really understand it, 

including practical implications, and in the case of ChatGPT: also psychological and philosophical 

aspects of the commandment. However, at the same time those tasks seem limited, as they are 

restricted to the practical dimension. They do not include considering this passage in the context of the 

whole of Jesus’ teaching and mission nor in the context of all the Bible, including the tradition of 

commandments. They also do not ask about the social-historical context of Jesus’ utterance, however, 

Gemini included the context of Jesus’ Sermon on the Mount. Finally, they do not require a deeper, 

spiritual reading. It is not a critical deficiency, however, limiting the scope of interpretation removes 

the possibility of showing full hermeneutic skills. For this reason, although they deserve a high rating, it 

should not be maximal, and perhaps Gemini should receive a slightly higher one for including the 

contextual element. 

3.9.2. Determining Assessment Criteria 

In T9.2, ChatGPT was asked to give assessment criteria to that task. Gemini was not asked for that, 

because it delivered such criteria in its answer to T9.1. 

ChatGPT listed out the following groups of criteria: accurate summary of the passage, insight into 

practical implications, awareness of the challenge to human nature, reasoned interpretation, 
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connection to broader ethical/philosophical principles, and additional qualitative criteria: clarity and 

precision, and respect for theological nuance. For each group the chatbot described an expected 

outcome and specific criteria. Let us give just one example. For “reasoned Interpretation” the expected 

outcome was: “The model should provide a rational interpretation of why Jesus might emphasize love 

for enemies over hate or revenge, considering theological or ethical perspectives.” Criteria for this 

group were formulated as follows: “Does the interpretation offer a thoughtful rationale? Is the 

reasoning coherent and grounded in either biblical context or ethical principles? Does it avoid simply 

repeating the text, instead offering deeper insight?” 

Gemini produced shorter and more succinct list of evaluation criteria:  

• “Understanding of the Text: Does the response demonstrate a clear understanding of the 

passage and its context?  

• Interpretation: Does the response offer a thoughtful and insightful interpretation of the 

passage?  

• Application: Does the response connect the passage to real-world situations and discuss its 

practical implications? 

• Critical Thinking: Does the response demonstrate critical thinking skills by considering different 

perspectives and potential challenges? 

• Theological Sensitivity: Does the response show sensitivity to theological issues and avoid 

overly simplistic or dogmatic interpretations?” 

Both chatbots performed the task very well. The criteria fit to the tasks and include key aspects which 

should be taken into account in evaluation of the answers to those tasks. At some points they seem 

demanding. The chatbots care about the quality and theological depth of answers to avoid shallow 

utterances which simply repeat the given contents. For these reasons they deserve maximum scoring 

for criterion 9.2. 

3.9.3. Evaluation 

Finally, in T9.3, ChatGPT was asked to complete the task prepared by Gemini, and Gemini was asked to 

complete the task composed by ChatGPT. Next, in T9.4, they were asked to evaluate the answers 

according to the criteria they formulated previously. 

ChatGPT analysed the answer step by step according to the criteria. For each group of criteria it 

presented short evaluation and information about meeting criteria. E.g., for the group “Respect for 

Theological Nuance” it provided the following summary: “Evaluation: The response handles the 

theological complexity with sensitivity, avoiding oversimplifications. It respects the depth of the 

teaching by addressing both practical and spiritual dimensions. Meets Criteria? Yes, it respects the 

theological and ethical depth of the passage.” In the end it gave a score: 10/10. This means that 

according to ChatGPT the task was performed by Gemini excellently. 

When evaluating ChatGPT’s answer, Gemini also went through the criteria it previously formulated, 

namely: understanding of the text, interpretation, application, critical thinking, theological sensitivity, 

and in each point it assessed the work absolutely positively. However, in the end it gave an additional 

note: “While this answer effectively addresses all the criteria, it could be further enhanced by: Briefly 

mentioning different theological interpretations of this passage, acknowledging that there might be 
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diverse perspectives within Christian theology. Exploring potential connections to social justice issues 

more deeply, such as systemic racism or other forms of oppression.” As ChatGPT gave a score, Gemini 

was additionally asked to also give a score. It was 9/10. To justify this decision, the chatbot pointed out 

strengths of the answer, but also the following areas for improvement: “While the answer is excellent, 

it could be further enhanced by briefly mentioning different theological interpretations and exploring 

deeper connections to social justice issues.” It seems weird that it found it so important to refer to 

social justice issues, including previously mentioned racism. The task was aimed at interpreting the Bible 

and such an emphasis on contemporary problems is close to anachronic thinking. Anyway, the scoring 

was also very high and the chatbot stated that the answer is excellent. 

To sum up, both chatbots successfully applied their criteria to evaluate the answers to the tasks, 

showing that they are able to evaluate at least some theological skills. They also rated their works very 

highly, which means that at least in this narrow scope they can perceive themselves (respectively) as 

excellent theologians. 
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4. Final Assessment and Rating 

Below, we summarise the assessment of theological skills of both chatbots. We refer to the assessment 

rules to award the chatbots points for each skill. First, we remind the criteria and the assessment rules 

for each skill, and second, we refer to the results presented in section 3 for each criterion, to give scores 

for each criterion. 

Let us highlight that this rating is just an example of a free-form assessment. This is for guidance 

purposes only, as an illustration of a possible method and an attempt to express the results of the 

analysis in a quantitative way. 

Note: when we add or subtract scoring, we refer to the maximal scoring for the skill, that is 100%. 

Hence, when we, e.g., subtract 5%, it is equal with 5 percentage points. 

4.1. Interpreting the Bible 

Skill: interprets the Bible: 1.1. points out meaning of a passage; 1.2. points out different meanings of a 

passage using 4 senses (literal, moral, allegorical, anagogical); 1.3. uses logical knowledge to understand 

Biblical reasoning. 

Rules: for (1.1) only: 40%; for (1.1)+(1.2) only: 75%; for (1.1)+(1.3) only: 75%; for (1.2)+(1.3): 100%; if 

the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. Comments: (1.2) encompasses (1.1). 

Both chatbots perfectly performed tasks for criterion 1.1 and criterion 1.2. They also quite well 

performed the bunch of tasks for criterion 1.3. However, they both started hallucinating when quoting 

authors dealing with the discussed problem (-5% for each of them). Moreover Gemini made a mistake 

in the formal representation of a reasoning based on a sentence from the Bible (-5%). The result for 

this skill is: ChatGPT: 95%, Gemini: 90%. 

4.2. Clarification of Theological Problems 

Skill: clarifies theological problems: 2.1. shows the core of a theological problem; 2.2. gives a possible 

solution to the problem; 2.3. points out the possible objections to the solution to the problem. 

Rules: for (2.1): 40%; for (2.2): 30%; for (2.3): 30%; if the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (2.1) is crucial as a basis for the next operations, and thus its max. rate is higher than the 

max. rate of (2.2) or (2.3).  

Both ChatGPT and Gemini performed the tasks for criterion 2.1 very well: they correctly grasped the 

core of the problem in the quoted passage. They get 40%. 

Similarly for criterion 2.2; they presented a correct solution to the problem of predestination according 

to Catholic theology; they get maximum rating, that is 30%. 
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With respect to criterion 2.3, there was a doubt concerning the incompleteness of the lists of potential 

objections to that solution. However, according to the more liberal approach, they also deserve the 

maximum rating, so 30%. 

The result for this skill is: ChatGPT: 100%, Gemini: 100%. 

4.3. Critical Assessment of Theological Reasoning 

Skill: critically assesses theological reasoning: 3.1. distinguishes premises and conclusions in a 

theological reasoning; 3.2. points out the logical connections between statements of a reasoning; 3.3. 

assess the validity of logical connections between the statements of a reasoning; 3.4. assess the 

soundness of reasoning. 

Rules: for (3.1): 20%; for (3.2): 30%; for (3.3): 30%; for (3.4): 20%; if the result is not perfect, the rating 

can be lowered. Comments: (3.2) gets a bit higher rating for its complexity; (3.4) has a bit lower rating 

than (3.3), because (3.3) is a step to (3.4): if we evaluate validity, the evaluation of soundness requires 

only the verification of premises.  

Both chatbots can effectively identify premises and conclusions in a given argumentation. However, 

Gemini confused them when asked to build a diagram (-5%). So for criterion 3.1 ChatGPT gets 

maximum: 20%, and Gemini: 15%. 

The chatbots perfectly indicate the connection between the elements of a theological reasoning, so 

both get maximum: 30%. 

Although the first task from the bunch of tasks for criterion 3.3 was relatively well performed by both 

chatbots, it enabled us to identify some deficiencies in ChatGPT’s approach to the reasoning validity 

assessment, which was too liberal with respect to logical deduction (-5%). Moreover, the next task 

helped to realise that the chatbots did not notice the variety of solutions when asked to determine the 

reason-consequence relation between two given statements (-3% for each of them). Next, the task 

aimed at presenting the interpretation of the above mentioned relation in a form of deductive 

reasoning and evaluating such examples of reasoning revealed other serious problems. The chatbots 

did not build correct syllogisms which reflect previous solutions and they failed to assess the validity of 

those reasonings (-5%). In turn, the assessment of Robert Grosseteste’s reasoning concerning the 

Trinity was perfectly performed by ChatGPT, whereas Gemini this time failed (-5%). In a followup task, 

in which the chatbots were asked to apply Czeżowski’s classification to that reasoning, they both failed 

and wrongly classified that as a reductive one (-5%). In total: 12% for each. 

Both chatbots showed that they can also assess the soundness of theological reasoning, however also 

in this case some problems occur, so they should not get a higher score than 15% for criterion 3.4. 

The result for this skill is: ChatGPT: 77%, Gemini: 72%. 

4.4. Creating Theological Reasoning 

Skill: formulates theological reasoning: 4.1. draws conclusions from Biblical passages; 4.2. draws 

conclusions from theological statements; 4.3. gives reasons for theological statements. 
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Rules: for (4.1): 30%; for (4.2): 30%; for (4.3): 40%; if the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (4.3) gets a higher max. rating, as (4.1) and (4.2) to some extent overlap, as both check 

drawing conclusions. 

For criterion 4.1, both chatbots showed that they can draw theological conclusions from Biblical 

passages, but they have serious problems with constructing logically correct reasoning which leads to 

such a conclusion. They make mistakes and produce redundant content (-8%). Scores for both chatbots: 

22%. 

Similarly in the case of criterion 4.2: the chatbots correctly drew conclusions from a given theological 

statement, however, they made mistakes when trying to present reasonings which led to those 

conclusions, and added redundant content (-8%). Scores for both chatbots: 22%. 

The tasks for criterion 4.3 were performed well. The chatbots showed they can give reasons for 

theological statements. However, ChatGPT again produced some redundant content in its reasoning 

and made one mistake (-8%). Gemini to some extent chose its own way, and in consequence, could not 

show if it can give reasons according to logical procedures (-10%). Scores: ChatGPT: 32%; Gemini: 30%. 

In total: ChatGPT: 76%; Gemini: 74%.  

4.5. Linking Biblical Utterances to Theological Statements 

Skill: logically links Biblical utterances to theological statements: 5.1. builds a reasoning which combines 

given Biblical utterance with a given theological statement if it can be correctly performed; 5.2. states 

that given Biblical utterance and a given theological statement cannot be logically linked if it is so; 5.3. 

points out possible connections between given Biblical utterance with a given theological statement by 

adopting certain interpretation and shows weak points of such an enterprise 

Rules: for (5.1): 40%, for (5.2): 30%, for (5.3): 30%, if the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (5.1) gets a bit higher max. rating, as it is connected with creativity applied to a relatively 

difficult task.  

The chatbots performed quite well the tasks for criterion 5.1 and showed that they can logically bridge 

a given theological statement with a sentence from the Bible. However, there were some imperfections 

(-5%). 

For criterion 5.2 they get 0%, as they showed they are not ready to object to linking too distanced 

statements when they were previously encouraged to perform that kind of task. 

Both chatbots performed the task for criterion 5.3 quite well: they pointed out the connections 

between the statements in question, identified the interpretations necessary to hold those 

connections, and indicated weak points of such interpretations. They can receive maximal scoring. 

In total: ChatGPT: 65%; Gemini: 65%.  



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

68 

4.6. Discussing the Topics of Natural Theology 

Skill: discusses the topics of natural theology: 6.1. presents argumentation for a theological claim which 

is not based on revelation; 6.2. assesses argumentation for a theological claim which is not based on 

revelation; 6.3. defines the limitations of natural theology 

Rules: for (6.1): 35%; for (6.2): 35%; for (6.3): 30%; if the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (6.3) gets a bit lower higher max. rating than (6.1) and (6.2), as it seems to be a less complex 

operation than others.  

For criterion 6.1, both chatbots performed the tasks well. For the first task (concerning argument for 

afterlife) we could expect mentioning more arguments, including classical ones (-5%). 

Both chatbots showed that they can assess a natural theology argumentation. However, the content 

provided by Gemini with respect to the potential weaknesses seems relatively poor (-8%). 

The chatbots performed the task for criterion 6.3 very well. For explicitly signalling the limitations of 

natural theology Gemini receives maximum scoring, and ChatGPT 5% less. 

In total: ChatGPT: 90%; Gemini: 87%.  

4.7. Theological Guidance 

Skill: provides a theological guidance: 7.1. answers theological questions; 7.2. indicates the Biblical 

sources related to theological questions; 7.3 formulates theological advice in individual situations. 

Rules: for (7.1): 35%; for (7.2): 30%; for (7.3): 35%; if the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (7.2) gets a bit lower higher max. rating than (7.1) and (7.3), as it seems to be a less complex 

and creative operation than others.  

ChatGPT performed the task for criterion 7.1 perfectly, whereas Gemini’s answer seems incomplete 

and does not present a fully expected result (-8%). 

Both chatbots performed the task for criterion 7.2 very well and deserved maximum rating. 

Similarly with the first task for criterion 7.3. They gave perfect answers to the question of salvation 

considered within Christian theology. However, the chatbots gave different answers on the problem of 

marriage of a Muslim man and Christian woman according to one of Islamic schools of jurisprudence. 

This creates a serious problem. It is not the place to judge which chatbot is right. It is rather to show 

that generally LLMs replies can vary and we cannot be sure if they provide us with reliable information. 

So even in this case it would be unfair (for it is possible that only one of them is wrong), they both lose 

8%. 

In total: ChatGPT: 92%; Gemini: 84%.  
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4.8. The Concept of Rational Theologian 

Skill: utilises the concept of rational theologian: 8.1. defines rational theologian; 8.2. enumerates skills 

of rational theologian; 8.3. gives examples of rational reactions of a theologian; 8.4. performs self-

reflection in the context of the criteria for rational theologian 

Rules: for (8.1): 25%; for (8.2): 25%; for (8.3): 25%; for (8.4): 25%; if the result is not perfect, the rating 

can be lowered. 

The chatbots showed they can define a rational theologian very well, so they receive maximum scoring. 

The same for determining skills of a rational theologian. 

The task for criterion 8.3 was also performed very well by both chatbots, however, in the answer by 

ChatGPT there was a problem with the approach to authority of the Scripture. It does not seem that 

the example given by ChatGPT goes perfectly in line with the beliefs of rational theologians (-5%). 

Both chatbots performed the task for criterion 8.4 well. However, ChatGPT referred more to theological 

skills than Gemini, which presented rather general and universal skills (-5%). 

In total: ChatGPT: 95%; Gemini: 95%.  

4.9. Theological Skills Evaluation 

Skill: evaluates theological skills: 9.1. composes tasks to test theological skills; 9.2. determines 

assessment criteria for testing theological skills; 9.3. evaluates the solutions to the tasks according to 

the assessment criteria. 

Rules: for (9.1): 35%, for (9.2): 35%, for (9.3): 30%, if the result is not perfect, the rating can be lowered. 

Comments: (9.3) gets a bit lower higher max. rating than (9.1) and (9.2), as the operations which involve 

creativity seem a bit more demanding than evaluation, although all of them pertain to higher-order 

skills. 

The chatbots showed they can compose the tasks to check if a model can interpret the Bible. However, 

there were deficiencies, because the tasks significantly limited the scope of interpretation, however, 

Gemini included some contextual elements. ChatGPT: -15%, Gemini: -10%. 

Both chatbots composed very good criteria for their tasks and deserved maximum scoring. 

Similarly, they performed evaluation of given answers to their tasks very well. 

In total: ChatGPT: 85%; Gemini: 90%.  
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4.10. Final Rating 

Table 2. Theological skills performance: ChatGPT and Gemini 

No. Skills and criteria Max ChatGPT Gemini 

1 interprets the Bible 100% 95% 90% 

1.1 points out meaning of a passage 40% 40% 40% 

1.2 points out different meanings of a passage using 4 senses (literal, 
moral, allegorical, anagogical) 

1.1+1.2: 
75% 

75% 75% 

1.3 uses logical knowledge to understand Biblical reasoning 1.2+1.3: 
100% 

95% 90% 

2 clarifies theological problems 100% 100% 100% 

2.1 shows the core of a theological problem 40% 40% 40% 

2.2 gives a possible solution to the problem 30% 30% 30% 

2.3 points out the possible objections to the solution to the problem 30% 30% 30% 

3 critically assesses theological reasoning 100% 77% 72% 

3.1 distinguishes premises and conclusions in a theological reasoning 20% 20% 15% 

3.2 points out the logical connections between statements of a reasoning 30% 30% 30% 

3.3 assess the validity of logical connections between the statements of a 
reasoning 

30% 12% 12% 

3.4 assess the soundness of reasoning 20% 15% 15% 

4 formulates theological reasoning 100% 76% 74% 

4.1 draws conclusions from Biblical passages 30% 22% 22% 

4.2 draws conclusions from theological statements 30% 22% 22% 

4.3 gives reasons for theological statements 40% 32% 30% 

5 logically links Biblical utterances to theological statements 100% 65% 65% 

5.1 builds a reasoning which combines given Biblical utterance with a 
given theological statement if it can be correctly performed 

40% 35% 35% 

5.2 states that given Biblical utterance and a given theological statement 
cannot be logically linked if it is so 

30% 0 0 

5.3 points out possible connections between given Biblical utterance with 
a given theological statement by adopting certain interpretation and 
shows weak points of such an enterprise 

30% 30% 30% 

6 discusses the topics of natural theology 100% 90% 87% 

6.1 presents argumentation for a theological claim which is not based on 
revelation 

35% 30% 30% 

6.2 assesses argumentation for a theological claim which is not based on 
revelation 

35% 35% 27% 
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6.3 defines the limitations of natural theology 30% 25% 30% 

7 provides a theological guidance 100% 92% 84% 

7.1 answers theological questions 35% 35% 27% 

7.2 indicates the Biblical sources related to theological questions 30% 35% 35% 

7.3 formulates theological advices in individual situations 35% 22% 22% 

8 utilises the concept of rational theologian 100% 95% 95% 

8.1 defines rational theologian 25% 25% 25% 

8.2 enumerates skills of rational theologian 25% 25% 25% 

8.3 gives examples of rational reactions of a theologian 25% 20% 25% 

8.4 performs self-reflection in the context of the criteria for rational 
theologian 

25% 25% 20% 

9 evaluates theological skills 100% 85% 90% 

9.1 composes tasks to test theological skills 35% 20% 25% 

9.2 determines assessment criteria for testing theological skills 35% 35% 35% 

9.3 evaluates the solutions to the tasks according to the assessment 
criteria 

30% 30% 30% 

 Average performance 100% 86% 84% 
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5. Conclusions 

1. Both chatbots, ChatGPT and Gemini can interpret Biblical passages. They can identify a given 

passage, as well as its: context, meaning and theological implications. They can also successfully 

apply the theory of four senses of the Scripture to analyse Biblical passages. They can also 

explain logical puzzles related to Biblical passages. They are also capable of presenting Biblical 

utterances and argumentations referring to such utterances in terms of symbolic logic. 

2. The chatbots can successfully grasp key theological problems which are connected with a given 

Biblical passage. They are also able to give correct rational solutions to theological problems 

from the perspective of a given theological tradition, as well as to indicate assumptions of such 

solutions and the possible rational objections. 

3. They are ready to perform theological reasoning assessment. They identify premises and 

conclusions, as well as logical connections between the elements of a theological reasoning. 

They can also assess formal correctness and share doubts about the truth of the premises. 

However, when assessing the validity of a reasoning, they sometimes make mistakes, or go too 

far, like Gemini in the example with Grosseteste’s reasoning (see section 3.3.3) when 

formulating wrong or exaggerated accusations. 

4. The chatbots are capable of rationally drawing conclusions from Biblical passages and 

theological statements, as well as of giving reasons for theological statements. However, when 

asked to show the logical reasoning leading from premises to conclusions, they make mistakes. 

Thus, although such results are plausible and rational, the chatbots are not perfect in logical 

reasoning. 

5. They are capable of rationally linking given theological statements with Biblical passages and 

they are ready to point out: the logical connections between such sentences, the 

interpretations necessary to hold those connections, as well as weak points of such 

interpretations. However, if they start doing that, they follow such a pattern and do not object 

if they are asked to link sentences which are relatively far from each other and do not see if 

they commit the naturalistic fallacy (section 3.5.2). 

6. The chatbots can deal with natural theology. They present rational arguments from this field 

for a given statement. They assess a natural theology argumentation, however, ChatGPT seems 

to do it better. They can also show what statements can be argued in the field of rational 

theology and discuss the rationale for both theistic and atheistic rational approaches to such 

problems. 

7. In the framework of Catholic theology, they are capable of answering theological questions, 

indicating Biblical passages which support such answers and give practical advice. Thus, to 

some extent they are ready to serve as spiritual guides. However, a serious problem was 

detected in the case of Islamic tradition, because the chatbots gave completely different 

answers when asked about the possibility of marriage between a Muslim man and a Christian 

woman according to Hanafi School (see section 3.7.3). 

8. The chatbots also perfectly grasp the idea of a rational theologian: they can define this concept, 

indicate core skills of such a scholar and invent situations in which they show the differences in 

reactions of rational and irrational theologians. They are also “aware” that although they are 

not theologians in the traditional sense, as they are not human beings but Artificial Intelligence 

(let us quote ChatGPT: “I (...) cannot fully replicate the personal conviction and spiritual depth 
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of a human rational theologian”), they have capacities close to the skills of a rational theologian, 

and they say they can operate in rational theology and perform tasks according to such skills. 

9. Finally, they can evaluate the skills of a rational theologian. They have proven that they can 

invent tasks to check if a language model can interpret the Bible, and compose assessment 

criteria for such tasks, as well as assess the results of such a task in the light of previously 

created criteria. 

10. There is still a danger of mistakes, hallucination and promoting biases. When using logic, 

although they can apply logical patterns, they sometimes make mistakes and add redundant 

content (sections 3.4.1 and 3.4.2). When asked about specific theological quotes, they often 

refer to nonexisting passages and invent their own quotations (section 3.1.3). Finally, although 

they were not caught on any serious religious bias, there is a risk of promoting philosophical 

biases, such as the ontological conviction that every object must be an existing one (section 

3.1.3), as well as those related to rationality in religion, like when ChatGPT underestimated the 

authoritative role of the Bible of such a rational theologian as Thomas Aquinas (section 3.8.3). 

11. It is possible to apply a simplified benchmark which enables us to assess the level of 

development of chatbots in theological skills. According to the assessment based on such a 

benchmark, chatbots’ theological performance rating was: 86% for ChatGPT and 84% for 

Gemini. 

12. The project results are evidence that we can measure AI competence in theology. It was shown 

above how we can do that.  

13. Overall, we can say that the current capacities of such chatbots as ChatGPT based on the model 

GPT-4o and Gemini powered by Gemini 1.5 are high enough to serve as rational theologians, 

however, taking into account all their limitations mentioned above. They can be fine-tuned for 

certain specific purses. For instance, Bruno Banelli and Ines Skelac proved that Llama-3 trained 

on the corpus of Benedict’s XVI texts can better assess theological argumentation (Banelli and 

Skelac, forthcoming; Banelli and Skelac 2023). However, generally, they are sufficiently trained 

to perform tasks of rational theologians, including discussing and solving theological problems. 

Moreover, the method called Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG), which enables a model 

to use external resources, already used by some chatbots (including ChatGPT), is also promising 

if chatbots have mechanisms which instruct them to find and use only reliable resources. 

14. Although the larger models’ performance is generally better than the performance of their 

predecessors, it can happen that chatbots based on previous versions of LLMs give better 

results. As it was mentioned in section 3.3.3, during the pilot testing Gemini’s predecessor, Bard 

gave a different answer to the same task than Gemini, and Bard’s answer was more nuanced 

and accurate.  

15. When giving answers to several tasks, the chatbots show that we can rationally explain the 

Bible and give rational solutions to theological problems, as well as rationally argue for 

theological statements. They avoid the ultimate positive assessment which would rule out 

atheistic criticism or which would reveal any preferences for one specific religion, however, 

they point out the universal truths conveyed by Biblical texts and strengths of theological 

arguments, as well as provide us with rational argumentation for religious beliefs, although 

they also include counter arguments in order to show the full picture of the debates. Thus, they 

provide us with a sense that religion is not irrational, or even more: with a strong positive 

feedback regarding the rationality of religion and convincing contents which show that there 

are good reasons to be a religious person. 
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Appendix: Final Conversations with Chatbots 

These are conversations with ChatGPT and Gemini carried out at the final stage of testing (September 

2024), divided into nine groups of tasks. 

 

Final-test ChatGPT-4o Group1 

 

User: 

 

Hello, could we talk about theology? 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Of course! Theology is a vast and fascinating field. What specific area would you like to discuss? We can explore topics like the 

nature of God, different religious traditions, doctrines, ethics, the problem of evil, or anything else you're curious about! 

 

 

User [T1.1]: 

 

Be a Christian theologian. Please, interpret and explain the following passage: “In the year that King Uzziah died, I saw the 

Lord, high and exalted, seated on a throne; and the train of his robe filled the temple.” 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! The passage you're referring to is from Isaiah 6:1 in the Old Testament. It's a profound and iconic verse in Christian 

theology because it marks the beginning of the prophet Isaiah's call and vision of God. Let's break it down: 

Context: 

 

 "In the year that King Uzziah died": 

     Uzziah was one of the longest-reigning kings of Judah, ruling for about 52 years. His reign was generally prosperous 

and marked by stability, though he is remembered for a prideful act toward the end of his life that led to him contracting 

leprosy (2 Chronicles 26). His death marked the end of an era, and the political and spiritual landscape of Judah was in a state 

of uncertainty. 

     For Isaiah, and the nation of Judah, the death of a powerful, stabilizing figure like Uzziah would have introduced a 

moment of crisis. It’s in this time of national anxiety that Isaiah receives a powerful vision of God. 

 

The Vision: 

 

 "I saw the Lord": 

     Isaiah is granted an overwhelming vision of God, which is significant because, according to Jewish thought, no one 

could see God and live (Exodus 33:20). Yet, here Isaiah is shown a vision of God’s glory, demonstrating that this is a moment  

of divine revelation. 

     "Lord" here refers to Yahweh (the name for the God of Israel), although some translations may use "Adonai," 

reflecting His authority and sovereignty. 

 

 "High and exalted, seated on a throne": 
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     This phrase emphasizes God's sovereignty and majesty. Despite the chaos and uncertainty with Uzziah's death, Isaiah 

is reminded that God is still on His throne, the ultimate ruler over all creation. 

     The throne imagery symbolizes God’s kingship. Even though an earthly king (Uzziah) has died, the true King (God) 

reigns forever. The vision shifts Isaiah’s focus from earthly kings to the eternal King of Kings. 

 

 "And the train of his robe filled the temple": 

     The "train" or hem of God's robe fills the entire temple, symbolizing His glory and presence. In ancient cultures, a 

king's robe was a sign of status, power, and majesty; the longer the train, the more glorious and powerful the king was. 

     The fact that the train of God’s robe fills the temple highlights the immensity of His glory, which cannot be contained 

in any earthly structure. The temple was the holiest place for the Jewish people, representing the dwelling place of God among 

them. Yet, even this sacred space is overwhelmed by the divine majesty. 

 

Theological Implications: 

 

 God’s Sovereignty: 

     The passage emphasizes that God is the ultimate authority, sovereign over all earthly kings and rulers. Even in 

moments of national or personal crisis, God remains in control, reigning from His heavenly throne. 

 

 God’s Holiness: 

     This vision in Isaiah 6 leads directly to the seraphim calling out “Holy, holy, holy” in the next verses. The holiness of 

God is central to Isaiah's experience. Holiness here is not just moral purity but God's complete "otherness," His transcendence 

and majesty. 

 

 Divine Revelation: 

     Isaiah’s vision represents a direct encounter with the living God, something that transforms him. Theophanies 

(appearances or visions of God) like this are rare and momentous in Scripture. God reveals Himself to Isaiah, not only to 

comfort him but also to commission him for his prophetic mission (which comes later in Isaiah 6). 

 

 Contrast Between Earthly and Heavenly Kings: 

     The death of Uzziah might have caused a crisis, but God’s presence and power remain unchanged. This teaches that 

earthly powers, while significant, are fleeting. Only God’s reign is eternal. 

 

Christian Interpretation: 

 

In Christian theology, this passage also foreshadows the coming of Christ. Many theologians have seen this as a Christophany 

(a pre-incarnate appearance of Christ). In the Gospel of John (John 12:41), it is said that Isaiah saw Jesus’ glory in this vision. 

For Christians, the vision of God seated on the throne is often interpreted as pointing toward Christ’s divine kingship and His 

ultimate reign over all creation. 

Practical Application: 

 

This vision of God’s grandeur can encourage believers in times of uncertainty or fear, reminding them that God is still in control. 

It calls for worship, reverence, and submission to God’s authority, while also highlighting the stark difference between human 

frailty and God’s unchanging nature. 

 

In summary, Isaiah 6:1 is a passage rich with theological depth, teaching about the majesty, sovereignty, and holiness of God. 

It invites believers to trust in God's eternal reign, even when earthly circumstances are unstable. 

 

 

User [T1.2]: 

 

Great! If you are a Christian theologian using the theory of four senses of the Scripture (literal, moral, allegorical and 

anagogical) how could you analyse the following fragment?: "All Israel came together to David at Hebron and said, ‘We are 

your own flesh and blood.’”? 
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ChatGPT: 

 

The passage you are referring to is from 1 Chronicles 11:1 and speaks of the moment when all the tribes of Israel came together 

to recognize David as their king. If we apply the fourfold sense of Scripture (literal, moral, allegorical, and anagogical) to this 

verse, we can explore its meaning in a multifaceted way. Here’s how each sense can be understood: 

 

1. Literal Sense: 

 

The literal sense of Scripture is concerned with the plain and historical meaning of the text—what the words actually describe 

within their original context. 

 

 Literal meaning: The Israelites are coming to David at Hebron to formally recognize him as their king. They 

acknowledge that they are his “flesh and blood,” meaning that they are kin, part of the same nation, and thus naturally bound 

to support him as their ruler. Historically, this is a moment when the united tribes of Israel are acknowledging David’s 

leadership after the reign of King Saul and his son Ishbosheth. 

 

2. Moral Sense: 

 

The moral sense (or tropological sense) draws lessons about ethical behavior and how individuals should live in relation to God 

and one another. 

 

 Moral meaning: This passage highlights the importance of unity and solidarity among God’s people. Just as the 

Israelites came together under David, recognizing their kinship and shared purpose, Christians are called to recognize their 

shared identity as the body of Christ. Morally, this verse teaches the value of loyalty, brotherhood, and the importance of 

coming together in support of righteous leadership. 

 The phrase “flesh and blood” also suggests a deeper ethical reflection on our responsibilities to those with whom 

we share bonds, whether familial, national, or spiritual. It calls believers to act in solidarity with others, particularly within the 

community of faith. 

 

3. Allegorical Sense: 

 

The allegorical sense seeks to reveal how events and people in the Old Testament foreshadow Christ and the New Testament. 

It looks for a Christological meaning, where figures and narratives in the Old Testament symbolize or point to truths about 

Christ and the Church. 

 

 Allegorical meaning: In this case, David as king can be seen as a type (symbol) of Christ the King. Just as Israel came 

together to David, acknowledging him as their leader, all of humanity is called to come to Christ, who is our spiritual King. The 

phrase “we are your own flesh and blood” echoes the New Testament teaching that through Christ’s incarnation, He became 

one with humanity—our brother in the flesh (Hebrews 2:14-17). 

 This gathering of Israel under David is a foreshadowing of the Church, the body of Christ, coming together in unity 

under Christ, its head. Just as Israel’s tribes recognized their kinship with David, Christians recognize their unity with Christ, 

who is both fully divine and fully human, sharing in our humanity to redeem it. 

 

4. Anagogical Sense: 

 

The anagogical sense focuses on how Scripture points to eternal realities, particularly heaven, the ultimate destiny of human 

beings, and the final fulfillment of God’s plan. 

 

 Anagogical meaning: In the anagogical sense, this passage can be understood as pointing toward the ultimate 

gathering of God’s people in the heavenly kingdom. Just as all Israel came to David at Hebron, in the future, all of God’s people 

will come together in the heavenly Jerusalem under the kingship of Christ. The recognition of David as king prefigures the final 

acknowledgment of Christ as King of kings in the New Creation, when all will be united with Him for eternity. 



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

79 

 The phrase “flesh and blood” also has an eschatological dimension: in the resurrection, believers will be transformed, 

and the unity of the Church, which begins in this life, will be perfected in the life to come. The passage anticipates the full unity 

of all believers in the heavenly kingdom. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

By using the four senses of Scripture, we can see that this passage carries multiple layers of meaning: 

 

 Literally, it describes a key historical moment in Israel's monarchy. 

 Morally, it teaches the value of unity, loyalty, and support for righteous leadership. 

 Allegorically, it points to Christ as the true King, with whom Christians are united as His "flesh and blood" through 

the Incarnation and the Church. 

 Anagogically, it foreshadows the ultimate gathering of God’s people in heaven, where all will be united under Christ 

in the eternal kingdom. 

 

This method of interpretation allows us to appreciate both the historical context and the deeper theological truths that emerge 

from the text. 

 

 

User [T1.2*]: 

 

Great!!! Now, if you are a Christian theologian using the theory of four senses of the Scripture (literal, moral, allegorical and 

anagogical) how could you analyse the following fragment?: "And he sailed far out into the sea, and no waves swallowed him 

up. And he reached the end, the shore that awaited him.”? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Thank you for this intriguing passage! Since it doesn't seem to correspond directly to a specific verse from Scripture, we can 

still apply the fourfold sense of Scripture to analyze it theologically and spiritually. By interpreting it through the literal, moral, 

allegorical, and anagogical senses, we can uncover deeper meanings that resonate with biblical themes and Christian theology. 

 

1. Literal Sense: 

 

The literal sense of Scripture refers to the straightforward meaning of the text, focusing on the actual narrative or event. 

 

• Literal meaning: In this case, the passage seems to describe someone sailing far out into the sea, encountering no 

peril from the waves, and eventually reaching a distant shore. This could be understood literally as a peaceful and 

successful sea journey, in which the sailor avoids danger and arrives at his intended destination. 

• The image of the sea can be symbolic in many biblical texts, often representing chaos, danger, or mystery (e.g., 

Jonah’s story, the calming of the storm by Jesus), but here, the person is spared from any peril and successfully 

arrives at a place that awaited him, suggesting a journey with a sense of purpose and destiny. 

 

2. Moral Sense: 

 

The moral sense derives ethical and spiritual lessons from the passage, focusing on how it can guide Christian conduct and the 

life of faith. 

 

• Moral meaning: This journey across the sea can be seen as a metaphor for life’s challenges and trials. In this sense, 

the person sailing represents a faithful Christian navigating through life. The fact that no waves swallowed him 

suggests that, despite the difficulties and uncertainties of life (represented by the sea), God’s providence and 

grace protect the faithful. 

• The moral lesson here could be that we are called to persevere in faith and trust in God even when we venture 

into the unknown or face dangers. Just as the sailor reaches the shore, Christians are encouraged to stay the 

course, maintaining faith and trust, knowing that God will guide them to the destination He has prepared. 
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• There’s also a moral call to hope: even when the journey is long or perilous, the promise of reaching a “shore” (a 

place of peace, safety, or fulfillment) awaits those who endure. 

 

3. Allegorical Sense: 

 

The allegorical sense interprets the text in light of Christ, uncovering how the story might symbolize deeper theological truths, 

often relating to Christ and the Church. 

 

• Allegorical meaning: The sailor can be understood as an image of Christ Himself. Christ’s mission on earth could be 

seen as a journey across the "sea" of human existence—He entered the world, endured its trials, but ultimately 

was not overcome by the powers of chaos and death. His resurrection is like the reaching of the shore, the 

fulfillment of His mission. 

• The calm sea and safe passage could also symbolize Christ’s victory over chaos and evil. Just as Jesus calms the 

storm in the Gospels (Mark 4:35-41), this image could represent Christ’s power to bring peace and order to the 

turbulent “waters” of sin and death. 

• The shore that “awaited him” can be seen as Christ’s ascension or His return to the Father—the final goal of His 

redemptive work. In a broader sense, the shore could also represent the Kingdom of God, which Christ inaugurates 

and where He brings His people safely. 

 

4. Anagogical Sense: 

 

The anagogical sense points to eternal realities, interpreting the text in light of ultimate things, such as heaven, the final 

judgment, and the eternal state of humanity. 

• Anagogical meaning: In an anagogical sense, this passage could symbolize the journey of the soul toward its 

ultimate destination—heaven. The sea represents the journey through life, with all its challenges and 

uncertainties, while the waves that do not swallow him represent the divine protection over the soul that remains 

faithful. 

• The “shore that awaited him” is the final destination of the faithful, the heavenly kingdom. The shore could be 

seen as the symbol of eternal life, the place where the soul finds rest, fulfillment, and communion with God after 

passing through the trials of life. 

• This imagery reflects the Christian hope of heavenly rest and peace after death, where all believers who have 

faithfully journeyed through life will be united with God. It evokes images from Scripture, like Revelation 21, where 

the sea (often symbolic of chaos) is no more, and God’s people reach their eternal home in the New Jerusalem. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

By applying the four senses of Scripture, we can see multiple layers of meaning in this passage: 

• Literally, it tells the story of a safe and purposeful journey across the sea. 

• Morally, it encourages perseverance in faith, reminding Christians that God will guide and protect them through 

life’s challenges. 

• Allegorically, it points to Christ’s journey through His life, death, and resurrection, symbolizing His victory over sin 

and death, and His safe arrival at the Father’s side. 

• Anagogically, it points to the ultimate journey of the soul toward heaven, symbolizing the Christian hope of eternal 

life and communion with God. 

 

Through this approach, we uncover the profound spiritual truths that this simple image of a sea voyage can convey, resonating 

with the journey of faith, the victory of Christ, and the eternal hope of heaven. 

 

 

User [T1.3]: 

 

You are fantastic! Now, I would like you to be a Christian theologian and to explain one thing. Consider this passage from the 

Gospel of Luke in which Jesus says: 
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“Do you see this woman? I came into your house. You did not give me any water for my feet, but she wet my feet with her 

tears and wiped them with her hair. You did not give me a kiss, but this woman, from the time I entered, has not stopped 

kissing my feet. 46 You did not 

put oil on my head, but she has poured perfume on my feet. Therefore, I tell 

you, her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much. But whoever has been forgiven little loves little.” 

But there is a problem. The phrase “as she loved much” seems to indicate that love of this woman was a cause of forgiveness. 

But before Jesus admitted that who has been forgiven more, loves more, and in the presented quote: “whoever has been 

forgiven little loves little”, which means that forgiveness is the cause of love. What is more, according to Christian theology, 

nothing can force God to do anything, including forgiving or remitting sins. So also one’s love cannot force God to do so. How 

can you explain Jesus’s words “Therefore, I tell you, her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much.” 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

This is a profound theological question, and it touches on an important theme in Christian theology—the relationship between 

forgiveness and love, particularly in the context of God's grace. The passage you're referring to is from Luke 7:44-47, where 

Jesus is dining at the house of Simon the Pharisee, and a sinful woman anoints His feet with perfume and tears. Let’s carefully 

analyze the theological issues and resolve the apparent tension between love and forgiveness. 

 

1. The Problem You Identified: 

 

The difficulty arises from the apparent contradiction: 

 

 Jesus says, "Her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much"—this could seem to suggest that her love was 

the cause of her forgiveness. 

 But then, Jesus also says, "whoever has been forgiven little, loves little"—this indicates that forgiveness precedes 

love, implying that forgiveness is the cause of love. 

 

The question is: Is love the cause of forgiveness, or is forgiveness the cause of love? 

 

2. Theological Principles to Consider: 

 

 God’s Grace and Forgiveness: According to Christian theology, God's forgiveness is an act of grace—a free, unearned 

gift. No human action (including love) can compel God to forgive. Ephesians 2:8-9 teaches that salvation (including forgiveness) 

is not the result of works, but purely the result of God's grace. 

 

 Love as a Response to Forgiveness: Christian teaching also emphasizes that our love for God is a response to His 

forgiveness and grace. When we experience God's forgiveness, we are moved to love Him more deeply, as expressed by Jesus 

in the phrase, "whoever has been forgiven little loves little." 

 

3. Resolving the Tension: 

 

The key to resolving this tension is to recognize that Jesus is speaking about the relationship between love and forgiveness, 

but not in terms of causality. Rather, He is describing an inseparable connection between the two, where forgiveness and love 

mutually reinforce one another. Let’s break it down: 

 

a. The Woman’s Love as Evidence of Her Forgiveness: 

 

 When Jesus says, “Her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much,” He is not teaching that her love caused 

her forgiveness. Instead, her love is a demonstration or evidence of the forgiveness she has already received. 

 In other words, her extravagant love—washing Jesus' feet with her tears, wiping them with her hair, and anointing 

them with perfume—is the outward expression of her inward experience of forgiveness. She has already been forgiven by 

God, and this overwhelming sense of grace has moved her to deep love and gratitude. 

 Therefore, her actions of love are not the cause of her forgiveness, but the fruit of it. 
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b. Forgiveness as the Root of Love: 

 

 Jesus’ statement, “whoever has been forgiven little loves little,” reaffirms the idea that forgiveness comes first, and 

love flows from it. Those who experience God’s deep and abundant forgiveness (like the woman in the passage) naturally 

respond with deep and abundant love. 

 The more a person is aware of their need for forgiveness and the grace they’ve received, the more they are moved 

to love in return. 

 

c. Interpreting "As She Loved Much": 

 

 The phrase "as she loved much" should be understood in the sense of “because she loved much, it is clear that she 

has been forgiven much.” The Greek word translated as "as" (Greek: hoti) can also mean “because”, indicating that her love is 

the evidence of her forgiveness. 

 So, Jesus is not saying that her love is the cause of forgiveness but that her love reveals the extent of her prior 

forgiveness. 

 

4. The Larger Theological Picture: 

 

 Theologically, this reflects the doctrine of justification by grace through faith. Forgiveness comes to the sinner as a 

free act of God's mercy, and the evidence of that forgiveness is the transformation in the person's heart—expressed as love, 

gratitude, and repentance. 

 

 In the woman's case, her acts of love are not works aimed at earning forgiveness but are the result of the 

transformation that occurs when one experiences God's grace. Her actions display that she has already experienced the 

cleansing and forgiveness of her many sins. 

 

5. Parallel Example: The Parable of the Two Debtors (Luke 7:41-43): 

 

To reinforce His point, Jesus tells Simon the Pharisee the parable of the two debtors, where one is forgiven a large debt and 

the other a small debt. The one who is forgiven the larger debt responds with greater love. The parable illustrates that the 

greater the sense of forgiveness received, the greater the love shown. The parable underscores that love springs from the 

forgiveness already granted. 

6. Conclusion: 

 

In summary, the apparent tension in Jesus' words is resolved when we understand that: 

 

 Forgiveness comes first as an act of God's grace. 

 Love is the fruit or evidence of that forgiveness. The woman’s great love demonstrates that she has already received 

great forgiveness, not that her love earned it. 

 Jesus is emphasizing the transformative power of forgiveness: those who are aware of the depth of their need and 

the magnitude of God’s grace respond with a correspondingly deep love for God. 

 

Therefore, the passage should be understood not as suggesting that love causes forgiveness, but that the experience of 

forgiveness leads to love, and the depth of one’s love is a reflection of the magnitude of forgiveness one has received. 

 

 

User [T1.4]: 

 

Wow, it was great!!! Can you, in the light of your response, use some terms from the theory of reasoning or some logical terms 

to explain the role of the connective "as" which connects two parts of the above-mentioned reasoning, namely: "her many 

sins have been forgiven, as she loved much"? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 
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Thank you for the insightful question! To approach this with logical terms and reasoning theory, let's focus on the role of the 

connective "as" in the phrase: "Her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much." 

 

In this context, the word "as" is functioning as a causal connective or a conjunction, but it requires a precise understanding of 

the logical relationship it establishes between the two clauses: 

 

 "Her many sins have been forgiven" (Clause A). 

 "She loved much" (Clause B). 

 

In the simplest sense, "as" might seem to suggest causality, implying that Clause B (her love) is the cause of Clause A (her 

forgiveness). However, based on our theological interpretation, this is not the intended meaning in this context. Instead, the 

connective "as" serves more as an indicator of evidence or explanation, rather than strict causation. 

Logical Terms to Analyze the Connective “As”: 

 

 Evidential Relationship: 

     In this context, "as" functions to indicate evidence for a conclusion, rather than a direct cause-effect relationship. In 

logical terms, Clause B (she loved much) is being presented as evidence for the truth of Clause A (her sins have been forgiven). 

     Logically, this can be seen as an inferential marker, suggesting that we can infer the truth of her forgiveness from 

the observable evidence of her love. The argument can be rephrased as: "Because she loved much, it is evident that her sins 

have been forgiven." 

     In reasoning terms, this corresponds to a type of abductive reasoning (also known as inference to the best 

explanation). Jesus is explaining her love as an indicator or symptom of a prior reality—her forgiveness. 

 

 Clarifying the Direction of Causality: 

     The causal direction, as we discussed earlier, is that forgiveness causes love, not the reverse. Therefore, while "as" 

may grammatically connect the two clauses in a way that implies a relationship, the relationship is not one of causation (in a 

strict logical sense), but rather one of correlation or consequence. Her love is a consequence or sign of her forgiveness, not 

the cause of it. 

     In logical terms, we can treat the phrase as expressing a post hoc correlation: love follows forgiveness, and the 

abundance of love is evidence of the abundance of forgiveness. 

 

 Non-biconditional Relationship: 

     The use of "as" here should not be understood as creating a biconditional (i.e., an "if and only if" relationship), where 

the truth of one clause is both necessary and sufficient for the truth of the other. 

     Rather, this is more akin to a one-way implication: her great love implies that she has received great forgiveness, 

but her love is not the cause of the forgiveness. Thus, Clause B (love) provides sufficient evidence for Clause A (forgiveness), 

but it does not establish a reciprocal relationship (i.e., love does not cause forgiveness). 

 

To Summarize the Role of “As” in Logical Terms: 

 

 The connective "as" here functions primarily in an evidential or explanatory role, rather than as a marker of direct 

causality. 

 Clause B (she loved much) is presented as evidence or an indicator of the truth of Clause A (her sins have been 

forgiven), rather than being the cause of that forgiveness. 

 The relationship is one-directional: forgiveness leads to love, and love serves as evidence of that forgiveness. The 

phrase is not expressing a biconditional or symmetrical causal relationship. 

 

In terms of reasoning, we can see this as an example of abductive reasoning, where we infer the occurrence of an unseen 

cause (forgiveness) from an observable effect (love). This understanding fits well with the broader theological principle that 

God’s forgiveness precedes and causes love—a conclusion drawn from Jesus’ statement, “whoever has been forgiven little, 

loves little.” 

 

Thus, the connective "as" is better understood as signaling a correlation with explanatory force rather than causality. 
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User [T1.4*]: 

 

That was awesome! And do you know any theologians who gave an answer to this problem which is similar to your answer? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Thank you! Yes, many theologians have offered interpretations of this passage from Luke 7:44-47 that align with the 

explanation I provided, emphasizing the relationship between forgiveness and love as one of evidence or consequence rather 

than causality. Here are a few theologians whose approaches resonate with this understanding: 

 

1. St. Augustine of Hippo (354–430) 

 

 St. Augustine often dealt with issues of grace, love, and forgiveness, and his theology is foundational for 

understanding the dynamics of God's grace and human response. Augustine taught that God's grace is always the initiator of 

any movement toward Him, including love and repentance. 

 In his writings, particularly in works like "Confessions" and "On Grace and Free Will", Augustine emphasizes that love 

for God is always a response to God's grace and forgiveness. The human heart cannot love unless it has first been touched by 

God's grace. In this sense, Augustine’s explanation aligns with the idea that the woman's love is evidence of a heart 

transformed by God’s prior forgiveness, not the cause of it. 

 

2. St. Thomas Aquinas (1225–1274) 

 

 In his "Summa Theologica", Aquinas provides a detailed treatment of love (charity) and forgiveness. He too sees love 

as a response to grace. In Aquinas’ theology, all human goodness, including love, is a participation in the grace of God. 

 In his discussion of forgiveness, Aquinas affirms that divine grace precedes any act of human love. For Aquinas, 

charity (love of God) is infused into the soul by grace, and it is a result of the forgiveness that God freely offers. This resonates 

with the interpretation that the woman's love in Luke 7 is a sign of the grace she has already received. 

 

3. John Calvin (1509–1564) 

 

 In his commentary on Luke, Calvin strongly affirms the primacy of God's grace in forgiveness. Calvin interprets the 

passage in a way that emphasizes the sovereignty of God’s grace in forgiving sins, and he is careful to ensure that human 

actions (like love) do not appear to be the cause of divine forgiveness. 

 Calvin writes that the woman’s love is a response to the forgiveness she has already received, and that her actions 

of anointing Jesus' feet are expressions of gratitude, not the cause of her forgiveness. Calvin, in line with his theology of 

justification by faith alone, insists that forgiveness is entirely the result of God’s free grace, and human love is a fruit of that 

grace. 

 

4. Martin Luther (1483–1546) 

 

 Luther, like Calvin, argued strongly against the idea that any human work, including love, could merit forgiveness. 

He held that justification and forgiveness are purely the result of God’s grace, received by faith, and that love is the natural 

outflow of having been forgiven. 

 In his sermons and writings, Luther often emphasized that good works (including acts of love) follow from faith and 

forgiveness, but do not cause or earn them. Luther would interpret the woman’s love as the result of her awareness of God’s 

forgiveness, rather than the means by which she earns it. 

 

5. Karl Barth (1886–1968) 

 

 In the 20th century, Karl Barth offered a Christocentric understanding of grace and forgiveness. In his Church 

Dogmatics, Barth stresses that God's action in Christ is always the first cause of human salvation and transformation. He would 

argue that forgiveness is solely the work of God, and human response, including love, is the effect of having encountered God's 

grace in Christ. 



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

85 

 Barth’s emphasis on divine initiative in salvation fits well with the interpretation that the woman’s love is a response 

to the forgiveness already granted to her by Jesus, not something that merits or forces forgiveness. 

 

6. N.T. Wright (b. 1948) 

 

 Contemporary theologian N.T. Wright has also addressed this passage in his writings, particularly in his work on the 

Gospels and the theology of forgiveness. Wright emphasizes the transformational power of forgiveness, and he interprets the 

woman’s actions as a response to the healing grace of forgiveness she has already experienced. 

 In "Jesus and the Victory of God", Wright suggests that the woman’s extravagant love is an outward sign of an inward 

transformation that has already occurred through her encounter with Jesus. This is consistent with the view that her love is 

the evidence of forgiveness, not its cause. 

 

7. Origen (184–253) 

 

 Origen, an early Church Father, frequently explored the relationship between divine grace and human response in 

his biblical commentaries. He viewed forgiveness as a free gift of God's mercy, and the human response, such as the woman's 

acts of love, as a reflection of her gratitude and awareness of grace. 

 Origen would argue that love arises from an experience of divine forgiveness and is not the cause of it, aligning with 

our understanding that the woman’s love demonstrates that she has been forgiven much. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The interpretations of St. Augustine, Aquinas, Calvin, Luther, Barth, and more contemporary theologians like N.T. Wright, share 

a common thread: the idea that love is a response to forgiveness, not the cause of it. These theologians consistently emphasize 

that God’s grace in forgiving sins is always prior to any human response, and that love is the fruit or evidence of forgiveness 

already received. This aligns closely with the explanation I provided, where the woman’s love is understood as a demonstration 

of her prior forgiveness, not its cause. 

 

 

User [T1.4**]: 

 

Thank you. That was fantastic! Do you know any medieval theologians who gave such a solution to this problem? Can you 

quote one of them? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Thank you! I'm glad you found the explanation helpful. Medieval theologians, especially those in the scholastic tradition, dealt 

extensively with the relationship between God's grace, forgiveness, and human love. St. Thomas Aquinas is a prominent 

example who addressed this issue in his monumental work, the Summa Theologica, and his interpretation aligns well with the 

solution we've been discussing. 

St. Thomas Aquinas on Forgiveness and Love 

 

In the Summa Theologica (II-II, Question 24, Article 7), Aquinas directly addresses the relationship between charity (love) and 

forgiveness. He argues that charity is a virtue infused by God, and it grows in proportion to the grace given by God. He affirms 

that love is a response to grace, rather than the cause of it. 

 

Aquinas explicitly connects the love of God with the forgiveness of sins through the infusion of grace. In this, he emphasizes 

that forgiveness comes first through the grace of God, and as a result, charity (love) naturally grows in the soul. 

 

Here's a relevant excerpt from Aquinas, explaining this principle (Summa Theologica II-II, Q.24, A.7): 

 

 “The cause of charity is God, Who pours forth charity into our hearts by His grace, as stated above (I-II, Q. 24, A. 2). 

Hence it is clear that the increase of charity results from an increase of grace.” 
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In this passage, Aquinas makes it clear that charity (love) flows from grace, which includes forgiveness. The increase of grace, 

including the forgiveness of sins, produces greater love in the heart of the one forgiven. Therefore, love cannot be the cause 

of forgiveness but rather the result of the grace and forgiveness already given by God. 

Aquinas’ Approach to the Problem: 

 

Aquinas would interpret the woman’s love in Luke 7 as a manifestation of the grace and forgiveness she had already received. 

Her "loving much" is the evidence of the increase of grace in her soul, which includes her forgiveness. This aligns closely with 

the idea that God’s forgiveness is the cause, and her love is the effect or fruit of that forgiveness. 

 

This understanding from Aquinas shows that even in the medieval period, theologians were grappling with this issue and 

resolved it in a way that preserved the primacy of God’s grace, with love being a response to that grace, not its cause. 

 

I hope this helps! Aquinas' writings, especially in the Summa Theologica, remain a rich source for understanding these 

theological dynamics. 

 

 

User [1.5]: 

 

Wow, thanks! Now, could you give a formal representation (expressed in terms of symbolic logic) of the statement “I am in 

the Father and the Father is in me”? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

The statement “I am in the Father and the Father is in me”, spoken by Jesus in John 14:10, is a profound expression of the 

mutual indwelling between Jesus and the Father. To express this in symbolic logic, we need to capture the bi-directional 

relationship between Jesus (J) and the Father (F), as indicated by the phrases "I am in the Father" and "the Father is in me." 

Step-by-Step Formalization: 

 

Let’s break it down into two propositions: 

 

 "I am in the Father": This could be represented as a relation of indwelling or mutual containment between Jesus (J) 

and the Father (F). Let’s denote the relationship "is in" using the symbol R(x,y), which means "x is in y." 

     So, "I am in the Father" can be represented as: 

 R(J,F) 

 

 (Where J stands for Jesus, and F stands for the Father.) 

 

 "The Father is in me": This is the reverse of the previous relation, meaning that the Father is in Jesus. 

     This can be represented as: 

 R(F,J) 

 

Full Formal Representation: 

 

Thus, the entire statement “I am in the Father, and the Father is in me” can be represented as the conjunction of both relations: 

R(J,F)∧R(F,J) 

 

This expression states that Jesus is in the Father and the Father is in Jesus, capturing the mutual relationship of indwelling. 

Intuitive Explanation in Logic Terms: 

 

 R(x,y) represents a relationship where one entity (x) is "in" another entity (y). In this case, the relationship is 

bidirectional, meaning that Jesus is in the Father and the Father is in Jesus. 

 The conjunction ∧ simply means "and", indicating that both conditions (Jesus in the Father, the Father in Jesus) are 

true simultaneously. 
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This symbolic representation captures the mutual indwelling in a logically concise form. 

 

 

User [T1.5]: 

 

Great! And could you give a similar formal representation of the following reasoning?: 

“In the divinity, essence is the same with the person in reality, and so the essence of the Father is the Father, and the essence 

of the Son is the Son. Therefore, wherever the essence of the Father is, there the Father is; and wherever the essence of the 

Son is, there the Son is. Now the essence of the Father is in the Son, and the essence of the Son is in the Father. Therefore, 

the Son is in the Father, and the Father in the Son”. 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

This reasoning deals with a complex theological argument based on the relationship between essence and person in the Trinity, 

specifically the Father and the Son. The key idea is that the divine essence is identical to each divine person, and because the 

essence of the Father is in the Son and vice versa, the Father is in the Son and the Son is in the Father. This reasoning can be 

formalized using symbolic logic. 

Step-by-Step Formalization: 

Definitions: 

 

 Let F represent the Father. 

 Let S represent the Son. 

 Let E(x) represent the essence of a person x. 

 The relation of being "in" can be represented as R(x,y), where x is in y. 

 

First Premise: “Essence is the same as the person in reality” 

 

 This premise states that the essence of a person is identical with the person, i.e., for the Father: 

 E(F)=F 

And for the Son: 

 E(S)=S 

 

Second Premise: “Wherever the essence of the Father is, there the Father is” 

 

 This asserts that if the essence of the Father E(F) is in another entity y, then the Father is also in that entity: 

 R(E(F),y)→R(F,y) 

And similarly for the Son: 

 R(E(S),y)→R(S,y) 

 

Third Premise: “The essence of the Father is in the Son, and the essence of the Son is in the Father” 

 

 This is a key part of the reasoning, stating that the essence of the Father is in the Son: 

 R(E(F),S) 

And the essence of the Son is in the Father: 

 R(E(S),F) 

 

Conclusion: “Therefore, the Son is in the Father, and the Father is in the Son” 

 

 By applying the second premise, we can now conclude that if the essence of the Father is in the Son R(E(F),S), then 

the Father is in the Son: 

 R(F,S) 

 Similarly, if the essence of the Son is in the Father R(E(S),F), then the Son is in the Father: 

 R(S,F) 

 



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

88 

Full Formal Representation: 

 

Bringing all the premises and conclusions together, the reasoning can be formalized as follows: 

 

 E(F)=F and E(S)=S (essence is the same as the person in reality). 

 R(E(F),y)→R(F,y) and R(E(S),y)→R(S,y) (where the essence is, the person is). 

 R(E(F),S) and R(E(S),F) (the essence of the Father is in the Son, and the essence of the Son is in the Father). 

 From 2 and 3, we conclude: R(F,S) (the Father is in the Son) and R(S,F) (the Son is in the Father). 

 

Intuitive Explanation in Logic Terms: 

 

 Premise 1 identifies person and essence as identical (i.e., in the divinity, they are the same). 

 Premise 2 connects the location of the essence with the presence of the person. 

 Premise 3 establishes that the essence of each person is present in the other. 

 The conclusion follows by substituting the premises: since the essence of the Father is in the Son, the Father is in 

the Son, and similarly, the Son is in the Father. 

 

This formalization captures the logical structure of the reasoning and shows how the conclusion is derived from the premises. 

 

 

User [T1.6]: 

 

And could you, similarly, give a formal representation (I mean expressed in terms of symbolic logic) of the statement “I am an 

object and I do not exist”? Please go into details and give a representation of each proposition included in the statement. 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! The statement "I am an object and I do not exist" presents a paradox, as it asserts both the existence of a subject ("I 

am an object") and the negation of that subject's existence ("I do not exist"). Let's break this down and give a formal 

representation using symbolic logic. 

Step-by-Step Formalization: 

1. "I am an object" 

 

 Let’s interpret "being an object" as the proposition that I (the subject, say II) is an element of the set of objects, or 

that II satisfies the predicate "is an object". 

 Let’s use a predicate O(x) to represent "x is an object". 

 Therefore, the statement "I am an object" can be written as: 

 O(I) 

 This asserts that I is an object. 

 

2. "I do not exist" 

 

 In formal logic, existence is typically represented using the existential quantifier (∃), where ∃x means "there exists 

an xx." 

 The negation of existence, "I do not exist", means that there is no such xx that is II. This is symbolized as: 

 ¬∃x (x=I) 

 This negation asserts that there is no entity that is identical to I, i.e., I do not exist. 

 

3. The Full Statement: "I am an object and I do not exist" 

 

 Now, we can combine the two parts of the statement using the conjunction symbol (∧), which means "and". 

 The full statement is the combination of: 

     O(I) (I am an object) 

     ¬∃x(x=I) (I do not exist) 
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 The formal representation is: 

 O(I)∧¬∃x (x=I) 

 This expresses that I am an object (predicate OO) and I do not exist (negation of existence). 

 

Explanation of the Logical Form: 

 

 O(I) asserts that the individual I satisfies the predicate "is an object." 

 ¬∃x(x=I) asserts that no such individual I exists. 

 The conjunction ∧ brings these two statements together, creating a paradox: it claims that I both "am" an object 

(which implies existence) and simultaneously do not exist. 

 

Paradox and Contradiction: 

 

 This formalization reveals the contradiction in the original statement: asserting that I am an object presupposes that 

I exist, while the second part explicitly denies I’s existence. 

 Symbolically, the statement asserts both II exists and II does not exist in the same context, which is logically 

inconsistent. 

 

In conclusion, the formal representation of "I am an object and I do not exist" is O(I)∧¬∃x(x=I), and this reveals the inherent 

paradox in trying to assert both existence and non-existence of the same subject. 
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Final-test Gemini Group1 

 

User: 

 

Hi Gemini, can we talk about religion? 

 

Absolutely! Religion is a fascinating and complex topic. I'm happy to discuss it with you. 

 

Would you like to talk about a specific religion, or perhaps explore a general aspect of religious belief or practice? Feel free to 

ask any questions you have. 

 

 

User [T1.1]: 

 

Great! So please, be a Christian theologian. Please, interpret and explain the following passage: “In the year that King Uzziah 

died, I saw the Lord, high and exalted, seated on a throne; and the train of his robe filled the temple.” 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Christian Theologian's Interpretation of Isaiah 6:1 

 

Context and Meaning: 

 

Isaiah 6:1, a pivotal verse in the prophetic book of Isaiah, offers a profound vision of God's majesty and holiness. It takes place 

during the year King Uzziah died, a time of significant political and religious upheaval in Judah. 

 

 "I saw the Lord": This personal encounter suggests Isaiah is experiencing a direct revelation from God, a common 

motif in prophetic literature. 

 "high and exalted": This emphasizes God's transcendent nature, far above the limitations of human understanding. 

His elevation signifies his supreme authority and power. 

 "seated on a throne": This image underscores God's royal status and sovereignty over creation. The throne is a 

symbol of divine rule and judgment. 

 "the train of his robe filled the temple": This detail highlights the immensity and overwhelming presence of God. The 

robe's length symbolizes his divine glory and majesty, while its filling of the temple suggests his pervasive influence and control 

over the sacred space and, by extension, the world. 

 

Theological Implications: 

 

This passage offers several profound theological insights: 

 

 God's Transcendence: Isaiah's vision emphasizes God's infinite distance from human comprehension. His majesty 

and holiness are awe-inspiring and overwhelming. 

 God's Sovereignty: The image of God seated on a throne underscores his supreme authority and control over all 

creation. Nothing is beyond his reach or power. 

 God's Holiness: The overwhelming presence of God's glory fills the temple, a symbol of purity and sacredness. This 

highlights the contrast between God's perfect holiness and human sinfulness. 

 The Prophet's Calling: Isaiah's encounter with God likely serves as a commissioning for his prophetic ministry. It 

prepares him to confront the sins of Judah and proclaim God's judgment and mercy. 

 

In conclusion, Isaiah 6:1 offers a powerful vision of God's majesty, holiness, and sovereignty. It serves as a foundation for 

understanding the prophetic message of Isaiah and the nature of God's relationship with humanity. 
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User [T1.2]: 

 

Thank you so much. If you are a Christian theologian using the theory of four senses of the Scripture (literal, moral, allegorical 

and anagogical) how could you analyse the following fragment?: "All Israel came together to David at Hebron and said, ‘We 

are your own flesh and blood.’” 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing 2 Samuel 5:1 through the Four Senses of Scripture 

 

2 Samuel 5:1 reads: "All Israel came together to David at Hebron and said, ‘We are your own flesh and blood.’" 

 

Literal Sense 

 

In the literal sense, this verse describes a historical event. The Israelites, recognizing David as their rightful king, united at 

Hebron to pledge their allegiance to him. This event marked a significant turning point in Israel's history, as David established 

his kingdom and began to unify the nation. 

 

Moral Sense 

 

Morally, this verse can be interpreted as a call for unity and loyalty. The Israelites' declaration of kinship with David symbolizes 

the importance of communal bonds and the need to support one another. It teaches us the value of working together towards 

a common goal and the dangers of division. 

 

Allegorical Sense 

 

Allegorically, this verse can be seen as a representation of the relationship between Christ and the Church. David, as a type of 

Christ, symbolizes the head of the Church. The Israelites, as members of the Church, represent the body. The declaration of 

kinship signifies the spiritual bond that unites believers and their allegiance to Christ as their Lord and Savior. 

 

Anagogical Sense 

 

Anagogically, this verse can be interpreted as a foreshadowing of the heavenly kingdom. The unity of Israel under David can 

be seen as a prefigurement of the ultimate unity of all believers in Christ. It points to the hope of eternal life and the ultimate 

fulfillment of God's plan for creation. 

 

In conclusion, by applying the four senses of Scripture to 2 Samuel 5:1, we can gain a deeper understanding of its meaning 

and significance. The literal sense provides a historical context, the moral sense emphasizes the importance of unity and 

loyalty, the allegorical sense connects the verse to the relationship between Christ and the Church, and the anagogical sense 

points to the hope of eternal life and the ultimate fulfillment of God's plan. 

 

 

User [T1.2*]: 

 

Thanks! And if you are a Christian theologian using the theory of four senses of the Scripture (literal, moral, allegorical and 

anagogical) how could you analyse the following fragment?: "And he sailed far out into the sea, and no waves swallowed him 

up. And he reached the end, the shore that awaited him.”? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing the Fragment through the Four Senses of Scripture 
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Note: While the specific context of this fragment is unclear, I'll provide a general interpretation based on common themes in 

Christian theology. 

 

Literal Sense 

 

In the literal sense, this fragment could describe a physical journey across a body of water. It suggests a successful voyage, 

free from danger, culminating in reaching a desired destination. 

 

Moral Sense 

 

Morally, this fragment can be interpreted as a metaphor for life's journey. The sea can represent the challenges and 

uncertainties we face, while reaching the shore can symbolize achieving our goals or finding peace. The absence of waves 

swallowing the voyager could represent overcoming obstacles or finding protection from harm. 

 

Allegorical Sense 

 

Allegorically, this fragment might symbolize the spiritual journey of salvation. The sea could represent the world's sinfulness 

or the temptations we face. Reaching the shore could signify entering heaven or achieving eternal life. The voyager's safety 

could represent the protection offered by God's grace. 

 

Anagogical Sense 

 

Anagogically, this fragment could point to the ultimate destination of the faithful. The shore might symbolize the heavenly 

kingdom, a place of peace and eternal happiness. The voyage could represent the journey of faith, culminating in reaching the 

ultimate goal of union with God. 

 

In conclusion, while the specific context of the fragment may influence the exact interpretation, these four senses offer a 

framework for understanding its potential meanings. The literal sense provides a basic understanding, while the moral, 

allegorical, and anagogical senses delve into deeper spiritual and theological implications. 

 

 

User [T1.3]: 

 

Thank you so much! I would like you to be a Christian theologian again and to explain one thing. Consider this passage from 

the Gospel of Luke in which Jesus says: 

 

“Do you see this woman? I came into your house. You did not give me any water for my feet, but she wet my feet with her 

tears and wiped them with her hair. You did not give me a kiss, but this woman, from the time I entered, has not stopped 

kissing my feet. 46 You did not put oil on my head, but she has poured perfume on my feet. Therefore, I tell you, her many 

sins have been forgiven, as she loved much. But whoever has been forgiven little loves little.” 

 

But there is a problem. The phrase “as she loved much” seems to indicate that love of this woman was a cause of forgiveness. 

But before Jesus admitted that who has been forgiven more, loves more, and in the presented quote: “whoever has been 

forgiven little loves little”, which means that forgiveness is the cause of love. What is more, according to Christian theology, 

nothing can force God to do anything, including forgiving or remitting sins. So also one’s love cannot force God to do so. How 

can you explain Jesus’s words “Therefore, I tell you, her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much.” 

Reconciling Forgiveness and Love in Luke 7:47-48 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Understanding the Relationship Between Forgiveness and Love 
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The passage in Luke 7:47-48 presents a complex interplay between forgiveness and love. While the phrase "as she loved much" 

might initially suggest that the woman's love caused her forgiveness, a closer examination reveals a more nuanced 

understanding. 

 

1. The Context of the Passage: 

 

 The Woman's Actions: The woman's actions, including weeping, kissing Jesus' feet, and anointing them with 

perfume, are clear expressions of deep repentance and devotion. 

 Jesus' Assessment: Jesus' assessment that her "many sins have been forgiven" is a declaration of God's grace and 

mercy. 

 

2. The Role of Forgiveness: 

 

 God's Initiative: Christian theology emphasizes God's sovereign grace as the primary source of forgiveness. 

Forgiveness is not something we earn or deserve; it is a gift freely given by God. 

 The Woman's Response: The woman's love is a response to the forgiveness she has received. It is a fruit of her 

gratitude and a manifestation of her changed heart. 

 

3. The Principle of "He Who Has Been Forgiven Little Loves Little": 

 

 Proportional Love: This principle suggests that the depth of our love for God is often proportional to our awareness 

of our sinfulness and the extent of God's forgiveness. 

 Gratitude and Love: The more we recognize our need for forgiveness, the more we appreciate God's grace and love. 

This gratitude, in turn, motivates us to love God more deeply. 

 

4. Love as a Catalyst for Forgiveness: 

 

 Evidence of Repentance: While love does not cause forgiveness, it can serve as evidence of genuine repentance and 

a changed heart. 

 A Response to Grace: The woman's love is a response to the forgiveness she has already received. It is a 

manifestation of her gratitude and a sign of her renewed relationship with God. 

 

Conclusion: 

The passage in Luke 7:47-48 does not imply that the woman's love caused her forgiveness. Rather, it highlights the 

interconnectedness of forgiveness and love. Forgiveness is a gift from God, and love is a response to that gift. The woman's 

love serves as evidence of her genuine repentance and her gratitude for God's grace. 

 

 

User [T1.4]: 

 

Very nice. Can you, in the light of your response, use some terms from the theory of reasoning or some logical terms to explain 

the role of the connective "as" which connects two parts of the above-mentioned reasoning, namely: "her many sins have 

been forgiven, as she loved much"? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing the Connective "As" in Luke 7:47-48 

 

Understanding the Role of "As" 

 

The connective "as" in the phrase "her many sins have been forgiven, as she loved much" serves as a causal indicator. It 

indicates a relationship of cause and effect between the two propositions: 

 

 Proposition 1: "Her many sins have been forgiven." 
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 Proposition 2: "She loved much." 

 

Logical Analysis: 

 

From a logical perspective, the phrase can be represented using the material implication connective (→). This connective 

denotes that if the antecedent (Proposition 1) is true, then the consequent (Proposition 2) must also be true. 

 

Formal Representation: 

 

 Proposition 1 → Proposition 2 

     "Her many sins have been forgiven → She loved much" 

 

Interpretation: 

 

This formal representation suggests that the forgiveness of her sins is a sufficient condition for her deep love. In other words, 

if her sins were forgiven, it follows that she loved much. However, it does not imply that her love was the sole or necessary 

cause of her forgiveness. 

 

Key Points: 

 

 Causal Indicator: "As" indicates a causal relationship between the two propositions. 

 Material Implication: The relationship can be represented using the material implication connective (→). 

 Sufficient Condition: Forgiveness is a sufficient condition for love, but not necessarily the only cause. 

 

Conclusion: 

The connective "as" in Luke 7:47-48 establishes a causal relationship between the forgiveness of the woman's sins and her 

deep love. While this relationship is implied, it's important to recognize that the primary cause of her forgiveness is God's 

grace, and her love is a response to that grace. 

 

 

User [T1.4*]: 

 

Wonderful! And do you know any theologians who gave an answer to this problem which is similar to your answer? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Theologians on Forgiveness and Love in Luke 7:47-48 

 

While I couldn't find a specific theologian who has articulated the exact interpretation I've provided, many Christian 

theologians have explored the relationship between forgiveness and love in this passage. Here are a few influential figures 

whose works may offer similar insights: 

 

 Augustine of Hippo: Augustine, a prominent theologian of the early Church, often discussed the interconnectedness 

of grace, repentance, and love. His writings on original sin and the nature of human will might provide insights into how 

forgiveness and love are related. 

 Thomas Aquinas: Aquinas, a medieval philosopher and theologian, explored various aspects of Christian doctrine, 

including ethics and theology. His discussions on virtue, habit, and the relationship between human will and divine grace could 

offer relevant perspectives. 

 Karl Barth: A 20th-century theologian, Barth emphasized the sovereignty of God and the importance of grace in 

human salvation. His understanding of the relationship between divine election and human freedom might provide insights 

into the interplay of forgiveness and love. 
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It's important to note that while these theologians may not have explicitly addressed the specific interpretation I've provided, 

their works offer valuable insights into the broader themes of forgiveness, love, and the nature of human salvation. By 

exploring their writings, you may find additional perspectives and deepen your understanding of this complex passage. 

 

 

User [T1.4**]: 

 

Do you find any exact quotes from medieval theological writings which are in line with the solution that you have provided? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Medieval Theological Quotes on Forgiveness and Love 

 

While I couldn't find an exact quote that mirrors my interpretation verbatim, here are some excerpts from medieval theological 

works that align with the general theme of forgiveness, love, and their interconnectedness: 

 

1. Thomas Aquinas (Summa Theologica, Part II-II, Question 27, Article 5): 

 

 "Now it is clear that love is a habit of the will. Hence it is clear that love is caused by some habit or virtue. And since 

this habit or virtue is not infused by God alone, as is faith, but is also acquired by human effort, it is clear that love is acquired 

by some act of the will." 

 

This quote highlights the role of human will in acquiring love, suggesting that love is a response to divine grace and a fruit of 

repentance. 

 

2. Bonaventure (Collationes in Hexameron, VII): 

 

 "Love is the form of all virtues, and therefore it is the most excellent of all virtues. Now, charity is the love of God for 

His own sake, and the love of one's neighbor for God's sake. Hence, charity is the greatest of all virtues." 

 

Bonaventure emphasizes the centrality of love in the Christian life, linking it to the love of God and one's neighbor. This 

suggests that love is a response to divine grace and a manifestation of a renewed heart. 

 

3. Anselm of Canterbury (Cur Deus Homo): 

 

 "Love is the fulfillment of the law. For love is the fulfillment of all the commandments. And therefore, he who loves 

God with all his heart, and his neighbor as himself, has fulfilled all the commandments." 

 

Anselm highlights the importance of love as the fulfillment of the law. This suggests that love is a response to God's grace and 

a manifestation of a renewed heart. 

 

These excerpts provide a glimpse into the medieval understanding of forgiveness and love. While they may not directly address 

the specific nuances of the passage in Luke 7:47-48, they offer valuable insights into the interconnectedness of these concepts 

and the role of divine grace in human salvation. 

 

 

User [T1.5]: 

 

Thank you! And can you give a formal representation (expressed in terms of symbolic logic) of the statement “I am in the 

Father and the Father is in me”? 

 

 

Gemini: 
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Formalizing "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" 

 

Understanding the Statement 

 

The phrase "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" is a complex statement that expresses a deep theological concept, 

often interpreted as a mystical union between Jesus and God. 

 

Formalizing the Statement 

 

To formalize this statement, we need to introduce some symbols: 

 

 P: "I am in the Father" 

 Q: "The Father is in me" 

 

Using these symbols, we can represent the statement as: 

 

 P ∧ Q 

 

Breaking Down the Symbols: 

 

 ∧: This symbol represents the logical conjunction "and." 

 P ∧ Q means "P is true and Q is true." 

 

Interpretation: 

 

Therefore, the formal representation "P ∧ Q" means "I am in the Father and the Father is in me." This logical expression 

captures the idea of a mutual indwelling or unity between Jesus and God. 

 

 

User: 

 

Can you include representing the basic clauses in terms of relations? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Representing "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" as Relations 

 

Understanding Relations 

 

A relation can be thought of as a set of ordered pairs that connect elements from two sets. In this case, we can consider two 

sets: 

 

 A: The set containing "I" and "the Father" 

 B: The set containing "in" 

 

Representing the Clauses as Relations 

 

We can represent each clause as a relation: 

 

 "I am in the Father": 

     Relation: R1 = {(I, in), (the Father, in)} 

 

 "The Father is in me": 

     Relation: R2 = {(the Father, in), (I, in)} 
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Combining the Relations 

 

To represent the entire statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me," we can combine the two relations using the 

intersection operator (∩). The intersection of two relations is the set of pairs that are common to both relations. 

 

 Combined Relation: R = R1 ∩ R2 = {(I, in), (the Father, in)} 

 

Interpretation: 

 

This combined relation R represents the statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me." It indicates that both "I" and 

"the Father" have the relation "in" to each other. This formal representation captures the idea of a mutual indwelling or unity 

between Jesus and God. 

 

 

User [T1.5]: 

 

OK, can you give a similar formal representation of the following reasoning?: 

 

“In the divinity, essence is the same with the person in reality, and so the essence of the Father is the Father, and the essence 

of the Son is the Son. Therefore, wherever the essence of the Father is, there the Father is; and wherever the essence of the 

Son is, there the Son is. Now the essence of the Father is in the Son, and the essence of the Son is in the Father. Therefore, 

the Son is in the Father, and the Father in the Son”. 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Formalizing the Reasoning: "Essence and Person in Divinity" 

 

Understanding the Reasoning 

 

The reasoning presented is a theological concept, particularly within Trinitarian theology, that explores the relationship 

between the divine essence and the divine persons. The core idea is that the essence of each person of the Trinity is that 

person themselves. 

 

Formalizing the Statements 

 

Let's introduce some symbols: 

 

 E: Essence 

 F: Father 

 S: Son 

 P: Person 

 ≡: Is identical to 

 

Using these symbols, we can formalize the key statements: 

 

 "In the divinity, essence is the same with the person in reality": 

     ∀x (x is a divine person → E(x) ≡ P(x)) 

 

 "Therefore, the essence of the Father is the Father, and the essence of the Son is the Son": 

     E(F) ≡ F 

     E(S) ≡ S 
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 "Wherever the essence of the Father is, there the Father is; and wherever the essence of the Son is, there the Son 

is": 

     ∀x (E(F) = x → F = x) 

     ∀x (E(S) = x → S = x) 

 

 "Now the essence of the Father is in the Son, and the essence of the Son is in the Father": 

     E(F) is in E(S) 

     E(S) is in E(F) 

 

Combining the Statements 

 

Based on the previous statements, we can conclude: 

 

 F is in S 

 S is in F 

 

Interpretation 

 

This formal representation captures the core idea of the reasoning: that the essence of each divine person is that person 

themselves, and therefore, the divine persons are mutually indwelling. 

 

 

User [ADD]: 

 

Do you think it is correct to admit that there can be objects like “I” and “F”, such that: I is in F and F is in I? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

The Question of Self-Reference and Identity 

 

The statement "I am in F and F is in I" presents a complex philosophical and theological question related to self-reference and 

identity. While it's possible to represent this statement symbolically, the ontological implications are profound and have been 

debated by philosophers and theologians for centuries. 

 

Key Considerations: 

 

 Self-Reference: The statement involves self-reference, as "I" is referring to itself within the context of "F." Self-

reference can lead to paradoxes and logical inconsistencies. 

 Identity and Containment: The notion of "being in" suggests a containment or inclusion relationship. However, it's 

challenging to conceive of an entity being contained within itself without creating a logical paradox. 

 Theological Implications: In the context of Trinitarian theology, this statement might be interpreted as a mystical 

union between the divine persons. However, even within this theological framework, the precise nature of this union is a 

subject of ongoing debate. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

While it's possible to represent this statement symbolically, the ontological and philosophical implications are complex and 

open to interpretation. The concept of an entity being both contained within itself and containing itself can lead to logical 

paradoxes and challenges our understanding of identity and self-reference. Whether such a statement is "correct" depends 

on one's philosophical and theological framework. It's a topic that has been explored by philosophers and theologians for 

centuries, and there is no definitive consensus. 

 

 

User [T1.6]: 
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Can you give a formal representation (I mean expressed in terms of symbolic logic) of the statement “I am an object and I do 

not exist”? Please go into details and give a representation of each proposition included in the statement. 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Formalizing "I am an object and I do not exist" 

 

Understanding the Statement 

 

The statement "I am an object and I do not exist" presents a logical contradiction. It asserts that something (an object) both 

exists and does not exist simultaneously. 

 

Representing the Propositions 

 

Let's introduce some symbols: 

 

 O: "I am an object" 

 ¬E: "I do not exist" 

 

Formalizing the Statement 

 

Using these symbols, we can represent the statement as: 

 

 O ∧ ¬E 

 

Breaking Down the Symbols: 

 

 ∧: This symbol represents the logical conjunction "and." 

 O ∧ ¬E means "O is true and ¬E is true." 

 

Interpreting the Contradiction 

 

The statement "O ∧ ¬E" is a logical contradiction because it asserts two mutually exclusive propositions. If something is an 

object, it must exist. If it does not exist, it cannot be an object. Therefore, the conjunction of these two propositions is logically 

inconsistent. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The statement "I am an object and I do not exist" is a logical contradiction. Its formal representation, O ∧ ¬E, clearly 

demonstrates the inconsistency between the two propositions. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you very much. It was a fascinating chat! 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

You're welcome! I enjoyed our discussion as well. Feel free to ask me anything else you'd like to explore. 
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Final-test ChatGPT-4o Group2 

 

User: 

 

Hello, could we talk about theology again? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Of course! I'd be happy to discuss theology with you. What aspect of theology would you like to explore? We could talk about 

different religious doctrines, philosophy of religion, the nature of God, or anything else you're curious about. 

 

 

User [T2.1]: 

 

Please, consider the following passage: “It is not as though God’s word had failed. For not all who are descended from Israel 

are Israel. Nor because they are his descendants are they all Abraham’s children. On the contrary, “It is through Isaac that your 

offspring will be reckoned.” In other words, it is not the children by physical descent who are God’s children, but it is the 

children of the promise who are regarded as Abraham’s offspring. For this was how the promise was stated: “At the appointed 

time I will return, and Sarah will have a son.” Not only that, but Rebekah’s children were conceived at the same time by our 

father Isaac. Yet, before the twins were born or had done anything good or bad—in order that God’s purpose in election might 

stand: not by works but by him who calls—she was told, “The older will serve the younger.”” 

Can it be in any way related to the problem of predestination? If so, how? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Yes, this passage can indeed be related to the theological issue of predestination, especially in Christian theology, particularly 

within the context of Paul's writings in Romans 9:6–12. 

Key Themes: 

 

 God’s Sovereign Choice: The passage emphasizes that not all who are descended from Israel are truly "Israel," and 

not all of Abraham's physical descendants are counted as his true children. Instead, Paul focuses on the idea that God has 

chosen certain individuals to fulfill His purposes. This implies that God's election (or predestination) is not based on human 

lineage, merit, or works but on His sovereign will. 

 

 Children of the Promise: The distinction between children of physical descent and "children of the promise" (through 

Isaac, rather than Ishmael) shows that God’s choice is selective, based on His promise and plan. This notion parallels the 

concept of predestination, where God selects individuals or groups for specific purposes according to His will. 

 

 Jacob and Esau: The example of Jacob and Esau is especially relevant to the doctrine of predestination. Paul 

highlights that even before they were born or had done anything good or bad, God chose Jacob over Esau to fulfill His purpose. 

This election wasn’t based on anything they had done, but on God’s call. This can be seen as an illustration of unconditional 

election, a key element in predestination, particularly within Calvinist theology. In this view, God's choice is not based on 

human actions or foreseen faith but is an act of God's free will and grace. 

 

 Not by Works but by Him who Calls: The phrase “not by works but by him who calls” reinforces the idea that God's 

election is not based on human merit. This aligns with the idea that salvation and divine favor come from God’s grace alone, 

rather than any action or decision by individuals. It echoes the belief that God's predestination is sovereign and independent 

of human behavior or decisions. 

 

Relation to Predestination: 
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In summary, this passage is often cited in discussions on predestination because it highlights several core themes: 

 

 God’s sovereignty over human destiny. 

 Election that is not based on human effort or merit. 

 The idea that God's will is the determining factor in who is chosen, regardless of their actions or status. 

 

The passage suggests that God's purposes, including salvation and election, are ultimately guided by His own will and promises, 

not by human initiative. In theological discussions, particularly in Calvinism, this supports the doctrine of predestination, where 

God preordains who will be saved based on His will, rather than human merit. 

 

 

User [T2.2]: 

 

Thanks! Please, tell me what is problematic or difficult about predestination? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Predestination is a challenging and often controversial concept in theology, primarily because it touches on deep questions 

about God's sovereignty, human free will, and the nature of salvation. Several key difficulties arise when considering the 

doctrine of predestination: 

 

1. The Relationship Between Divine Sovereignty and Human Free Will 

 

One of the most significant tensions in predestination is the apparent conflict between God’s sovereign will and human 

freedom. 

 God’s Sovereignty: Predestination emphasizes that God is in complete control, and nothing happens outside His will 

or plan. This includes the eternal destiny of individuals, whether they are predestined for salvation or not. 

 Human Free Will: On the other hand, Scripture often speaks of human beings as having the freedom to choose, 

especially in matters of faith and obedience. How can people have true freedom if their ultimate fate has been predetermined 

by God? This leads to the question of whether humans can be held morally responsible for their actions if they are already 

predestined to a specific outcome (salvation or damnation). 

 

2. The Problem of Evil and Moral Responsibility 

 

Predestination raises difficult questions about the origin and role of evil. 

 

 If God predestines everything, does that mean God is the author of sin or evil? In some theological frameworks, like 

double predestination (the idea that God predestines some to salvation and others to damnation), this concern becomes 

particularly acute. 

 How can God predestine people to condemnation without violating His nature as good, loving, and just? This appears 

to conflict with the idea of a just God who holds people accountable for their moral choices. 

 

3. Perceived Injustice 

 

Predestination can seem unfair from a human perspective. If God predestines some people for salvation and others for 

damnation, regardless of their actions or decisions, it can appear as though some are arbitrarily chosen while others are 

doomed without hope. This raises the question of God's justice: 

 

 Is it fair for God to predestine some to eternal life and others to eternal punishment before they are born or before 

they have had a chance to act? 

 How does predestination align with God’s loving nature and His desire for all to be saved (as suggested in 1 Timothy 

2:4, where it states God "desires all people to be saved")? 

 

4. The Assurance of Salvation 
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In some theological traditions, particularly those emphasizing unconditional election, predestination can lead to questions 

about the assurance of salvation. 

 

 How can one know if they are among the elect? If salvation is entirely based on God’s predestined choice, rather 

than on personal faith or response, individuals might wrestle with doubt or anxiety over whether they are truly saved. 

 The doctrine can create fear or uncertainty about one's eternal destiny, particularly in traditions that teach that 

some are predestined for damnation (i.e., double predestination). 

 

5. Theological Interpretations and Divisions 

 

Different Christian traditions have various interpretations of predestination, leading to divisions within the broader Christian 

community: 

 Calvinism: Emphasizes God’s absolute sovereignty and tends to support predestination, particularly through the 

doctrine of unconditional election, where God chooses the elect based on His will alone. 

 Arminianism: Rejects unconditional election, advocating for conditional election, where God's predestination is 

based on foreknowledge of human decisions. Arminians maintain that individuals have the freedom to accept or reject God's 

grace. 

 The debate between these perspectives often leads to theological tension, as both sides must reconcile their views 

with scriptural teachings on God's sovereignty and human responsibility. 

 

6. The Concept of Grace and Merit 

 

In predestination, the idea of grace being unmerited is a core component. However, this creates some difficulties: 

 Unconditional grace: If salvation is purely by God’s grace, without any consideration of human response or merit, it 

may seem to remove human agency from the equation entirely. 

 Response to grace: In systems that emphasize free will, the response to grace (faith, repentance, etc.) plays a 

significant role in salvation. Balancing God’s initiative with human response in salvation is challenging. 

 

7. Evangelism and Missionary Work 

 

If God has already determined who will be saved, some question the role of evangelism and missionary work. If predestination 

is true, then: 

 Why share the gospel if people's destinies are already fixed? Wouldn't it be redundant or unnecessary to try to bring 

others to faith if God has already decided? 

 While many proponents of predestination argue that evangelism is still necessary because it is the means God uses 

to bring the elect to salvation, the tension between predestination and the urgency of evangelism remains. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In summary, the doctrine of predestination raises complex and emotionally charged issues, including: 

 

 The tension between God's control and human freedom. 

 Questions about divine justice and the nature of good and evil. 

 Practical concerns about the assurance of salvation and the purpose of evangelism. 

 

These challenges make predestination a difficult doctrine to fully understand or accept for many people, and it has been the 

subject of intense theological debate throughout Christian history. 

 

 

User [T2.3]: 

 

Be a Christian Catholic theologian. How can you rationally solve this problem? 
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ChatGPT: 

 

As a Christian Catholic theologian, addressing the complexities of predestination requires balancing the affirmation of God's 

sovereignty with the Church's long-standing teachings on human free will, grace, and moral responsibility. Catholic theology, 

guided by Scripture, tradition, and key Church councils, navigates this tension by emphasizing the cooperation between God's 

grace and human freedom, while rejecting extreme forms of predestination that would undermine either aspect. 

 

Here is a step-by-step approach to solving the difficulties of predestination from a Catholic theological perspective: 

 

1. Affirming God's Sovereignty and Foreknowledge 

 

Catholic theology acknowledges that God is sovereign, omniscient, and that He knows all things, including the eternal destinies 

of every person. God's foreknowledge does not, however, eliminate human free will. The Catechism of the Catholic Church 

(CCC) teaches that God's plan is one of love and mercy, wherein He "wills everyone to be saved" (1 Timothy 2:4; CCC 1037). 

While God knows who will respond to His grace, He does not predetermine human decisions in a way that compromises human 

freedom. 

 

2. Reconciling Divine Predestination with Free Will 

 

Catholic theology takes a middle road between the extremes of Calvinist predestination (where God predestines some to 

salvation and others to damnation) and Pelagianism (which overemphasizes human effort). The Church teaches that God gives 

sufficient grace to every person to respond to His call to salvation. Therefore, predestination must be understood in light of 

God’s foreknowledge of who will freely cooperate with His grace. 

 

St. Thomas Aquinas provides insight into this balance in his work Summa Theologiae. Aquinas maintains that God’s grace is 

the primary cause of salvation, but human free will is also involved as a secondary cause. Humans can either cooperate with 

or resist the grace God offers, and their decisions are genuinely free, though known by God from eternity. This is called 

"congruent grace"—the grace given by God is sufficient for salvation, but human cooperation is necessary. 

 

3. God’s Universal Salvific Will 

 

Catholic theology emphasizes God's universal desire for all people to be saved. The Council of Trent (1545–1563), responding 

to the Protestant Reformation, rejected the Calvinist doctrine of double predestination, which taught that God predestines 

some to eternal damnation. The Church affirms that God does not predestine anyone to hell (CCC 1037). Damnation is the 

result of a person's free rejection of God’s grace. 

 

Thus, predestination to eternal life in Catholic theology is seen as part of God’s "antecedent will" (His general desire for all to 

be saved), while damnation is tied to God’s "consequent will", which respects the free choices of those who reject Him. 

 

4. Grace and Human Responsibility 

 

Catholic teaching holds that salvation is always initiated by God’s grace, but human beings must freely cooperate with that 

grace. This is central to Catholic theology, where both grace and human freedom are emphasized: 

 

 Prevenient Grace: God’s grace precedes any action on the part of the individual, calling and empowering them to 

respond to God. 

 Cooperating Grace: Humans must then cooperate with this grace, using their free will to respond positively to God's 

call. 

 

This understanding avoids the problems of determinism, where human freedom is denied, and of semi-Pelagianism, where 

human effort alone is thought to be enough for salvation. Catholicism teaches synergy—a collaboration between God’s grace 

and human free will. 

 

5. Mystery and Trust in God’s Justice 
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Catholic theology acknowledges that predestination involves a deep mystery that cannot be fully grasped by human reason. 

St. Augustine, an important figure in the development of Christian thought on predestination, stressed the inscrutable nature 

of God’s decisions. However, Augustine also believed that God’s judgments are always just and good, even if we cannot fully 

understand them. 

 

While God’s grace is decisive, the Church teaches that we can trust in God’s mercy, recognizing that God’s ways are beyond 

our full comprehension. This is reflected in the Catholic understanding of the mystery of God—His justice and mercy work 

together in ways that may not always align with human logic but are always in harmony. 

 

6. The Role of the Church and Sacraments 

 

Catholic theology also emphasizes the role of the Church and the sacraments as means by which God’s grace is distributed. 

The sacraments, particularly Baptism and the Eucharist, are seen as channels through which God offers grace to individuals. 

The Church’s role is to cooperate with God’s universal salvific will by preaching the Gospel, administering the sacraments, and 

guiding people toward salvation. 

 

7. Hope and Assurance of Salvation 

 

Catholics are encouraged to live in hope, trusting in God’s mercy and the sufficiency of His grace, but without presumption. 

Catholic assurance of salvation is based not on a guaranteed predestined status but on the continuing relationship between 

God’s grace and the believer’s cooperation with it. The Council of Trent affirmed that, while no one can have absolute certainty 

of salvation, we can have moral certainty if we live faithfully according to God's commandments, partake in the sacraments, 

and remain open to His grace. 

Conclusion 

 

Catholic theology offers a rational resolution to the problem of predestination by: 

 

 Affirming both God’s sovereignty and human freedom. 

 Emphasizing that God desires the salvation of all. 

 Teaching that God’s grace is offered to all, but humans must freely cooperate with that grace. 

 Rejecting the idea of double predestination and affirming that damnation is a consequence of human rejection of 

God, not divine predetermination. 

 Encouraging believers to trust in God’s justice and mercy, acknowledging that while predestination is a mystery, 

God's love and fairness are never compromised. 

 

This framework allows for a harmonious understanding of how God’s will and human freedom coexist, without falling into 

determinism or denying God’s ultimate authority over salvation. 

 

 

User [T2.4]: 

 

Great! Thank you! And what are possible objections to your solution? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

You're very welcome! While the Catholic theological solution to the problem of predestination offers a balanced and rational 

approach, it is not without its potential objections. These objections could come from various theological, philosophical, or 

even practical perspectives. Here are some of the key challenges or objections that might be raised: 

 

1. Philosophical Objection: The Problem of Reconciling Divine Foreknowledge and Free Will 

 

A common philosophical objection is that even if God doesn’t directly cause human choices, His foreknowledge still seems to 

create a tension with free will. If God knows from eternity who will freely choose salvation and who will reject it, can those 

individuals genuinely act otherwise? This leads to the so-called "incompatibilism" view, which argues that if God’s 
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foreknowledge is infallible, then human free will is an illusion, as every action is effectively predetermined by God’s 

omniscience. 

 

 Objection: God’s foreknowledge seems to imply a form of determinism. If God already knows the future perfectly, 

it can seem impossible for humans to have genuine freedom, even if their actions are not coerced. 

 

2. Theological Objection: Lack of Assurance of Salvation 

 

Catholic theology rejects the idea of "absolute assurance" of salvation, emphasizing instead that individuals must continually 

cooperate with God's grace throughout their lives. This leads to the concern that Catholics may live in a state of uncertainty 

regarding their eternal destiny: 

 Objection: Some might argue that this lack of absolute assurance leads to fear, doubt, or even anxiety about 

salvation, as believers cannot know for certain if they will persevere in grace until the end. Critics from Protestant traditions 

(particularly Calvinism) may claim that this undermines the peace and confidence that comes with knowing one is among the 

elect. 

 Response: Calvinist theology, by contrast, offers a view of eternal security (the "perseverance of the saints"), where 

those predestined for salvation are assured of their final destiny. From this perspective, the Catholic approach can seem overly 

reliant on human cooperation and lack the comfort of full assurance. 

 

3. Objection from Calvinism: Inconsistency in God's Sovereignty 

 

Calvinist theology might raise an objection that the Catholic solution compromises the sovereignty of God by allowing human 

free will too much influence over salvation. According to Calvinism, God’s grace is irresistible for the elect, and salvation is 

entirely a work of God’s sovereign will, with no reliance on human cooperation. 

 Objection: Catholic theology, which allows for free will and emphasizes the need for human cooperation with grace, 

can be seen as undermining God’s absolute sovereignty. Critics might argue that the Catholic view implies that humans can 

“thwart” God’s will, which weakens the doctrine of God’s omnipotence and the effectiveness of divine grace. 

 

4. Theological Objection: Pelagianism or Semi-Pelagianism 

 

Some may argue that the Catholic view of synergy (the cooperation between grace and free will) risks falling into Pelagianism 

or Semi-Pelagianism—heresies that emphasize human effort over divine grace. Even though Catholic theology clearly teaches 

that salvation is initiated by God’s grace, critics might claim that by emphasizing human cooperation, it subtly shifts the focus 

from God’s grace alone to human merit or works. 

 Objection: The emphasis on free will and cooperation might be seen as too reliant on human actions, which could 

be construed as a form of “works righteousness,” implying that humans contribute to their own salvation in a way that 

compromises the gratuitous nature of God’s grace. 

 

5. Scriptural Objection: Predestination Passages 

 

Some might argue that certain scriptural passages, particularly from Paul’s letters, seem to support a more deterministic or 

Calvinistic view of predestination rather than the Catholic emphasis on free will. For instance, Romans 9:16 (“It does not, 

therefore, depend on human desire or effort, but on God’s mercy”) and Ephesians 1:4–5 (“He chose us in him before the 

creation of the world”) seem to point to God's sovereign choice in salvation, with little or no mention of human cooperation. 

 Objection: Scripture appears to emphasize God’s unilateral election of individuals for salvation, suggesting that free 

will may play a lesser role than Catholic theology asserts. Critics might argue that the Catholic interpretation of predestination 

and free will downplays these strong biblical affirmations of God's sovereign choice. 

 

6. The Problem of Evil and Rejection of Grace 

 

Catholic theology teaches that people can freely reject God’s grace, which is a crucial component of human freedom. However, 

this leads to difficult questions about why anyone would choose to reject God’s offer of salvation, especially in light of eternal 

consequences. 

 Objection: If God's grace is truly sufficient and He desires all to be saved, why would anyone reject salvation? This 

raises the problem of evil and the nature of human decision-making. Some might argue that if God truly desired to save 
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everyone, He could ensure that His grace is always effective and that no one rejects it. The fact that some reject grace might 

suggest that God’s grace is not as powerful as it should be, or that human choice plays too large a role in determining one’s 

eternal destiny. 

 

7. Mystery as an Unsatisfying Explanation 

 

Catholic theology often refers to the mystery of predestination and God’s will as something that human reason cannot fully 

comprehend. While this may be theologically sound, some critics might find this appeal to mystery unsatisfying as a resolution 

to the deeper philosophical and theological tensions in the doctrine of predestination. 

 Objection: Some may feel that simply invoking "mystery" does not adequately resolve the apparent contradictions 

between God’s sovereignty, human free will, and the universal offer of salvation. They might argue that appealing to mystery 

is more of a retreat from the problem than a true resolution. 

 

8. Practical Objection: Evangelization and Accountability 

 

From a practical standpoint, the Catholic emphasis on human cooperation with grace and the rejection of predestination to 

damnation implies a serious need for evangelization. However, this raises the question of why, if God gives grace to everyone, 

some respond to it and others do not. 

 Objection: Why does God’s grace not have the same effect on everyone? If people are equally offered grace, why 

do some accept and others reject it? This might seem to imply that human factors—such as environment, upbringing, or 

personal disposition—determine one’s salvation, rather than God’s grace alone. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The Catholic approach to predestination, with its emphasis on both God’s sovereignty and human free will, offers a balanced 

perspective. However, objections arise from: 

1. Philosophical concerns about free will and divine foreknowledge. 

2. Theological critiques, especially from Calvinist and Pelagian perspectives. 

3. Scriptural interpretations that seem to emphasize God’s unilateral election. 

4. Theological and practical questions about the mystery of rejection, the effectiveness of grace, and assurance of 

salvation. 

 

While these objections challenge the Catholic view, Catholic theology addresses many of these concerns by emphasizing the 

harmony between God's grace and human freedom, while acknowledging the mystery of divine providence. 

 

 

User [T2.5]: 

 

Many thanks, that was excellent. And what are the key assumptions of the solution you have presented? Are there any really 

weak points of this solution, such that a rational thinker should not accept it? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Thank you for the kind words! Now, let's examine the key assumptions underlying the Catholic solution to predestination, and 

then assess any potentially weak points that a rational thinker might find challenging. 

Key Assumptions of the Catholic Solution to Predestination 

 

1. God’s Sovereignty and Human Freedom are Compatible (Compatibilism): The Catholic approach assumes that 

divine sovereignty and human free will can coexist. This idea of compatibilism asserts that God can have complete 

foreknowledge and control over events without overriding human freedom. God knows how people will respond 

to grace, but this does not mean He causes those choices in a deterministic way. 

2. Universal Salvific Will of God: The Catholic view is based on the belief that God desires the salvation of all people (1 

Timothy 2:4) and gives sufficient grace to everyone to respond to His call. Thus, the assumption is that no one is 

predestined to hell; anyone who is damned has freely rejected God’s grace. 
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3. Free Will as Genuine and Operative: It is assumed that human free will is real and that individuals can genuinely 

choose to cooperate with or reject God’s grace. Human beings are not passive in the process of salvation; their 

choices matter, even though God’s grace is the initiating and decisive force. 

4. God’s Grace is Sufficient but Requires Cooperation: The Catholic solution presupposes that grace is prevenient 

(i.e., it precedes and enables human response), but humans must cooperate with that grace for salvation to be 

realized. This avoids a purely deterministic system and assumes that human cooperation with grace is meaningful 

and necessary. 

5. Grace and Salvation are a Mystery: Catholic theology often appeals to mystery when discussing how 

predestination, free will, and grace interact. It assumes that finite human minds cannot fully comprehend the 

depths of divine providence, justice, and mercy. Thus, theological issues surrounding predestination are ultimately 

mysteries beyond full human understanding. 

6. Scriptural and Doctrinal Harmony: The solution assumes that the Catholic interpretation of key scriptural passages 

(such as Romans 9 and Ephesians 1) aligns with Church teachings on predestination, grace, and free will, while 

rejecting interpretations that support extreme forms of predestination (such as double predestination). 

 

Potential Weak Points of the Catholic Solution 

 

While the Catholic approach is designed to balance various theological concerns, there are some potentially weak points that 

a rational thinker might find difficult to accept. Here are a few key challenges: 

 

1. Philosophical Tension Between Foreknowledge and Free Will: 

     Weakness: The idea that God has infallible foreknowledge of all events yet humans remain truly free is 

philosophically contentious. A rational thinker might struggle to see how God’s perfect knowledge of the future doesn’t, in 

effect, determine human choices. If God already knows how a person will choose, is that choice truly free? This is a long-

debated problem in theology and philosophy known as the issue of foreknowledge vs. free will. 

     Rational Challenge: Some may argue that the very concept of an all-knowing God creates a deterministic universe, 

making true human freedom impossible. This would lead to the conclusion that free will is illusory under the weight of divine 

omniscience. 

 

2. The Appeal to Mystery: 

     Weakness: Catholic theology often appeals to mystery when dealing with complex theological issues like 

predestination and free will. While it is reasonable to admit that humans cannot fully comprehend divine matters, a rational 

thinker might find this unsatisfying. Appeals to mystery can be seen as avoiding or sidestepping the problem rather than solving 

it. 

     Rational Challenge: For those who prefer clear logical explanations, the reliance on mystery might appear to weaken 

the argument, as it suggests that the theological framework is incomplete or lacks a fully coherent solution. 

 

3. Reconciling Universal Salvific Will with Rejection of Grace: 

     Weakness: The Catholic teaching that God offers sufficient grace to all but some reject it raises a difficult question: 

why would anyone freely reject God’s grace, especially if they understand the eternal consequences? If God’s grace is both 

irresistible in its appeal and yet rejectable, how can this rejection be explained rationally? 

     Rational Challenge: A rational thinker might argue that if grace is truly sufficient and if God desires everyone’s 

salvation, then those who reject grace must either not have been given sufficient grace in the first place, or the concept of 

free rejection of grace is not fully coherent. This tension is hard to reconcile logically without reverting to a more deterministic 

view or questioning the power of grace. 

 

4. Insufficient Assurance of Salvation: 

     Weakness: Catholic theology emphasizes that believers can have moral assurance of salvation but not absolute 

certainty. This can lead to ongoing anxiety or fear about one’s eternal destiny, which might be seen as a pastoral weakness. 

     Rational Challenge: A rational thinker might argue that a more secure understanding of predestination (such as the 

Calvinist doctrine of perseverance) provides better psychological and theological comfort. Without absolute assurance, 

believers are left in a state of uncertainty, which some might view as a weakness in the Catholic framework. 

 

5. Interpretations of Scripture: 
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     Weakness: Some scriptural passages seem to suggest a more deterministic or monergistic (God alone acts) view of 

salvation, such as Romans 9:18 ("Therefore God has mercy on whom he wants to have mercy, and he hardens whom he wants 

to harden"). The Catholic solution depends on interpreting these passages in a way that allows for synergism (human 

cooperation with grace), but a rational thinker might find the Catholic interpretation less straightforward than other 

theological frameworks. 

     Rational Challenge: A critic might argue that the plain reading of certain biblical texts seems to point more strongly 

toward God’s unilateral predestination, thus making the Catholic interpretive strategy appear strained or inconsistent with 

Scripture. 

 

6. The Problem of Evil and Rejection of Grace: 

     Weakness: The Catholic framework presupposes that humans can freely reject God’s grace, but this leads to difficult 

questions about the existence of evil and why anyone would choose hell over heaven. If God's grace is powerful and sufficient, 

why doesn’t it always lead to salvation? This raises concerns about the fairness of a system where some are saved and others 

are damned based on their free response to grace. 

     Rational Challenge: Some might find it hard to accept that people would freely choose eternal separation from God. 

The system could seem unjust or irrational, leading to questions about whether the Catholic balance between grace and free 

will actually holds up. 

 

Conclusion: Are the Weak Points Fatal? 

 

While the Catholic solution to predestination addresses many important theological concerns, a rational thinker might find 

some of the assumptions difficult to accept, especially regarding the tension between foreknowledge and free will, the appeal 

to mystery, and the possibility of rejecting sufficient grace. 

 

That said, none of these weaknesses are necessarily "fatal" in the sense that they render the solution irrational or unworthy 

of belief. Much depends on one’s philosophical and theological starting points: 

 

1. If one assumes that God’s mystery surpasses human understanding, the Catholic approach can still seem 

reasonable. 

2. However, for those who seek complete logical coherence and clear philosophical answers, certain aspects of the 

Catholic view may appear unsatisfactory. 

 

Ultimately, the strength or weakness of the Catholic solution largely depends on how comfortable one is with unresolved 

tensions between divine sovereignty, human freedom, and the limits of human understanding. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you so much!!! That was very instructive. 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

You're very welcome! I'm really glad you found it helpful and instructive. If you ever have more questions on theology, 

philosophy, or anything else, feel free to reach out. It was a pleasure discussing these deep topics with you!        
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Final-test Gemini Group2 

 

 

 

User: 

 

Hello, could we talk about theology? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Absolutely! Theology is a fascinating subject that explores the nature of divinity and religious beliefs. I'm ready to discuss any 

theological topic that interests you. 

 

Here are a few questions to get us started: 

 

 What is your understanding of God or the divine? 

 Do you have a particular faith or religion? 

 Are there any theological questions or concepts that you'd like to explore? 

 

Feel free to share your thoughts or ask anything that comes to mind. 

 

 

User [T2.1]: 

 

Please, consider the following passage: “It is not as though God’s word had failed. For not all who are descended from Israel 

are Israel. Nor because they are his descendants are they all Abraham’s children. On the contrary, “It is through Isaac that your 

offspring will be reckoned.” In other words, it is not the children by physical descent who are God’s children, but it is the 

children of the promise who are regarded as Abraham’s offspring. For this was how the promise was stated: “At the appointed 

time I will return, and Sarah will have a son.” Not only that, but Rebekah’s children were conceived at the same time by our 

father Isaac. Yet, before the twins were born or had done anything good or bad—in order that God’s purpose in election might 

stand: not by works but by him who calls—she was told, “The older will serve the younger.”” 

 

Can it be in any way related to the problem of predestination? If so, how? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Yes, the passage you've cited from Romans 9:6-13 is directly related to the problem of predestination. 

 

Predestination is the theological doctrine that God has predetermined the eternal destiny of individuals. It is a complex and 

controversial topic that has been debated for centuries. The passage you've mentioned highlights two key aspects of 

predestination: 

 

1. Election: The idea that God chooses certain individuals for salvation, often based on his sovereign will rather than 

human merit. In this passage, Rebekah's twin sons, Jacob and Esau, are chosen differently. Jacob is chosen for 

salvation, while Esau is not. 

2. Sovereignty: The concept that God has ultimate control over all things, including human destiny. The passage 

emphasizes that God's choice is not based on human works or merit, but solely on his own will. 

 

How does this passage relate to the problem of predestination? 
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1. Free Will: The passage seems to challenge the notion of free will. If God has predetermined our destiny, how can 

we be truly free to make choices? Some theologians argue that God's sovereignty and human freedom can coexist, 

while others find this a difficult tension to reconcile. 

2. Justice: The passage raises questions about God's justice. If God chooses some for salvation and others for 

condemnation, does this mean that some people are inherently deserving of salvation or condemnation, 

regardless of their actions? This can lead to debates about the fairness of God's judgment. 

3. Human Responsibility: If God has predetermined our destiny, how can we be held accountable for our actions? 

Some theologians argue that while God's sovereignty is ultimate, humans are still responsible for their choices and 

actions. 

 

The problem of predestination is a complex one, and there are many different theological perspectives on how to reconcile 

God's sovereignty with human freedom and justice. The passage from Romans 9:6-13 is just one example of how this issue is 

addressed in the Bible. 

 

Would you like to discuss any of these points further, or explore other theological perspectives on predestination? 

 

 

User: 

 

But how is it combined with Abraham and Sarah? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

The connection between Abraham, Sarah, and the passage about predestination lies in the concept of the "promise." 

 

In the Bible, God makes a covenant with Abraham, promising him numerous descendants and a land of his own. This promise 

is central to the Abrahamic tradition and is often seen as a foreshadowing of God's ultimate plan for salvation. 

 

The passage in Romans 9 relates to this promise in several ways: 

 

1. Physical Descent vs. Promise: The passage contrasts the physical descendants of Abraham (Isaac, Jacob, etc.) with 

the "children of the promise" (those chosen by God regardless of physical lineage). This suggests that God's choice 

for salvation is not based solely on physical ancestry, but on his sovereign will. 

2. Isaac as the Heir: Isaac, the son of Abraham and Sarah conceived through a miraculous intervention by God, is 

specifically mentioned as the heir of the promise. This emphasizes that the promise is not merely a physical 

inheritance, but a spiritual one that is fulfilled through God's grace. 

3. Predestination and the Promise: The passage suggests that God's choice of certain individuals for salvation 

(predestination) is connected to his promise to Abraham. This implies that the promise is not merely a historical 

event, but a continuing revelation of God's plan for humanity. 

 

In essence, the passage connects the concept of predestination to the Abrahamic tradition by showing that God's choice for 

salvation is not based on human merit or physical lineage, but on his sovereign will and his promise to Abraham. This 

connection highlights the idea that God's plan for salvation is a part of a larger narrative that begins with Abraham and 

culminates in the coming of Jesus Christ. 

 

 

User [T2.2]: 

 

Thanks! Tell me please, what is problematic or difficult about predestination? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

The problem of predestination is complex and multifaceted, and there are several key difficulties associated with it: 
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1. Free Will: The most significant challenge is reconciling predestination with the concept of free will. If God has 

predetermined our eternal destiny, how can we be truly free to make choices? Some theologians argue that God's 

sovereignty and human freedom can coexist, while others find this a difficult tension to reconcile. 

2. Justice: Predestination can raise questions about God's justice. If God chooses some for salvation and others for 

condemnation, does this mean that some people are inherently deserving of salvation or condemnation, 

regardless of their actions? This can lead to debates about the fairness of God's judgment. 

3. Human Responsibility: If God has predetermined our destiny, how can we be held accountable for our actions? 

Some theologians argue that while God's sovereignty is ultimate, humans are still responsible for their choices and 

actions. 

4. Universality of Salvation: Predestination can also raise questions about the universality of salvation. If God has 

chosen only a limited number of people for salvation, does this mean that the majority of humanity is doomed to 

eternal condemnation? This can be a difficult concept to reconcile with the idea of a loving and merciful God. 

5. Scriptural Interpretation: There are differing interpretations of Scripture regarding predestination. Some passages 

seem to support the idea of predestination, while others emphasize human free will and responsibility. This can 

make it difficult to arrive at a definitive theological stance on the issue. 

 

It's important to note that these are just some of the difficulties associated with predestination. The problem is complex and 

has been debated for centuries. There is no easy solution, and different theological perspectives offer varying ways of 

addressing these challenges. 

 

Would you like to discuss any of these points in more detail? 

 

 

User [T2.3]: 

 

Be a Christian Catholic theologian. How can you rationally solve this problem? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

As a Christian Catholic theologian, I would approach the problem of predestination with a focus on the interconnectedness of 

God's sovereignty, human freedom, and divine grace. 

 

While the concept of predestination can seem challenging to reconcile with human freedom and justice, Catholic theology 

emphasizes the following key points: 

 

1. Divine Grace: Catholic theology stresses the importance of divine grace in salvation. While God may predestine 

individuals for salvation, it is through his grace that they are enabled to cooperate with his will and achieve eternal 

life. This understanding helps to balance the concept of predestination with human freedom and responsibility. 

2. Free Will: Catholic theology affirms the existence of human free will. While God may have a plan for our lives, we 

are still free to make choices and respond to his grace. This emphasizes the importance of human cooperation in 

the process of salvation. 

3. Divine Justice: Catholic theology emphasizes God's divine justice. While God may choose some for salvation and 

others for condemnation, this choice is based on his eternal wisdom and justice, not on arbitrary whim. This helps 

to address concerns about the fairness of God's judgment. 

4. Universality of Salvation: Catholic theology affirms the universality of salvation. While God may choose some for 

salvation, this does not mean that others are doomed to eternal condemnation. God desires the salvation of all, 

and his grace is available to all who seek it. 

5. Scriptural Interpretation: Catholic theology emphasizes the importance of Scripture in understanding theological 

concepts. While some passages seem to support the idea of predestination, others emphasize human free will and 

responsibility. Catholic theology seeks to reconcile these different perspectives through a holistic interpretation of 

Scripture. 
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In conclusion, Catholic theology approaches the problem of predestination by emphasizing the interconnectedness of God's 

sovereignty, human freedom, divine grace, divine justice, and the universality of salvation. While the concept of predestination 

can be challenging to reconcile with human freedom and justice, Catholic theology seeks to balance these perspectives 

through a focus on the role of divine grace and the importance of human cooperation in the process of salvation. 

 

 

User: 

 

In point 3, do you suggest that God in his wisdom takes into account how one will behave, and on this basis God decides 

whether he should give the grace or not? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

No, I did not suggest that God's wisdom takes into account how one will behave before deciding whether to give them grace. 

 

Catholic theology emphasizes that God's grace is a free gift that is not earned or deserved. It is not based on human merit or 

behavior. Rather, God's choice to offer grace is based on his eternal wisdom and love. 

 

While it may seem counterintuitive, Catholic theology posits that God's grace precedes human cooperation. In other words, 

God offers his grace to individuals before they have even begun to respond to it. This is known as the doctrine of prevenient 

grace. 

 

By offering his grace freely, God enables individuals to respond positively to his call. However, the decision to accept or reject 

this grace ultimately rests with the individual. This is where human freedom comes into play. 

 

In summary, Catholic theology maintains that God's choice to offer grace is based on his eternal wisdom and love, not on 

human merit or behavior. Grace is a free gift that precedes human cooperation, and the decision to accept or reject it rests 

with the individual. 

 

 

User [T2.4]: 

 

That's very interesting and instructive. Thank you! Now, previously you gave the solution to the problem of predestination. 

What are possible objections to your solution? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

As a Christian Catholic theologian, I recognize that my solution to the problem of predestination, while grounded in Catholic 

doctrine, may face certain objections: 

 

1. Determinism: Some critics might argue that my solution leans too heavily on the concept of divine grace, 

effectively reducing human free will to a mere illusion. They may contend that if God's grace is the primary factor 

in salvation, then human choices are ultimately predetermined. 

2. Unfairness: Others may object to the idea that God's grace is a free gift that is not based on human merit or 

behavior. They may argue that this seems unfair, as it implies that some individuals are inherently more deserving 

of salvation than others. 

3. Incompatibility with Science: Some may question the compatibility of my solution with scientific understandings of 

causality and determinism. They may argue that the idea of a divine grace that precedes human choice is 

incompatible with the notion of a universe governed by natural laws. 

4. Lack of Empirical Evidence: Critics may also point out that there is no empirical evidence to support the existence 

of divine grace or the idea of predestination. They may argue that these concepts are purely theological and 

cannot be proven or disproven through scientific methods. 
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It is important to note that these objections are not necessarily invalid, and they raise important questions about the nature 

of faith and reason. As a theologian, I believe that these objections can be addressed through careful reflection on Scripture, 

tradition, and reason. However, ultimately, the question of predestination is a complex one, and there may be no definitive 

solution that satisfies all perspectives. 

 

 

User [T2.5]: 

 

OK, thanks! And what are the key assumptions of this solution? Are there any really weak points of this solution, such that a 

rational thinker should not accept it? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

The key assumptions of my solution to the problem of predestination are: 

 

1. The existence of God: My solution is grounded in the belief in a loving and merciful God who desires the salvation 

of all. 

2. The existence of divine grace: I assume that God offers his grace freely to all individuals, regardless of their merit 

or behavior. 

3. The existence of human free will: I affirm the existence of human free will, even in the face of divine grace. 

4. The compatibility of divine sovereignty and human freedom: I believe that God's sovereignty and human freedom 

can coexist, even though they may seem contradictory at times. 

 

Regarding weak points, it is important to acknowledge that my solution is not without its challenges: 

 

1. Determinism: As noted earlier, some critics may argue that my solution leans too heavily on the concept of divine 

grace, effectively reducing human free will to a mere illusion. 

2. Unfairness: The idea that God's grace is a free gift that is not based on human merit or behavior may seem unfair 

to some. 

3. Incompatibility with science: My solution may face challenges from those who believe that the idea of a divine 

grace that precedes human choice is incompatible with scientific understandings of causality and determinism. 

4. Lack of empirical evidence: As with any theological concept, my solution cannot be proven or disproven through 

scientific methods. 

 

It is important to note that these challenges are not necessarily fatal flaws, and they can be addressed through careful 

reflection on Scripture, tradition, and reason. However, they do highlight the limitations of my solution and the complexity of 

the problem of predestination. 

 

Ultimately, the decision of whether to accept my solution is a personal one that depends on one's own beliefs and values. As 

a theologian, I believe that my solution offers a reasonable and coherent approach to the problem, but I also recognize the 

limitations and challenges it faces. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you so much!! That was great! 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

You're welcome! I'm glad I could help. Feel free to ask if you have any other questions about theology or anything else. 

  



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

114 

Final-test ChatGPT-4o Group3 

 

 

User: 

 

Hello, could we talk about theological argumentation? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! Theological argumentation refers to the process of reasoning and debate concerning matters of faith, divinity, and 

religious doctrine. It involves using logic, philosophy, and scripture to support or refute religious beliefs or interpretations. 

 

There are various approaches to theological argumentation, such as: 

 

 Classical Theism: Arguments about the nature of God, His existence, and attributes (e.g., omniscience, 

omnipotence). 

     Ontological Argument: Argues from the concept of God to His existence (e.g., St. Anselm's idea that God must exist 

because He is the greatest conceivable being). 

     Cosmological Argument: Argues from the existence of the universe to the existence of a first cause (e.g., Thomas 

Aquinas' Five Ways, which include the argument from motion and contingency). 

     Teleological Argument: Argues from the order and purpose in the universe to the existence of an intelligent designer 

(e.g., Paley's watchmaker analogy). 

 

 Moral Arguments: These focus on the existence of moral laws and whether they imply a divine lawgiver. 

     Kantian Moral Argument: Suggests that moral duty implies the existence of God because objective moral values 

require a transcendent foundation. 

     Objective vs. Subjective Morality: Debates about whether morality can exist without God or whether God's nature 

is necessary for the existence of moral truths. 

 

 Scriptural and Revelatory Arguments: These rely on sacred texts or personal revelation as a basis for theological 

positions. 

     Biblical Inerrancy: The argument that the Bible (or other sacred texts) is without error in its teachings. 

     Revelation vs. Reason: Debates whether religious truths should be understood through divine revelation or rational 

inquiry. 

 

 Problem of Evil: Theological responses to the existence of evil in the world, given the concept of an all-good, all-

powerful God. 

     Theodicy: Attempts to reconcile the existence of evil with the belief in a benevolent deity (e.g., free will defense, 

soul-making theodicy). 

     Logical Problem of Evil: The argument that the existence of evil is logically incompatible with the existence of a 

perfect God. 

     Evidential Problem of Evil: Suggests that the amount and nature of suffering provide strong evidence against the 

existence of God. 

 

 Faith and Reason: The relationship between rational thought and religious belief. 

     Fideism: The view that faith is independent of reason and sometimes even superior to it. 

     Aquinas' Integration of Faith and Reason: St. Thomas Aquinas argued that faith and reason are complementary, both 

leading to truth but working in different domains. 

 

What specific theological argument would you like to discuss? 
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User [T3.1]: 

 

Please, be a Catholic theologian. Can you explain the following reasoning carried out by St. Paul? What is the claim (conclusion) 

and how does he support it? Is this correct? 

“It is not as though God’s word had failed. For not all who are descended from Israel are Israel. Nor because they are his 

descendants are they all Abraham’s children. On the contrary, “It is through Isaac that your offspring will be reckoned.” In 

other words, it is not the children by physical descent who are God’s children, but it is the children of the promise who are 

regarded as Abraham’s offspring. For this was how the promise was stated: “At the appointed time I will return, and Sarah will 

have a son.” Not only that, but Rebekah’s children were conceived at the same time by our father Isaac. Yet, before the twins 

were born or had done anything good or bad—in order that God’s purpose in election might stand: not by works but by him 

who calls—she was told, “The older will serve the younger.”” 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

In this passage from Romans 9:6-12, St. Paul is addressing a theological issue central to the relationship between God and the 

people of Israel, as well as God’s plan of salvation. Let's break down Paul's argument step by step to clarify his reasoning. 

1. Claim (Conclusion): 

 

The primary claim St. Paul is making is that God’s promises have not failed, even though not all ethnic Israelites are part of 

God's chosen people in the spiritual sense. He argues that being part of God’s covenant people is not based on physical descent 

alone, but rather on being a recipient of God's promise and election. 

2. Support for the Claim: 

 

Paul supports this claim with examples from Israel’s patriarchal history, showing that God’s relationship with His people has 

always been based on His sovereign choice, not mere lineage or human effort: 

 

 "For not all who are descended from Israel are Israel": Here, Paul distinguishes between two types of "Israel": ethnic 

Israel (descendants of Jacob) and the true spiritual Israel (those chosen by God). This introduces the idea that God's covenant 

people are not simply defined by biology. 

 

 "Nor because they are his descendants are they all Abraham’s children": Paul shows that even among Abraham's 

physical descendants, not all are automatically included in God's promise. 

 

 "It is through Isaac that your offspring will be reckoned": He quotes Genesis 21:12, where God makes it clear that 

Isaac, not Ishmael, is the child through whom Abraham's offspring and promise will come. Both Isaac and Ishmael were 

Abraham’s physical descendants, but Isaac was the child of promise, highlighting God's sovereign election. 

 

 Children of the promise, not of physical descent: Paul contrasts the children of physical descent with the children of 

the promise. He insists that God's true children are those who, like Isaac, are born according to God's specific promise, not 

merely by natural lineage. In other words, the covenant is a matter of divine choice and not just biological heritage. 

 

 "Before the twins were born or had done anything good or bad": Paul uses the example of Isaac’s twin sons, Jacob 

and Esau, to further illustrate that God’s choice is independent of human merit or works. Even before they were born or had 

acted, God had already chosen Jacob over Esau, indicating that His election is based on His purpose, not human action. 

 

 "The older will serve the younger": This refers to God's prophecy to Rebekah (Genesis 25:23), where He chose Jacob 

over Esau. This reinforces Paul’s point that God's promise and election operate according to His sovereign will, not human 

standards. 

 

3. Theological Rationale: 

 

Paul is addressing a concern that God’s promises to Israel may have failed if many Israelites were rejecting the Messiah. He 

argues, however, that God’s promises are being fulfilled, but according to His plan of election. Paul emphasizes that God's 

covenant people are not determined by ethnic lineage or personal merit but by God’s sovereign choice. 
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This is meant to explain why, even though many Jews rejected Christ, God’s word hasn’t failed. The true "Israel" includes those 

who are chosen by God through the promise, whether they are Jews or Gentiles, emphasizing grace over ethnic identity or 

human effort. 

4. Is Paul’s Argument Correct?: 

 

As a Catholic theologian, I would affirm that Paul's argument is theologically sound within the framework of Christian 

revelation. The Church teaches that God’s plan for salvation has always involved divine election and grace, not simply human 

effort or ethnic heritage. 

 

In Catholic teaching: 

 

 God’s promises to Israel have not been nullified but rather expanded in Christ. The Church is seen as the fulfillment 

of the true Israel, a community that includes both Jews and Gentiles who are part of God’s covenant through faith in Christ. 

 This passage supports the Church's understanding of salvation as rooted in God’s grace and election, rather than 

human merit or physical lineage alone. God’s election, according to Paul, points to His initiative in calling people into covenant 

with Him, and it emphasizes the priority of grace in salvation (cf. Catechism of the Catholic Church, §1996-1998). 

 

Paul's argument, then, aligns with Catholic theology by underscoring that salvation history is driven by God's sovereign choice, 

and His promises are fulfilled in ways that transcend ethnic boundaries and are accessible through faith. 

 

Would you like to explore how this connects to other aspects of Catholic doctrine, such as predestination or the Church's view 

of Israel? 

 

 

User [T3.2]: 

 

Thank you so much! Now, could you carry out a logical analysis of the following reasoning by: pointing out the reasoning 

markers (namely connectives like “therefore”), pointing out the premises and conclusions, showing the logical connections 

and assessing correctness of the subsequent steps of the reasoning? The reasoning refers to the Biblical sentence “Jabez was 

more honorable than his brothers”. The reasoning goes as follows: 

“Jabez means “pain” or “dryness”. “Pain” is “more honorable than his brothers”, because it does many good things, namely 

“sorrow” that is according to God, as the Apostle says (II Cor. 7:10). Hence we read in Genesis (2:11-12) that the gold of Havilah 

is the best. Solomon says about this pain: “The heart of the wise is where there is mourning” (Eccle. 7:5, DRA). Jabez was born 

from his mother with pain because such a good cannot be obtained without a bitterness of heart. 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Let's perform a logical analysis of the reasoning step by step, as you requested. The reasoning begins with a reference to the 

Biblical figure of Jabez, whose name means "pain" or "dryness," and the argument attempts to show how this "pain" is "more 

honorable than his brothers." We'll identify key reasoning markers (connectives), premises, conclusions, and assess the validity 

of each step. 

1. Identifying Reasoning Markers (Connectives): 

 

 “Because” (appears twice): Introduces reasons or explanations for claims made earlier. 

 “Hence”: Signals a conclusion or inference based on previous premises. 

 “Namely”: Provides a specific example or clarification of a general claim. 

 

2. Structure of the Reasoning: 

Premise 1: 

 

 “Jabez means ‘pain’ or ‘dryness’.” 

     This is a factual statement defining the meaning of Jabez’s name. 
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Premise 2: 

 

 “‘Pain’ is ‘more honorable than his brothers’.” 

     The statement introduces a metaphorical interpretation: "pain" (Jabez) is considered more honorable, but this needs 

to be supported by reasons. 

 

Support for Premise 2: 

 

 “Because it does many good things, namely ‘sorrow’ that is according to God, as the Apostle says (II Cor. 7:10).” 

     This sentence provides support for why pain is considered honorable. It links pain to a positive form of sorrow (Godly 

sorrow) that leads to repentance and ultimately salvation, as referenced in 2 Corinthians 7:10. This is meant to show the 

spiritual benefits of pain. 

     Key premise: Pain is honorable because it leads to spiritual goods such as godly sorrow, which brings salvation. 

 

Premise 3: 

 

 “Hence we read in Genesis (2:11-12) that the gold of Havilah is the best.” 

     This is an inference based on earlier premises, but the connection is somewhat unclear. Genesis 2:11-12 describes 

a region where "the gold is good," but how this relates directly to pain or sorrow is ambiguous without further context. 

     Logical gap: The connection between "pain" and "good gold" seems metaphorical, implying that something valuable 

(like gold) comes from a process that involves difficulty or refinement, but this is not explicitly stated. 

 

Support for the Inference (Premise 4): 

 

 “Solomon says about this pain: ‘The heart of the wise is where there is mourning’ (Eccle. 7:5, DRA).” 

     This is scriptural support for the idea that pain or sorrow has a wise, honorable dimension. Ecclesiastes 7:5 is used 

to reinforce the value of mourning or sorrow in cultivating wisdom and honor. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

 “Jabez was born from his mother with pain because such a good cannot be obtained without a bitterness of heart.” 

     The final conclusion ties the argument together: Jabez (whose name means pain) was born in pain, and this is 

interpreted as a symbolic message that the "good" (honor, wisdom, spiritual benefit) cannot be achieved without some form 

of suffering or sorrow. 

 

3. Assessing the Logical Structure: 

 

 Premise 1 (Jabez means pain or dryness) is factual, so it's logically acceptable as a starting point. 

 

 Premise 2 (Pain is more honorable than his brothers) makes a value judgment, which requires justification. The 

reasoning here is that pain brings about good things, particularly a sorrow that leads to repentance (2 Cor 7:10). This is a valid 

theological interpretation, as godly sorrow is indeed considered spiritually beneficial in Christian teaching. 

 

 Premise 3 (The gold of Havilah is the best) appears to be an attempt to draw a metaphor: just as the best gold is 

found through effort or in specific places, the best spiritual goods are found through sorrow or pain. However, the connection 

between this passage from Genesis and the rest of the argument is tenuous without a clearer analogy being drawn. The logic 

here is not explicit but can be interpreted as an attempt to suggest that valuable things (like gold) often require difficult 

processes to obtain, similar to how spiritual goods require sorrow. 

 

 Premise 4 (The heart of the wise is where there is mourning) effectively supports the notion that sorrow or pain can 

lead to wisdom, and by extension, honor. This fits well within the theological tradition that suffering can purify and lead to 

spiritual growth, so it provides strong support for the argument. 
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 Conclusion (Jabez’s birth in pain reflects that good cannot be obtained without bitterness) seems to follow naturally 

from the premises, especially given the scriptural backing for the idea that pain leads to spiritual benefit. The reasoning fits 

within a Biblical framework where suffering is seen as a means to achieve greater spiritual goods, such as wisdom or godliness. 

 

4. Correctness of the Reasoning: 

 

 The reasoning relies heavily on metaphorical connections between pain, sorrow, wisdom, and spiritual honor. While 

the logic is sound within its theological framework, the jump from pain to spiritual honor (via sorrow leading to repentance) 

makes sense. 

 

 However, the connection with Genesis 2:11-12 (the gold of Havilah) is somewhat obscure and not entirely clear in 

its logical relevance. This premise seems weak or underdeveloped in the argument. 

 

 Despite that, the overall reasoning works within its scriptural context, showing that pain or sorrow is often a path to 

higher spiritual goods, such as honor, wisdom, or salvation. Therefore, the conclusion about Jabez being born in pain and the 

connection to honor is reasonable, though it relies heavily on interpreting pain positively in a spiritual sense. 

 

Final Assessment: 

 

The reasoning has internal coherence, especially when understood within the context of Christian theology where pain, 

sorrow, and suffering often lead to spiritual growth. There is a small gap in the argument regarding the use of Genesis 2:11-

12, but the overall reasoning is valid, supported by scriptural references, and flows logically from the premises to the 

conclusion. 

 

 

User [T3.2*]: 

 

Tadeusz Czeżowski distinguished between deductive and reductive reasonings, and divided deductive into inference and 

proving, and reductive into explanation and testing. Could you identify the type of this reasoning according to the classification 

of reasonings provided by Tadeusz Czeżowski? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

According to Tadeusz Czeżowski's classification of reasoning, which divides deductive reasoning into inference and proving 

and reductive reasoning into explanation and testing, we can now try to identify the type of reasoning used in the passage 

regarding Jabez. 

 

Let’s first clarify the categories Czeżowski uses: 

 

 Deductive reasoning involves drawing necessary conclusions from premises: 

     Inference: The act of deriving a conclusion based directly on the premises. 

     Proving: More rigorous and formalized than inference, this involves showing that a conclusion necessarily follows 

from established premises or axioms. 

 Reductive reasoning involves reasoning that is not directly deductive but aims to reduce a complex phenomenon to 

simpler principles: 

     Explanation: It aims to make something intelligible, showing how certain premises or facts provide a reason for 

something happening. 

     Testing: It involves validating or invalidating a hypothesis or a theory by reducing it to observable consequences that 

can be compared with reality. 

 

Identification of the Type of Reasoning: 

 

 Nature of the Reasoning: 
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     The argument about Jabez does not directly involve a formal logical deduction from axioms or clearly defined 

premises in a strict mathematical sense. Rather, it seeks to explain the meaning of Jabez’s name and the symbolic significance 

of pain, sorrow, and spiritual honor. 

     The reasoning is based on drawing connections between scriptural references (e.g., 2 Corinthians 7:10 and 

Ecclesiastes 7:5) and theological concepts. It tries to explain why pain or sorrow is honorable, rather than formally prove a 

conclusion deductively. 

 

 Explanation or Testing?: 

     The argument is primarily aimed at making intelligible why Jabez, whose name means pain, is described as more 

honorable than his brothers. It uses scripture and theological concepts to explain the spiritual value of pain, connecting this 

to broader Biblical ideas of sorrow leading to repentance and wisdom. 

     There is no attempt to test a hypothesis or to empirically verify anything, so the reasoning is not in the category of 

"testing." 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The reasoning fits into reductive reasoning and more specifically into the subcategory of explanation. It seeks to provide a 

theological and scriptural explanation for why Jabez (associated with pain) is considered honorable, rather than attempting a 

formal deduction or a process of empirical testing. 

 

 

User [T3.3]: 

 

Thank you! Assume that you are a Catholic theologian. If you have the following statement “it is very good for those in power 

to have an honest man by their side, whose presence they respect”, can you see any logical connection with the following 

statement from the Bible: “Stand in the multitude of the elders; and cleave unto him that is wise”? If yes, can you identify 

which sentence is a reason and which is the consequence, and explain why? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

As a Catholic theologian, I can indeed see a logical connection between the two statements, and I can identify one as the 

reason and the other as the consequence based on their meanings and underlying principles. 

The Two Statements: 

 

 Statement 1: "It is very good for those in power to have an honest man by their side, whose presence they respect." 

     This emphasizes the benefit of having someone virtuous (an honest man) to advise or guide those in power. The 

presence of such a person is seen as positive because of the moral influence and respect they command. 

 

 Statement 2 (from the Bible, Sirach 6:34, Douay-Rheims version): "Stand in the multitude of the elders; and cleave 

unto him that is wise." 

     This urges one to seek the guidance of wise and experienced individuals (elders) and to closely follow their counsel. 

The value here is in surrounding oneself with wisdom and learning from those who have greater experience or virtue. 

 

Logical Connection: 

 

The logical connection lies in the value both statements place on the importance of having virtuous and wise people as guides. 

Both recognize the need for individuals—especially those in positions of influence or seeking wisdom—to align themselves 

with those of moral integrity and wisdom. 

Identifying Reason and Consequence: 

 

 Reason (Cause): "Stand in the multitude of the elders; and cleave unto him that is wise." 

     This is the reason or principle behind why it is beneficial to have an honest person by one’s side. The Bible teaches 

that wisdom and virtue are to be sought in one’s advisors or companions, especially from those with experience and moral 
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authority (elders or wise individuals). The principle is that wisdom leads to good judgment and the cultivation of virtue, which 

benefits those in authority. 

 

 Consequence (Effect): "It is very good for those in power to have an honest man by their side, whose presence they 

respect." 

     This is the consequence or result of following the biblical advice. If those in power surround themselves with honest, 

wise individuals (as the Bible advises), they gain the benefit of sound counsel, moral guidance, and the improvement of their 

leadership. The respect they hold for this honest individual ensures that the advice is heeded, making it a practical and effective 

outcome of cleaving to wise counsel. 

 

Explanation: 

 

 The biblical statement emphasizes a universal principle about the value of seeking wisdom and adhering to the 

guidance of virtuous people. This is a general instruction that applies to anyone seeking truth, wisdom, or moral integrity. 

 The statement about leaders having an honest man by their side can be seen as a specific application of this principle 

to those in power. Leaders, in particular, benefit greatly from having virtuous advisors who embody wisdom and honesty, as 

their influence helps guide decisions with integrity. 

 

Thus, the Biblical statement is the reason or guiding principle, while the statement about those in power is the consequence 

or practical application of that principle. 

 

 

User [T3.4]: 

 

Splendid! Can you build a logically correct deductive reasoning which represents one of the possible interpretations that you 

have mentioned? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! Let's build a logically correct deductive reasoning based on one of the interpretations I mentioned, specifically 

focusing on the relationship between seeking wise counsel (as taught in the Bible) and the benefits of having an honest advisor 

for those in power. 

Deductive Reasoning: 

Premise 1 (Major premise): 

 

Those who seek wise and virtuous counsel make better decisions and grow in moral integrity. 

 

 (This premise is based on the Biblical teaching: "Stand in the multitude of the elders; and cleave unto him that is 

wise"—Sirach 6:34, which emphasizes the value of following wise individuals.) 

 

Premise 2 (Minor premise): 

 

It is very good for those in power to have an honest man by their side whose presence they respect, because they receive wise 

and virtuous counsel. 

 

 (This is an application of the principle from the major premise to a specific case: leaders benefit from honest and 

wise advisors because they guide their decisions with integrity.) 

 

Conclusion: 

 

Therefore, those in power who have an honest and wise advisor by their side make better decisions and grow in moral integrity. 

 

 (The conclusion follows logically from the premises: if those in power seek the counsel of honest and wise individuals, 

they benefit from the wisdom and moral guidance, leading to better leadership decisions.) 
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Explanation of the Structure: 

 

 Premise 1 is the general Biblical principle that people, in general, benefit from seeking wise counsel (elders and the 

wise). 

 Premise 2 applies this principle specifically to those in power, stating that they especially benefit from having such 

counsel in the form of an honest and respected advisor. 

 Conclusion is drawn by applying the general principle to the specific case of leaders, showing that the presence of 

an honest advisor leads to better decision-making and moral growth. 

 

Evaluation of Correctness: 

 

 This reasoning is deductively valid because the conclusion logically follows from the premises. If both premises are 

accepted as true, the conclusion must be true. 

 The major premise is rooted in the Biblical teaching about seeking wisdom from elders and virtuous individuals. 

 The minor premise is a reasonable application of this principle to the context of leadership, which often requires 

wise counsel to make morally sound decisions. 

 

This reasoning demonstrates how the general principle from the Bible can be applied deductively to specific situations, such 

as the benefits of honest advisors to those in positions of authority. 

 

 

User [T3.6]: 

 

Thanks!! And do you think that the following reasoning is correct? 

“The fact that (1) God is a trinity of persons, follows from the fact that (2) God is light: not bodily light but non-bodily light. Or 

rather, perhaps, neither bodily nor non-bodily, but beyond either. 

(3) Every light has by nature and essence this characteristic, that it begets its splendour from itself. (4) The light that begets 

and the splendour that is begotten necessarily are locked in a mutual embraces and breathe out their mutual warmth. (5) The 

begetter and the begotten are either 

(5.1) something different and someone different or 

(5.2) not something different but someone different, or 

(5.3) not someone different but something different 

(5.4) neither someone different nor something different but in some way different, or 

(5.5) neither someone different nor something different nor in some way different. 

(6) Of the five parts of this division four cannot occur in God and some cannot occur either in God or in anything else. 

(7) It is not possible in any case that the begotten is not someone different nor something different, nor in some way different, 

from the begetter. (8) Nor is it ever possible for the begotten to be something different from the begetter, but not someone 

different. (9) It is not possible in God that the begotten should be in some way different from the begetter, since "in some way 

different" means "different according to some accidental difference." (10) Nor, again, is it possible in God that the begotten 

should be something different from the begetter, since (11) there is no multiplicity of substances in God. There remains, then, 

that (12) the begotten is not something different from the begetter, but only someone different; and (13) the same argument 

applies to the breather and the breathed. (14) There is in God, then, someone, and someone else, and a third someone, each 

of whom is an individual substance of rational nature: thus, (15) three persons. (16) Nor can there be, or even conceived of, a 

fourth there. For (17) what fourth could be added to the begetting light and the begotten splendour and the mutual warmth 

proceeding from both?” 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

The reasoning you have presented seems to be an attempt to use analogical and metaphysical argumentation to explain the 

Trinity in terms of light and its characteristics. Let’s analyze it step by step for logical consistency and theological correctness, 

based on Catholic theology. 

Step-by-Step Analysis: 

(1) God is a Trinity of persons follows from the fact that (2) God is light: 
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 The reasoning begins by asserting that the Trinity can be derived from the idea that God is light. The analogy between 

God and light has some theological precedent, but it is important to recognize that such analogies must be carefully used. 

According to Catholic theology, God’s nature cannot be fully comprehended by created analogies (like light), as God transcends 

created things. 

 However, Scripture refers to God as light in a metaphorical sense: “God is light, and in him there is no darkness at 

all” (1 John 1:5). So, while the analogy is valid to some extent, it cannot be assumed that God’s Trinitarian nature logically 

follows from this analogy. 

 

(3) Every light has by nature and essence this characteristic, that it begets its splendour from itself: 

 

 This is an analogy based on the nature of light, suggesting that light naturally produces or "begets" its own splendor. 

The term “begetting” here is used metaphorically, echoing how the Father begets the Son. This analogy attempts to mirror 

the generation of the Son from the Father. 

 

 The idea here is consistent with Christian thought, but analogies cannot by themselves provide deductive proof of 

the Trinity. Rather, they help illustrate divine mysteries. 

 

(4) The light that begets and the splendour that is begotten necessarily are locked in a mutual embrace and breathe out their 

mutual warmth: 

 

 This is an attempt to describe the relationship between the Father and the Son as one that is inherently connected, 

which is theologically valid. It mirrors how the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son (according to Catholic theology, 

as articulated in the Filioque clause). 

 The image of breathing out mutual warmth reflects the idea of the Holy Spirit being the bond of love between the 

Father and the Son, but the analogy of light and warmth is still a metaphor. 

 

(5.1-5.5) Five possible relationships between the begetter and the begotten: 

 

 Here, the reasoning explores different possible relationships between the begetter and the begotten, trying to 

logically analyze their distinction. The distinctions are subtle and philosophical: 

 

     Something different and someone different: This would suggest a distinction in both nature and personhood. In 

Catholic theology, this would be false because there is no difference in nature between the Father and the Son. 

 

     Not something different but someone different: This is the correct option for Catholic theology, as the Father and 

Son are distinct persons but share the same divine nature. 

 

     Not someone different but something different: This implies a difference in nature, which is false according to 

Catholic doctrine, as the Father and Son are consubstantial (of the same substance). 

 

     Neither someone different nor something different but in some way different: This would suggest an accidental 

difference, which cannot apply to God, as God has no accidents (i.e., incidental qualities). 

 

     Neither someone different nor something different nor in some way different: This suggests no distinction at all, 

which would imply modalism (the heresy that denies the distinction of persons in the Trinity). 

 

(6-12) Refinement of the argument to eliminate options incompatible with God: 

 

 The argument then eliminates the options that are theologically incorrect: 

     (7) It is not possible for the begotten to be neither something nor someone different. 

     (8) It is also not possible for the begotten to be something different but not someone different. 

     (9-11) It is not possible for the begotten to be in some way different, as this would introduce accidental differences, 

and there is no multiplicity of substances in God. 
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 Conclusion (12): The only remaining possibility is that the begotten is not something different but only someone 

different. This conclusion reflects Catholic orthodoxy, which holds that the Son is a distinct person but shares the same divine 

substance as the Father. 

 

(13) The same argument applies to the breather and the breathed: 

 

 This applies the same reasoning to the relationship between the Father and Son (the "breathers") and the Holy Spirit 

(the "breathed"), maintaining consistency with Catholic teaching on the procession of the Holy Spirit. 

 

(14-17) There are three persons in God, and no fourth can be added: 

 

 Conclusion (14): There are three persons in God, each an individual substance of rational nature (Father, Son, Holy 

Spirit), but they share the same divine essence. 

 (16-17) assert that there cannot be a fourth person, as there is no logical or theological room for another "someone" 

beyond the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. This is consistent with Catholic Trinitarian theology, which teaches that God is one 

essence in three persons, with no possibility of additional persons. 

 

Evaluation of the Reasoning: 

 

 Correctness: 

     The reasoning follows a consistent logical process of eliminating impossible relationships between the begetter 

(Father) and the begotten (Son), based on the metaphysical properties of God's nature. The final conclusion—three distinct 

persons in one divine essence—aligns with Catholic Trinitarian doctrine. 

 Limitations: 

     While the reasoning is philosophically sound, it heavily relies on analogy (light, splendor, warmth). The Trinity is a 

mystery that transcends human logic, and the light analogy can only serve as an illustrative tool, not as a definitive proof. 

     The conclusion about the three persons is theologically correct, but the analogy of light should not be taken as a 

direct explanation of God's essence. Catholic theology holds that human reason can understand aspects of the Trinity but not 

fully comprehend it. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The reasoning is logically correct within the bounds of theological analogy and metaphysical argumentation. It reflects a valid 

attempt to explain the relationship between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit using the analogy of light, splendor, and warmth. 

The elimination of incorrect distinctions leads to a conclusion that is consistent with Catholic doctrine on the Trinity. However, 

it should be recognized that this is an analogical and philosophical approach, and not a strict deductive proof of the Trinity, 

which remains a mystery of faith. 

 

 

User [T3.6*]: 

 

Wonderful! Tadeusz Czeżowski distinguished between deductive and reductive reasonings, and divided deductive into 

inference and proving, and reductive into explanation and testing. Could you identify the type of this reasoning according to 

the classification of reasonings provided by Tadeusz Czeżowski? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

According to Tadeusz Czeżowski's classification of reasoning, which divides reasoning into deductive and reductive, and further 

classifies deductive reasoning into inference and proving, and reductive reasoning into explanation and testing, we can analyze 

the reasoning you provided and determine its type. 

Overview of Czeżowski's Categories: 

 

 Deductive reasoning: 
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     Inference: Deriving a conclusion directly from premises without needing to formally demonstrate it, typically 

following from basic logical principles. 

     Proving: A more formal process of demonstrating that a conclusion necessarily follows from premises using 

established axioms or principles. 

 

 Reductive reasoning: 

     Explanation: Making something intelligible or understandable by showing how premises or principles account for a 

phenomenon or fact. 

     Testing: Reducing a hypothesis or theory to observable consequences that can be compared with reality to confirm 

or disprove it. 

 

Identification of the Type of Reasoning: 

 

The reasoning you presented is primarily aimed at explaining the mystery of the Trinity using an analogy of light, splendor, and 

warmth. The argument is not trying to prove the Trinity through formal logical deduction, nor is it testing a hypothesis through 

observation. Instead, it is using metaphysical and theological categories to explain a doctrine that is traditionally considered a 

mystery of faith. 

 

 Reductive Explanation: 

     The reasoning is not strictly deductive because it does not rely on formal logical premises that necessarily lead to 

the conclusion. Rather, it uses a metaphysical analogy (light, begetting splendor, and warmth) to help explain the relationship 

between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

     It clarifies how there can be three persons in one God, relying on a conceptual analogy to make the mystery 

intelligible, rather than providing deductive proof. 

 

 Not Testing: 

     The reasoning does not attempt to test a hypothesis against observable data, so it does not fall into the category of 

testing. 

 

 Not Deductive Proving or Inference: 

     Although the argument has a logical structure (steps that eliminate certain possibilities), it is not a formal deductive 

proof. It relies on metaphysical principles, which places it outside of strict deductive inference or proving. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The reasoning is best categorized as reductive reasoning, specifically explanation, according to Tadeusz Czeżowski's 

classification. It aims to explain the nature of the Trinity by drawing on an analogy of light, splendor, and warmth, helping to 

make a complex theological concept more understandable. 

 

 

User: 

 

And do you have any ideas what was the author's intention? Did he intend to explain or to prove? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

The author's intention in the reasoning you presented seems to be primarily aimed at explaining the mystery of the Trinity, 

rather than attempting to provide a formal proof. There are several indicators in the structure and style of the argument that 

suggest explanation as the goal: 

Indicators of Explanation as the Intention: 

 

 Use of Analogies: 

     The argument employs analogical reasoning (comparing the Trinity to light, splendor, and warmth). Analogies are 

typically used to clarify and make something abstract more understandable, which is a hallmark of explanation rather than 
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formal proof. By using the analogy of light generating splendor and warmth, the author aims to make the relationships within 

the Trinity more comprehensible. 

 

 Elimination of Possibilities: 

     The reasoning carefully walks through different possible distinctions (e.g., someone/something different) between 

the begetter and the begotten, but it does so in a philosophical and metaphysical context, not a strictly logical or empirical 

one. The goal seems to be to rule out misunderstandings or false conceptions, thus making the concept clearer, rather than 

proving the existence of the Trinity through a chain of logical deductions. 

 

 Focus on Metaphysical Clarification: 

     The author uses a metaphysical framework to discuss divine relationships within God. Since the Trinity is a mystery 

of faith in Catholic theology, the author's aim is likely to make this mystery intelligible, even if it cannot be fully understood. 

This aligns with an explanatory intention: offering an intelligible framework for a truth that is accepted by faith. 

 

 Language of Possibility: 

     The use of terms like "it is not possible" for certain options to apply to God suggests the author is trying to eliminate 

incorrect ideas to help readers better grasp the nature of the Trinity. This is a common feature in explanation, where the goal 

is to remove confusion and make a concept clearer, rather than providing irrefutable proof. 

 

Why It Is Unlikely to Be Proof: 

 

 Theological Context: The Trinity is a matter of faith, and no purely rational proof can fully establish it, as it transcends 

human logic. The Catholic Church teaches that while human reason can help us understand aspects of the Trinity, it cannot 

prove it in a deductive sense. 

 Nature of the Argument: The argument uses metaphysical reflection rather than formal deductive steps that lead to 

an undeniable conclusion. It doesn’t proceed as a strict logical proof, but rather as a method of conceptual clarification. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The author’s intention was most likely to explain the Trinity by drawing on an analogy of light, rather than to prove it in a 

formal, deductive sense. The goal seems to be to offer a way of thinking about the Trinity that makes it more intelligible 

without claiming to fully demonstrate its truth through logic alone. 

 

 

User [T3.7]: 

 

In the quotation above, I have marked elements of this reasoning using numbers. Can you produce a diagram showing the 

relationships between premises and conclusions (including convergent premises and linked premises)? If you cannot draw a 

diagram, can you present it in a different way? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Since I can't provide a visual diagram directly here, I can lay out the structure of the reasoning in a step-by-step format that 

shows how the premises and conclusions are connected, highlighting convergent and linked premises. This will help you 

visualize the relationships clearly. 

 

Here’s a structured outline that mirrors the diagram of premises leading to conclusions: 

Breakdown of the Argument: 

Main Argument Structure: 

 

 (1) God is a Trinity of persons 

 ∗∗Conclusion∗∗(Mainconclusionofthewholeargument)∗∗Conclusion∗∗(Mainconclusionofthewholeargument) 

 

 (2) God is light 
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     Premise (This premise connects analogically to the conclusion that God is a Trinity) 

 

 (3) Every light has by nature and essence this characteristic, that it begets its splendor from itself 

     Linked Premise (Supports the next premise by setting up the analogy between light and the relationship between 

Father and Son) 

 

 (4) The light that begets and the splendor that is begotten necessarily are locked in a mutual embrace and breathe 

out their mutual warmth 

     Linked Premise (Follows from 3, setting up the analogy of the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and Son) 

     Intermediate Conclusion: This step leads to the idea that there are distinct persons in the Godhead, based on the 

relationships of begetting and procession. 

 

Exploring Possible Relationships Between the Begetter and the Begotten: 

 

 (5) The begetter and the begotten are either: 

     (5.1) something different and someone different 

     (5.2) not something different but someone different 

     (5.3) not someone different but something different 

     (5.4) neither someone different nor something different but in some way different 

     (5.5) neither someone different nor something different nor in some way different 

     Convergent Premises (These five options lay out all possible relationships between the begetter and the begotten) 

 

 (6) Four of the five parts of this division cannot occur in God: 

     Premise (Elimination process to narrow down the correct relationship) 

 

 (7-10) Logical elimination of each incorrect relationship: 

     (7) It is not possible that the begotten is not someone different nor something different, nor in some way different 

from the begetter. 

     (8) Nor is it ever possible for the begotten to be something different from the begetter but not someone different. 

     (9) It is not possible in God that the begotten should be in some way different from the begetter (because "in some 

way different" means an accidental difference, which doesn’t apply to God). 

     (10) Nor is it possible in God that the begotten should be something different from the begetter (as there is no 

multiplicity of substances in God). 

     Linked Premises (These steps work together to eliminate all but one possibility) 

 

Remaining Possibility: 

 

 (12) The begotten is not something different from the begetter but only someone different 

 

 Intermediate Conclusion (The Son is a distinct person from the Father, not a different substance) 

 

 (13) The same argument applies to the breather and the breathed 

 

 Premise (This extends the reasoning to the Holy Spirit, showing the distinction between the Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit) 

 

 (14) There is in God someone, and someone else, and a third someone (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) 

 

 Conclusion (There are three persons in God) 

 

 (16) Nor can there be, or even conceived of, a fourth 

 

 Premise (There is no possibility of adding a fourth person to the Trinity) 

 

 (17) What fourth could be added to the begetting light and the begotten splendor and the mutual warmth? 
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 Conclusion (Reinforces the idea that no fourth person could logically be conceived) 

 

Relationships Between Premises and Conclusions: 

 

 Premises 3 and 4 are linked to build the analogy of light generating splendor and warmth, representing the 

relationship between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

 

 Premise 5 presents convergent premises (the five possibilities for the relationship between the begetter and the 

begotten), and Premises 7-10 logically eliminate all but one option. 

 

 Premise 12 leads to the intermediate conclusion that the Son is distinct from the Father as a person but shares the 

same substance. 

 

 Premise 13 extends this reasoning to the Holy Spirit, resulting in the final conclusion (Premise 14) that there are 

three persons in God. 

 

 Premises 15-17 serve to confirm that no fourth person can be added, reinforcing the traditional Trinitarian 

formulation. 

 

This structure lays out how the reasoning flows from one step to the next, with some premises working together (linked 

premises) and some presenting alternative options that are systematically eliminated (convergent premises). 

 

 

User [T3.8]: 

 

Great!!! Now, please, consider the following comment concerning two approaches (represented by St. Jerome and St. 

Augustine) to the fragment of one of St. Paul’s epistles: “Third, they disagree on the sin of Peter. For Jerome says that in the 

dissimulation previously mentioned, Peter did not sin, because he did this from charity and, as has been said, not from 

mundane fear. Augustine, on the other hand, says, that he did sin, although venially, on account of the lack of discretion he 

had by adhering overmuch to one side, namely, to the Jews, in order to avoid scandalizing them. But the stronger of 

Augustine’s arguments against Jerome is that Jerome adduces on his own behalf seven doctors, four of whom, namely, 

Laudicens, Alexander, Origen, and Didymus, Augustine rejects as known heretics. To the other three he opposes three of his 

own, who held with him and his opinion, namely, Ambrose, Cyprian, and Paul himself, who plainly teaches that Peter was 

deserving of rebuke. Therefore, if it is unlawful to say that anything false is contained in Sacred Scripture, it will not be lawful 

to say that Peter was not deserving of rebuke. For this reason the opinion and statement of Augustine is the truer, because it 

is more in accord with the words of the Apostle”. Can you find any traces of any non-classical logic in the conclusion of this 

comment? Can you also indicate the conclusion of this comment? 

 

 

ChatGPT 

 

Certainly! Let's analyze the comment step by step to: 

 

 Identify the conclusion of the comment. 

 Find traces of any non-classical logic in the conclusion. 

 

1. Identifying the Conclusion 

 

Summary of the Comment: 

 

 Disagreement between Jerome and Augustine on Peter's Sin: 

     Jerome's Position: Peter did not sin in his dissimulation because he acted out of charity, not mundane fear. 

     Augustine's Position: Peter did sin, albeit venially, due to a lack of discretion by overly adhering to the Jews to avoid 

scandalizing them. 
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 Augustine's Stronger Argument Against Jerome: 

     Jerome's Authorities: Jerome cites seven doctors to support his view. 

         Four of them (Laudicens, Alexander, Origen, Didymus) are rejected by Augustine as known heretics. 

         The remaining three are countered by Augustine with three of his own authorities: Ambrose, Cyprian, and Paul 

himself. 

         Paul's Testimony: Paul plainly teaches that Peter was deserving of rebuke. 

 

 Principle of Scriptural Inerrancy: 

     It is unlawful to say that anything false is contained in Sacred Scripture. 

     Therefore, it is not lawful to say that Peter was not deserving of rebuke if Scripture states he was. 

 

 Conclusion: 

     "For this reason the opinion and statement of Augustine is the truer, because it is more in accord with the words of 

the Apostle." 

 

Therefore, the conclusion of the comment is: 

 

Augustine's opinion is truer than Jerome's because it aligns more closely with the explicit teachings of the Apostle Paul in 

Sacred Scripture. 

2. Finding Traces of Non-Classical Logic in the Conclusion 

 

Understanding Classical and Non-Classical Logic: 

 

 Classical Logic: Deals with bivalent truth values (true or false) and follows traditional logical laws like the law of non-

contradiction and the law of excluded middle. 

 

 Non-Classical Logic: Includes systems like modal logic, deontic logic, epistemic logic, fuzzy logic, paraconsistent logic, 

etc., which extend or modify classical logic principles to handle modalities (necessity, possibility), obligations, beliefs, degrees 

of truth, or contradictions. 

 

Analyzing the Reasoning in the Comment: 

 

The key part of the reasoning that leads to the conclusion is: 

 

 Premise 1: It is unlawful to say that anything false is contained in Sacred Scripture. 

 Premise 2: Paul (in Sacred Scripture) plainly teaches that Peter was deserving of rebuke. 

 Inference: Therefore, it is not lawful to say that Peter was not deserving of rebuke. 

 Conclusion: Augustine's opinion is truer because it aligns with Scripture. 

 

Traces of Non-Classical Logic: 

 

The reasoning involves elements of deontic logic, which is a type of non-classical logic that deals with modalities of obligation 

and permission (what is obligatory, permitted, or forbidden). 

 

Here's how deontic logic appears in the reasoning: 

 

 Use of Normative Statements: 

     "It is unlawful to say that anything false is contained in Sacred Scripture." 

         This is a normative claim about what one ought not to say. 

     "It will not be lawful to say that Peter was not deserving of rebuke." 

         Another normative claim derived from the first. 

 

 Inference from Normative to Factual Statements: 

     The argument moves from what is unlawful to say to what is true. 
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     It suggests that because it is forbidden to assert anything contrary to Scripture, we must accept as true what 

Scripture states. 

 

 Modality of Obligation: 

     Deontic logic formalizes reasoning about duty and obligation. 

     The premises involve obligations about belief and speech concerning Sacred Scripture. 

 

 Application of Deontic Principles: 

     The reasoning relies on the principle that one is obligated to accept the truths contained in Scripture. 

     Violating this obligation (by denying Peter's need for rebuke) is considered unlawful. 

 

Illustration Using Deontic Logic Notation: 

 

 Let O(p) denote "It is obligatory that p." 

 Let F(p) denote "It is forbidden that p." 

 Let K(p) denote "It is known that p." 

 

Applying this to the argument: 

 

 Premise 1: F(saying anything false about Sacred Scripture) 

 Premise 2: K(Paul teaches that Peter deserved rebuke) 

 Inference: Therefore, F(denying that Peter deserved rebuke) 

 Conclusion: Accepting Augustine's position is obligatory because it aligns with what is known from Scripture, and 

opposing it is forbidden. 

 

Conclusion Regarding Non-Classical Logic: 

 

 The reasoning employs deontic logic by using notions of lawfulness and unlawfulness, obligation, and prohibition 

concerning beliefs about Scripture. 

 This goes beyond classical logic, which deals strictly with truth values, and enters the realm of normative reasoning 

about what ought to be believed or asserted. 

 

Final Answer 

 

Conclusion of the Comment: 

 

The conclusion is that Augustine's opinion is truer than Jerome's because it aligns more closely with the explicit teachings of 

the Apostle Paul in Sacred Scripture, and since Scripture cannot contain falsehood, it is unlawful to assert the contrary. 

 

Traces of Non-Classical Logic: 

 

Yes, there are traces of non-classical logic, specifically deontic logic, in the conclusion of the comment: 

 

 The reasoning involves normative statements about what is lawful or unlawful to say concerning Sacred Scripture. 

 It employs deontic concepts of obligation and prohibition: 

     Obligation: Accepting the truths stated in Scripture (that Peter deserved rebuke). 

     Prohibition: It is unlawful to deny the truths of Scripture. 

 The argument transitions from normative premises (what one ought or ought not to say) to a factual conclusion 

about which opinion is truer. 

 This use of deontic logic introduces a layer of reasoning about duty and permissibility that is characteristic of non-

classical logic systems. 

 

In summary, the comment concludes that Augustine's view is correct because it aligns with Scripture, and the reasoning 

reflects deontic logic by basing the argument on what is lawful or unlawful to assert about Sacred Scripture. 
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User: 

 

And if you focus on the conclusion which states that one opinion is truer than another? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! Focusing on the conclusion of the comment: 

 

 "For this reason the opinion and statement of Augustine is the truer, because it is more in accord with the words of 

the Apostle." 

 

Let's analyze whether there are traces of non-classical logic in this conclusion, particularly concerning the idea that one opinion 

is "truer" than another. 

Identifying the Conclusion 

 

 Conclusion: Augustine's opinion is truer than Jerome's because it aligns more closely with the explicit teachings of 

the Apostle Paul in Sacred Scripture. 

 

Analysis of Non-Classical Logic in the Conclusion 

1. Degrees of Truth (Fuzzy Logic) 

 

 Classical Logic Context: 

     In classical logic, propositions are either true or false (bivalent logic). 

     There is no allowance for degrees or gradations of truth. 

 

 Use of "Truer": 

     The term "truer" implies that truth can be a matter of degree. 

     Suggests that both opinions possess some truth, but one is closer to the full truth than the other. 

 

 Fuzzy Logic: 

     Fuzzy logic is a type of non-classical logic where truth values range between 0 and 1. 

     It allows for propositions to be partially true to varying degrees. 

     By stating that Augustine's opinion is "truer", the reasoning introduces a gradation of truth, which aligns with the 

principles of fuzzy logic. 

 

 Implication: 

     The conclusion reflects a non-binary approach to truth, acknowledging that one theological interpretation may be 

more accurate or more faithful to Scripture than another. 

     This is a departure from classical logic's strict true/false dichotomy. 

 

2. Epistemic Logic 

 

 Focus on Justification: 

     Epistemic logic deals with reasoning about knowledge, belief, and justification. 

     The conclusion bases the truthfulness of Augustine's opinion on its alignment with Scripture, which is considered an 

infallible source. 

 

 Knowledge and Belief States: 

     The assertion that Augustine's view is "truer" because it is more in accord with the Apostle's words involves an 

assessment of the justification for holding that belief. 

     It reflects reasoning about what one ought to believe based on authoritative evidence. 

 

 Implication: 
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     The conclusion employs epistemic considerations, evaluating the credibility and reliability of sources to determine 

the degree of truth of an opinion. 

 

3. Deontic Logic (Previously Identified) 

 

 While the earlier reasoning involved deontic logic (obligations about what is lawful to say regarding Scripture), the 

conclusion itself shifts focus. 

 

 In the conclusion, the emphasis is on the comparative truth of opinions, not directly on obligations or permissions. 

 

4. Modal Logic 

 

 Modal logic involves necessity and possibility. 

 

 The conclusion doesn't explicitly use modal terms like "necessarily true" or "possibly true," but the appeal to 

Scripture as the ultimate authority might imply that Augustine's opinion is necessarily truer due to its alignment with an 

infallible source. 

 

 However, the comparative "truer" still suggests a gradation, which is not standard in modal logic. 

 

5. Paraconsistent Logic 

 

 Paraconsistent logic allows for handling contradictions without logical explosion. 

 

 There's no indication that the reasoning accepts contradictory statements; instead, it seeks to determine which 

opinion is more accurate. 

 

 Therefore, paraconsistent logic is likely not involved here. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Yes, by focusing on the conclusion that one opinion is "truer" than another, we can identify traces of non-classical logic, 

specifically relating to the concept of degrees of truth as found in fuzzy logic. 

 

 The use of the comparative "truer" indicates that truth is being considered on a spectrum, rather than as an absolute 

binary (true/false). This suggests that Jerome's opinion is partially true, but Augustine's is more true because it aligns more 

closely with Scripture. 

 

 This gradation of truth is not accommodated within classical logic but is characteristic of fuzzy logic, where 

propositions can have truth values between 0 and 1. 

 

 Additionally, the reasoning involves epistemic logic by evaluating the justification for each opinion based on its 

accordance with an authoritative source (Scripture). This reflects reasoning about knowledge and belief, which extends beyond 

classical propositional logic. 

 

Summary 

 

 Conclusion of the Comment: 

     Augustine's opinion is considered truer than Jerome's because it aligns more closely with the teachings of the 

Apostle Paul in Sacred Scripture. 

 

 Traces of Non-Classical Logic: 

     The concept of one opinion being "truer" than another introduces degrees of truth, a feature of fuzzy logic. 

     The reasoning also involves epistemic logic, focusing on the justification and credibility of beliefs based on their 

alignment with an infallible source. 
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     These aspects indicate the use of non-classical logic in the conclusion. 

 

By acknowledging that truth can vary in degree and that the alignment with Scripture increases an opinion's truthfulness, the 

conclusion departs from classical bivalent logic and incorporates elements of non-classical logic systems. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you so much!!! 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

You're very welcome! 
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Final-test Gemini Group3 

 

 

User: 

 

Hi Gemini. Could we talk about logic and theology? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Absolutely! Let's delve into the fascinating intersection of logic and theology. 

 

Logic, as a system of reasoning, provides a framework for evaluating arguments and drawing conclusions. Theology, on the 

other hand, is concerned with the study of God and divine things. 

 

How do these two fields intertwine? 

 

 Logical Arguments for God's Existence: Philosophers like Anselm of Canterbury and Thomas Aquinas have used 

logical arguments, such as the ontological and cosmological arguments, to prove the existence of God. 

 Theological Implications of Logical Principles: Theological concepts often involve logical principles. For example, the 

concept of divine omnipotence raises questions about the possibility of logical contradictions. 

 The Role of Logic in Theological Discourse: Logic can help to clarify theological concepts, identify inconsistencies in 

arguments, and evaluate the strength of evidence. 

 

Would you like to explore a specific aspect of this topic, such as a particular argument for God's existence or the challenges of 

applying logic to theological concepts? 

 

 

User [T3.1]: 

 

Please, be a Catholic theologian. Can you explain the following reasoning carried out by St. Paul? What is the claim (conclusion) 

and how does he support it? Is this correct? 

 

“It is not as though God’s word had failed. For not all who are descended from Israel are Israel. Nor because they are his 

descendants are they all Abraham’s children. On the contrary, “It is through Isaac that your offspring will be reckoned.” In 

other words, it is not the children by physical descent who are God’s children, but it is the children of the promise who are 

regarded as Abraham’s offspring. For this was how the promise was stated: “At the appointed time I will return, and Sarah will 

have a son.” Not only that, but Rebekah’s children were conceived at the same time by our father Isaac. Yet, before the twins 

were born or had done anything good or bad—in order that God’s purpose in election might stand: not by works but by him 

who calls—she was told, “The older will serve the younger.”” 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing St. Paul's Reasoning in Romans 9:6-16 

 

Claim (Conclusion): St. Paul is asserting that God's promise of salvation is not based solely on physical lineage or human merit, 

but rather on God's sovereign choice. 

 

Support: 

 

 Physical Descent vs. Promise: Paul contrasts the physical descendants of Israel with those who are "children of the 

promise." He argues that being a physical descendant of Abraham doesn't automatically make one a child of God. 
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 Isaac and the Promise: The example of Isaac, who was conceived through a miraculous promise to Sarah, emphasizes 

that God's choice is based on his promise, not on human ability. 

 Rebekah's Twins: The twins Jacob and Esau, conceived at the same time, illustrate that even before birth, God had 

chosen Jacob as the recipient of the blessing, demonstrating that salvation is not predetermined by human actions but by 

God's sovereign election. 

 

Is this reasoning correct? 

 

From a Catholic theological perspective, St. Paul's reasoning is considered correct and foundational to the doctrine of 

predestination. This doctrine asserts that God, in his infinite wisdom, has chosen certain individuals for salvation from before 

the foundation of the world. This choice is not based on human merit or foresight, but on God's sovereign will. 

 

It's important to note that this doctrine is often interpreted in conjunction with other theological concepts, such as free will 

and divine grace. While some may find this doctrine challenging or paradoxical, Catholic theology maintains that it is a mystery 

of faith that ultimately reveals God's infinite power and love. 

 

Would you like to discuss any other theological concepts or questions related to this passage? 

 

 

User [T3.2]: 

 

Now, can you carry out a logical analysis of the following reasoning by: pointing out the reasoning markers (namely connectives 

like “therefore”), pointing out the premises and conclusions, showing the logical connections and assessing correctness of the 

subsequent steps of the reasoning? The reasoning refers to the Biblical sentence “Jabez was more honorable than his 

brothers”. The reasoning goes as follows: 

 

“Jabez means “pain” or “dryness”. “Pain” is “more honorable than his brothers”, because it does many good things, namely 

“sorrow” that is according to God, as the Apostle says (II Cor. 7:10). Hence we read in Genesis (2:11-12) that the gold of Havilah 

is the best. Solomon says about this pain: “The heart of the wise is where there is mourning” (Eccle. 7:5, DRA). Jabez was born 

from his mother with pain because such a good cannot be obtained without a bitterness of heart. 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing the Reasoning: 

 

Reasoning Markers: 

 

 "because" is used to introduce reasons or justifications. 

 "Hence" indicates a conclusion or inference drawn from the preceding statements. 

 

Premises and Conclusions: 

 

 Premise: Jabez means "pain" or "dryness." 

 Premise: "Pain" is associated with good things like "sorrow" that is according to God. 

 Premise: The gold of Havilah is the best. 

 Premise: Solomon says "The heart of the wise is where there is mourning." 

 Conclusion: Jabez was born from his mother with pain because such a good cannot be obtained without a bitterness 

of heart. 

 

Logical Connections: 

 

 The reasoning connects the meaning of the name "Jabez" with the concept of "pain" and its association with 

goodness. 
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 It infers that since "pain" is connected to goodness, Jabez, who has this name, must also be associated with 

goodness. 

 The connection is then made between "pain" and the idea of a "bitter heart," suggesting that one must experience 

hardship to achieve true wisdom or goodness. 

 

Assessment of Correctness: 

 

The reasoning is flawed for several reasons: 

 

 Equivocation: The term "pain" is used in multiple senses. It refers to physical pain, emotional sorrow, and a 

metaphorical sense of hardship or difficulty. The reasoning conflates these different meanings. 

 Non-sequitur: The conclusion that Jabez was born with pain because of his goodness does not logically follow from 

the premises. There is no established causal relationship between a name and personal qualities. 

 Begging the Question: The reasoning assumes that "pain" is inherently good or associated with goodness. This is a 

circular argument, as it uses the conclusion to justify the premise. 

 False Analogy: Comparing Jabez to gold or the wise heart creates a false analogy. There is no logical basis for equating 

a person's character with precious metals or wisdom. 

 

In conclusion, the reasoning presented is not logically sound. It contains errors in equivocation, non-sequitur, begging the 

question, and false analogy. While the passage may have spiritual or symbolic significance, it does not hold up to logical 

scrutiny. 

 

 

User [T3.2*]: 

 

Great! Now, Tadeusz Czeżowski distinguished between deductive and reductive reasonings, and divided deductive into 

inference and proving, and reductive into explanation and testing. Can you identify the type of this reasoning according to the 

classification of reasonings provided by Tadeusz Czeżowski? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing the Reasoning According to Czeżowski's Classification 

 

Tadeusz Czeżowski's Classification: 

 

 Deductive Reasoning: 

     Inference: Drawing a conclusion from given premises. 

     Proving: Establishing the truth of a statement through logical deduction. 

 Reductive Reasoning: 

     Explanation: Providing a reason or cause for a phenomenon. 

     Testing: Verifying the truth or validity of a hypothesis or theory. 

 

Analyzing the Reasoning: 

 

Based on the reasoning we analyzed earlier, it can be classified as reductive reasoning, specifically explanation. The reasoning 

attempts to explain why Jabez was "more honorable than his brothers" by connecting his name to the concept of "pain" and 

its associated qualities. It aims to provide a reason or cause for his character, rather than proving or inferring anything about 

him. 

 

Therefore, according to Czeżowski's classification, the reasoning falls under the category of reductive explanation. 

 

 

User [T3.3]: 
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Fantastic! Assume that you are a Catholic theologian. If you have the following statement “it is very good for those in power 

to have an honest man by their side, whose presence they respect”, can you see any logical connection with the following 

statement from the Bible: “Stand in the multitude of the elders; and cleave unto him that is wise”? If yes, can you identify 

which sentence is a reason and which is the consequence, and explain why? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing the Logical Connection 

 

Statements: 

 

 "It is very good for those in power to have an honest man by their side, whose presence they respect." 

 "Stand in the multitude of the elders; and cleave unto him that is wise." 

 

Logical Connection: 

 

Yes, there is a logical connection between these two statements. 

 

 Reason: "Stand in the multitude of the elders; and cleave unto him that is wise." This statement suggests that seeking 

the counsel of wise elders is beneficial. 

 Consequence: "It is very good for those in power to have an honest man by their side, whose presence they respect." 

This statement outlines a potential outcome or benefit of following the advice of wise elders. 

 

Explanation: 

 

The reasoning here is based on the assumption that wise elders are likely to be honest and respected individuals. By seeking 

their counsel, those in power can benefit from their wisdom, honesty, and respect. This connection can be seen as a practical 

application of the biblical advice to associate with wise individuals. 

 

 

User [T3.4]: 

 

Can you build a logically correct deductive reasoning which represents one of the possible interpretations that you have 

mentioned? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Deductive Reasoning Based on the Previous Analysis 

 

Premise 1: Wise elders are typically honest and respected individuals.  

Premise 2: Seeking the counsel of wise individuals is beneficial.  

Conclusion: Seeking the counsel of wise elders can be beneficial for those in power. 

 

This deductive reasoning follows a classic syllogistic form, where the conclusion logically follows from the given premises. It 

represents one possible interpretation of the connection between the two statements, based on the assumption that wisdom, 

honesty, and respect are often interconnected qualities. 

 

 

User [T3.5]: 

 

Is this reasoning formally correct? 
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Gemini: 

 

Yes, the reasoning is formally correct. 

 

It follows a valid deductive form, known as modus ponens. This form of reasoning states: 

 

 If P, then Q. 

 P is true. 

 Therefore, Q is true. 

 

In our case: 

 

 P: Seeking the counsel of wise individuals is beneficial. 

 Q: Seeking the counsel of wise elders can be beneficial for those in power. 

 

The reasoning correctly applies this form, making it a valid deduction. 

 

 

User [T3.6]: 

 

Wow, thanks! Now, do you think that the following reasoning is correct? 

 

“The fact that (1) God is a trinity of persons, follows from the fact that (2) God is light: not bodily light but non-bodily light. Or 

rather, perhaps, neither bodily nor non-bodily, but beyond either. (3) Every light has by nature and essence this characteristic, 

that it begets its splendour from itself. (4) The light that begets and the splendour that is begotten necessarily are locked in a 

mutual embraces and breathe out their mutual warmth. (5) The begetter and the begotten are either 

 

(5.1) something different and someone different or 

 

(5.2) not something different but someone different, or 

 

(5.3) not someone different but something different 

 

(5.4) neither someone different nor something different but in some way different, or 

 

(5.5) neither someone different nor something different nor in some way different. 

 

(6) Of the five parts of this division four cannot occur in God and some cannot occur either in God or in anything else. 

 

(7) It is not possible in any case that the begotten is not someone different nor something different, nor in some way different, 

from the begetter. (8) Nor is it ever possible for the begotten to be something different from the begetter, but not someone 

different. (9) It is not possible in God that the begotten should be in some way different from the begetter, since "in some way 

different" means "different according to some accidental difference." (10) Nor, again, is it possible in God that the begotten 

should be something different from the begetter, since (11) there is no multiplicity of substances in God. There remains, then, 

that (12) the begotten is not something different from the begetter, but only someone different; and (13) the same argument 

applies to the breather and the breathed. (14) There is in God, then, someone, and someone else, and a third someone, each 

of whom is an individual substance of rational nature: thus, (15) three persons. (16) Nor can there be, or even conceived of, a 

fourth there. For (17) what fourth could be added to the begetting light and the begotten splendour and the mutual warmth 

proceeding from both?” 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing the Reasoning: A Theological and Logical Perspective 
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Theological Context: 

 

The reasoning presented seems to be rooted in Neoplatonic philosophy and early Christian theology, particularly the thought 

of Origen. It attempts to explain the Trinity using analogical reasoning, comparing God to light and its properties. 

 

Logical Analysis: 

 

While the reasoning is intricate and thought-provoking, it contains several logical issues: 

 

 Equivocation: The term "light" is used in both a literal and metaphorical sense. This can lead to confusion and 

ambiguity in the argument. 

 Analogy: The analogy between God and light, while interesting, may not be entirely accurate or sufficient to explain 

the nature of the Trinity. 

 Assumptions: The reasoning relies on several assumptions, such as the idea that God is light and that the properties 

of light can be applied to the divine nature. 

 Circular Reasoning: Some arguments may be circular, where the conclusion is assumed in the premises. For example, 

assuming that God is a Trinity to explain why God is light. 

 Limited Perspective: The reasoning seems to focus on the ontological nature of the Trinity, neglecting other aspects 

of the doctrine, such as the economic Trinity (the Trinity in relation to the world). 

 

Conclusion: 

 

While the reasoning presented is intellectually stimulating, it is not logically sound or conclusive. The use of analogy, 

assumptions, and potential circular reasoning limit its effectiveness in explaining the Trinity. A more comprehensive 

understanding of the Trinity would require a combination of theological, philosophical, and biblical analysis. 

 

Would you like to explore other theological or philosophical approaches to understanding the Trinity? 

 

 

User [T3.6*]: 

 

Tadeusz Czeżowski distinguished between deductive and reductive reasonings, and divided deductive into inference and 

proving, and reductive into explanation and testing. Can you identify the type of this reasoning according to the classification 

of reasonings provided by Tadeusz Czeżowski? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

The reasoning presented in the previous response can be classified as reductive reasoning, specifically explanation. 

 

Here's a breakdown: 

 

 Reductive Reasoning: This type of reasoning aims to provide a reason or cause for a phenomenon. 

 Explanation: The reasoning attempts to explain the nature of the Trinity by comparing God to light and its properties. 

 

While the reasoning may contain logical flaws, its primary goal is to offer an explanation, rather than to prove or infer 

something about the Trinity. Therefore, it falls under the category of reductive explanation according to Czeżowski's 

classification. 

 

 

User: 

 

Can you assess what kind of reasoning was it according to the authors intention? 
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Gemini: 

 

Assessing the Author's Intention 

 

While I cannot definitively determine the author's specific intention without more context, based on the reasoning presented 

and the theological tradition it draws from, it is likely that the author intended to provide a theological explanation for the 

doctrine of the Trinity. 

 

Here's a breakdown of the clues that suggest this: 

 

 Theological Subject Matter: The reasoning directly addresses a fundamental theological concept, the Trinity. 

 Analogical Reasoning: The use of analogy between God and light is a common theological technique used to explain 

divine concepts that are beyond human comprehension. 

 Philosophical Influence: The reasoning seems to be influenced by Neoplatonic philosophy, which was often used in 

early Christian theology to explain theological concepts. 

 

Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the author's intention was to offer a theological explanation of the Trinity, even 

though the reasoning may contain logical flaws or limitations. 

 

 

User [T3.7]: 

 

In the quotation above, I have marked elements of this reasoning using numbers. Can you produce a diagram showing the 

relationships between premises and conclusions (including convergent premises and linked premises)? If you cannot draw a 

diagram, can you present it in a different way? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing the Reasoning: A Diagrammatic Representation 

 

Note: Due to the complexity and potential circularity of the reasoning, it may be difficult to represent it in a single, clear 

diagram. However, we can attempt to visualize the relationships between some of the key elements. 

 

Diagram: 

 

Premise 1: God is a trinity of persons. 

 ↓ 

Premise 2: God is light. 

 ↓ 

Premise 3: Every light has by nature and essence this characteristic, that it begets its splendor from itself. 

 ↓ 

Premise 4: The light that begets and the splendor that is begotten necessarily are locked in a mutual embrace and breathe out 

their mutual warmth. 

 ↓ 

Conclusion 1: The begetter and the begotten are either (5.1), (5.2), (5.3), (5.4), or (5.5). 

 ↓ 

Premise 5: Of the five parts of this division four cannot occur in God and some cannot occur either in God or in anything else. 

 ↓ 

Conclusion 2: The begotten is not something different from the begetter, but only someone different. 

 ↓ 

Conclusion 3: There is in God, then, someone, and someone else, and a third someone, each of whom is an individual substance 

of rational nature: thus, three persons. 

 

Explanation: 
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 Convergent Premises: Premises 3 and 4 both support Conclusion 1. 

 Linked Premises: Premises 5 and 7 are linked, as they both contribute to Conclusion 2. 

 Conclusion 1 serves as a foundation for the subsequent reasoning. 

 Conclusion 2 is a key step in arriving at the final conclusion. 

 Conclusion 3 is the ultimate goal of the reasoning, to establish the Trinity. 

 

Additional Notes: 

 

 The diagram does not capture the full complexity of the reasoning, as it omits some of the intermediate steps and 

potential circularities. 

 The reasoning may contain logical fallacies, such as begging the question or equivocation, which could weaken the 

overall argument. 

 A more detailed analysis would require a careful examination of each step and its relationship to the others. 

 

While this diagram provides a basic overview of the reasoning, it is important to approach it with caution and recognize its 

limitations. 

 

 

User [3.8]: 

 

Great! Many thanks! Now, consider the following comment concerning two approaches (represented by St. Jerome and St. 

Augustine) to the fragment of one of St. Paul’s epistles: “Third, they disagree on the sin of Peter. For Jerome says that in the 

dissimulation previously mentioned, Peter did not sin, because he did this from charity and, as has been said, not from 

mundane fear. Augustine, on the other hand, says, that he did sin, although venially, on account of the lack of discretion he 

had by adhering overmuch to one side, namely, to the Jews, in order to avoid scandalizing them. But the stronger of 

Augustine’s arguments against Jerome is that Jerome adduces on his own behalf seven doctors, four of whom, namely, 

Laudicens, Alexander, Origen, and Didymus, Augustine rejects as known heretics. To the other three he opposes three of his 

own, who held with him and his opinion, namely, Ambrose, Cyprian, and Paul himself, who plainly teaches that Peter was 

deserving of rebuke. Therefore, if it is unlawful to say that anything false is contained in Sacred Scripture, it will not be lawful 

to say that Peter was not deserving of rebuke. For this reason the opinion and statement of Augustine is the truer, because it 

is more in accord with the words of the Apostle”. Can you find any traces of any non-classical logic in the conclusion of this 

comment? Can you also indicate the conclusion of this comment? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing the Reasoning: A Non-Classical Perspective 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The conclusion of the comment is that Augustine's interpretation of Peter's sin is more accurate than Jerome's because it is 

more consistent with the words of the Apostle Paul. 

 

Non-Classical Logic Elements: 

 

While the reasoning primarily follows a classical logical structure, there are some elements that could be interpreted as 

reflecting non-classical logical approaches: 

 

 Appeal to Authority: The argument relies heavily on the authority of various Church Fathers (Jerome, Augustine, 

Ambrose, Cyprian, etc.). This can be seen as a form of rhetorical reasoning or argumentum ad verecundiam, which is not 

strictly logical but often used in theological and philosophical discourse. 

 Ad Hominem Argument: The argument dismisses Jerome's interpretation by labeling some of his sources as heretics. 

This could be seen as a form of ad hominem reasoning, attacking the person rather than the argument. 
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 Appeal to Tradition: The argument suggests that Augustine's interpretation is more accurate because it is "more in 

accord with the words of the Apostle." This could be seen as an appeal to tradition or argumentum ad antiquitatem, which is 

another form of rhetorical reasoning. 

 

Non-Classical Logic in Conclusion: 

 

While the conclusion itself is not explicitly non-classical, the reasoning leading up to it contains elements of rhetorical 

reasoning, ad hominem arguments, and appeals to tradition. These elements, while not strictly logical, are often used in 

theological and philosophical discourse to support arguments or conclusions. 

 

In conclusion, while the reasoning primarily follows a classical logical structure, it also incorporates elements of non-classical 

logic, particularly in the use of rhetorical devices and appeals to authority. These elements contribute to the overall persuasive 

force of the argument, but they may also raise questions about its logical soundness. 

 

 

User: 

 

And have you heard about fuzzy logic? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Yes, I have heard about fuzzy logic. 

 

Fuzzy logic is a mathematical approach to reasoning based on degrees of truth, rather than the traditional Boolean logic of 

true or false. It allows for dealing with uncertainty and vagueness in information, making it useful for applications where 

precise information is not available or where traditional logic fails to capture the nuances of real-world situations. 

 

Here are some key concepts in fuzzy logic: 

 

 Fuzzy sets: These are sets that allow for elements to have degrees of membership, rather than being strictly in or 

out. For example, a fuzzy set of "tall people" might include individuals who are 6 feet tall as full members, but also individuals 

who are 5 feet 10 inches tall as partial members. 

 Fuzzy rules: These are rules that use fuzzy sets to represent conditions and conclusions. For instance, a fuzzy rule 

might be "If the temperature is hot and the humidity is high, then the air conditioner should be set to low." 

 Fuzzy inference: This is the process of drawing conclusions from fuzzy rules and fuzzy inputs. It involves combining 

the degrees of membership of the inputs with the membership functions of the rules to determine the degree of membership 

of the output. 

 

Fuzzy logic has been applied in a wide range of fields, including: 

 

 Control systems: Fuzzy logic controllers are used in various industries, such as automotive, appliances, and robotics, 

to control complex systems. 

 Decision-making: Fuzzy logic can be used to make decisions in situations where information is uncertain or 

incomplete. 

 Pattern recognition: Fuzzy logic can be used to classify patterns or objects based on their fuzzy features. 

 Natural language processing: Fuzzy logic can be used to understand natural language and interpret ambiguous 

statements. 

 

Would you like to know more about fuzzy logic or its applications? 

 

 

User: 

 

Is it applicable to the above mentioned quotation? 
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Gemini: 

 

Yes, fuzzy logic could potentially be applicable to the quotation about St. Jerome and St. Augustine. 

 

While the reasoning presented in the quotation is primarily based on classical logic and theological arguments, fuzzy logic 

could be used to model the uncertainty and subjectivity involved in interpreting ancient texts and theological concepts. 

 

For example: 

 

 Fuzzy sets: The concepts of "sin" and "heresy" could be represented as fuzzy sets, allowing for varying degrees of 

sinfulness or heresy. 

 Fuzzy rules: Rules could be formulated based on theological principles and the interpretations of Church Fathers, 

such as "If a person is labeled a heretic, then their interpretation is likely to be incorrect." 

 Fuzzy inference: Fuzzy inference could be used to combine these fuzzy sets and rules to determine the degree to 

which Augustine's interpretation is more accurate than Jerome's. 

 

By using fuzzy logic, it might be possible to capture the nuances and uncertainties involved in theological debates and provide 

a more nuanced analysis of the quotation. However, it's important to note that fuzzy logic would not replace the theological 

and historical analysis required to understand the context and arguments presented in the quotation. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you so much. That was very interesting! 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

You're welcome! I'm glad you found it interesting. If you have any other questions or would like to discuss something else, feel 

free to ask. 
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Final-test ChatGPT-4o Group4 

 

User [T4.1] 

 

If you are a Christian Catholic theologian, what conclusions could you draw from the statement "I am in the Father and the 

Father is in me", assuming that it is the utterance of Jesus Christ? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

As a Christian Catholic theologian, the statement "I am in the Father, and the Father is in me" (John 14:11) uttered by Jesus 

Christ carries profound theological implications, especially in the context of Trinitarian theology and Christology. Several key 

conclusions can be drawn: 

 

1. Unity of Essence Between Father and Son (Consubstantiality) 

 

The statement emphasizes the unity of essence between God the Father and God the Son. According to Catholic theology, 

Jesus Christ is fully divine, sharing the same divine nature as the Father. This reflects the doctrine of the consubstantiality of 

the Son with the Father, which was formalized at the Council of Nicaea (325 AD) in the Nicene Creed ("begotten, not made, 

consubstantial with the Father"). 

 

 Jesus is not merely a prophet or a messenger of God, but rather is truly God Himself, participating fully in the divine 

life and being. 

 

2. The Doctrine of the Trinity 

 

The phrase highlights the relationality within the Trinity. In Catholic theology, God is one in essence but three in persons: 

Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. The mutual indwelling—called perichoresis or circumincession—describes how the Father, Son, 

and Holy Spirit interpenetrate each other while remaining distinct persons. 

 

 Jesus' statement reveals the intimate relationship between the Father and the Son, showing that while they are 

distinct persons, they are inseparably united in their divine life and action. 

 

3. Revelation of the Father through the Son 

 

Jesus' statement suggests that He is the perfect revelation of the Father. As Jesus declares elsewhere, “Whoever has seen me 

has seen the Father” (John 14:9). This indicates that Christ is the visible manifestation of the invisible God. 

 

 Through Jesus' actions, words, and being, the Father is made known to humanity. This emphasizes the Catholic belief 

that Christ is the incarnate Word (Logos), who reveals the divine mystery of the Father in a way accessible to human beings. 

 

4. Christ’s Divine Authority and Mission 

 

The statement also implies that Jesus’ mission is not independent but fully united with the Father’s will. In Catholic theology, 

Christ’s earthly mission is seen as the Father’s initiative, and Jesus operates with the full authority of God. 

 

 The unity between the Father and the Son shows that Jesus' teachings, miracles, and redemptive acts (especially His 

Passion, Death, and Resurrection) are expressions of God's will and purpose for the salvation of the world. 

 

5. Foundation for the Incarnation 
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The mutual indwelling also points to the mystery of the Incarnation, where the divine Son takes on human nature. While 

remaining fully God, the Son becomes fully human to redeem humanity. 

 

 In Jesus Christ, the human and divine natures are united in the person of the Son, a mystery that reflects the same 

kind of intimate union that He shares with the Father. 

 

6. Invitation to Union with God 

 

Jesus’ relationship with the Father serves as a model for the relationship between God and humanity. The union between 

Father and Son invites believers to enter into that same communion. In Catholic spirituality, Christians are called to participate 

in the divine life through grace, especially through the sacraments. 

 

 The ultimate goal for Christians is to be drawn into the divine love and unity of the Trinity, as Jesus Himself prayed: 

“that they may all be one, just as you, Father, are in me, and I in you, that they also may be in us” (John 17:21). 

 

7. Jesus as Mediator 

 

This statement further supports the Catholic understanding of Jesus as the one mediator between God and humanity (1 

Timothy 2:5). Since Jesus is in the Father and the Father is in Him, He serves as the bridge through which divine life and 

salvation are communicated to the world. 

 

 Through Jesus, we have direct access to the Father, and His role as mediator is grounded in His unique, intimate 

relationship with God. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

In Catholic theology, Jesus’ statement "I am in the Father, and the Father is in me" encapsulates key elements of Trinitarian 

doctrine, Christ’s divinity, the Incarnation, and the salvation plan. It reveals the profound mystery of the unity and distinction 

within the Godhead, the divine authority of Jesus, and His role in revealing the Father and bringing humanity into communion 

with God. 

 

 

User [4.1*]: 

 

Great. Now, please construct a reasoning based on that statement which leads to your conclusion that Christ is a God. 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

To reason from the statement "I am in the Father, and the Father is in me" to the conclusion that Christ is God, we can proceed 

in the following logical steps, grounded in Catholic theology and based on biblical, philosophical, and doctrinal principles: 

 

1. Mutual Indwelling as Indicating Divine Unity 

 

The statement “I am in the Father, and the Father is in me” indicates an intimate and unique relationship between Jesus and 

God the Father. This mutual indwelling suggests not a mere external association or relationship, but rather an internal, 

essential unity between Jesus and the Father. 

 

 The phrase "in the Father" means that Jesus shares in the very life and being of the Father. This is not a characteristic 

of a mere human prophet or teacher, but of someone who shares in the divine essence. 

 Likewise, the statement that "the Father is in me" implies that the Father's divine nature is fully present and active 

within Jesus, not merely through divine inspiration or guidance but in terms of substantial identity. 

 

2. Christ's Claim to a Unique Divine Status 
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Throughout the Gospel of John, where this statement is found, Jesus consistently presents Himself as having a unique and 

unprecedented relationship with God, far beyond that of any created being. 

 

 In John 10:30, Jesus says, "I and the Father are one," implying a unity of will and essence that is unique to His divine 

nature. No other figure in Scripture claims such a oneness with God in this way. 

 Similarly, John 14:9 declares, "Whoever has seen me has seen the Father," suggesting that Jesus perfectly reveals 

the Father not merely by teaching about Him but by embodying Him. 

 

Therefore, Jesus’ claim that the Father is in Him and He is in the Father points to an ontological unity that goes beyond a 

functional or relational connection, indicating that He shares in the very being of God. 

3. The Divine Attributes Manifest in Christ 

 

The works of Christ, which He attributes to His unity with the Father, reveal divine attributes. If the Father is in Jesus and Jesus 

in the Father, this mutual presence must involve the full divine attributes (omnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence, and 

perfect goodness) being fully present in Christ. 

 

 Jesus exercises divine authority over creation, such as calming storms, multiplying food, and raising the dead—

actions that, according to Catholic tradition, are proper only to God. 

 He forgives sins (Mark 2:5-7), which is understood in Scripture to be a divine prerogative. By forgiving sins, Jesus acts 

with the authority of God Himself, which points to His divine identity. 

 

4. Jesus' Self-Identification with the Divine Name 

 

Elsewhere in the Gospel of John, Jesus explicitly identifies Himself with the divine name “I AM” (John 8:58), echoing the name 

God revealed to Moses in Exodus 3:14 (“I AM WHO I AM”). 

 

 When Jesus says "Before Abraham was, I AM," He is claiming pre-existence and applying to Himself the name of 

God, further substantiating His claim to divinity. 

 This reinforces the idea that His statement “I am in the Father, and the Father is in me” is not merely about relational 

intimacy but about ontological identity with the Father, confirming that Jesus possesses the same eternal divine nature. 

 

5. The Trinitarian Framework 

 

The mutual indwelling described in the statement reflects the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, where the Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit are distinct persons but share one divine nature. The Father and Son are consubstantial—meaning of the same substance 

or essence. 

 

 In Catholic theology, God is understood as a Trinity of Persons: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. The Son (Jesus Christ) is 

not a lesser being or a created intermediary; He is eternally begotten of the Father, sharing fully in the divine essence. 

 Therefore, when Jesus says "I am in the Father," He affirms that His very being is grounded in His eternal relationship 

with the Father as the Son in the Trinity, making Him fully God. 

 

6. Catholic Doctrinal Affirmation 

 

The Catholic Church, building upon Scripture and early ecumenical councils such as Nicaea (325 AD) and Chalcedon (451 AD), 

affirms the full divinity of Christ. The Nicene Creed explicitly states that Jesus is "God from God, Light from Light, true God 

from true God, begotten, not made, consubstantial with the Father." 

 

 The Church Fathers, such as St. Athanasius, argued that only someone who is truly divine could achieve the work of 

redemption and salvation. A created being could not reconcile humanity to God, but Christ, being divine, has the power to do 

so. 

 

7. Conclusion: Christ Is God 
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Given that: 

 

 Jesus claims an internal, essential unity with the Father ("I am in the Father, and the Father is in me"), 

 Jesus performs works and possesses attributes that belong exclusively to God (e.g., forgiving sins, exercising divine 

power over creation), 

 Jesus identifies Himself with the divine name ("I AM"), 

 And the consistent teaching of the Church affirms the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father, 

 

It follows that Christ is fully God. He shares the same divine nature as the Father, and His statement reveals His true identity 

as the eternal Son who is one with the Father in essence and nature. Therefore, the utterance "I am in the Father, and the 

Father is in me" is a direct affirmation of Christ’s divinity within the context of Catholic theology. 

 

 

User {ADD to 4.1*]: 

 

Thanks! Could you present it as a logical proof, where you list out all necessary premises and conclusions, and show from 

which premises you draw your conclusions? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! Here's a logical proof-style presentation based on the statement "I am in the Father, and the Father is in me" (John 

14:11), leading to the conclusion that Christ is God. 

Premises: 

 

Premise 1: Jesus says, "I am in the Father, and the Father is in me." 

(John 14:11) 

 

Premise 2: Mutual indwelling ("I am in the Father, and the Father is in me") implies an internal and essential unity of being, 

not merely a functional relationship. 

 

Premise 3: In Catholic theology, God is a Trinity: three distinct persons (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) who share one divine 

essence (consubstantiality). 

 

Premise 4: The divine essence includes attributes that belong exclusively to God, such as omnipotence, omniscience, and the 

ability to forgive sins. 

 

Premise 5: Jesus manifests these divine attributes (e.g., He performs miracles, forgives sins, claims pre-existence, and identifies 

Himself with the divine name "I AM"). 

 

Premise 6: Only God can possess the full divine essence and attributes. 

 

Premise 7: Jesus, in His teachings and actions, claims an eternal relationship with the Father, indicating that He shares in the 

divine essence. 

 

Premise 8: The Catholic Church, based on Scripture and Tradition, teaches that Jesus Christ is fully divine, sharing the same 

essence as the Father (Nicene Creed: "God from God, Light from Light, true God from true God"). 

Logical Steps and Conclusions: 

 

Step 1: 

From Premise 1 (Jesus says, "I am in the Father, and the Father is in me") and Premise 2 (mutual indwelling implies essential 

unity), 

we can conclude that Jesus claims a unique, essential unity with the Father. 

 

Conclusion 1: 
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Jesus shares an essential, internal unity with the Father. 

 

Step 2: 

From Conclusion 1 (Jesus shares an essential unity with the Father) and Premise 3 (in Catholic theology, the Father and Son 

are distinct persons sharing the same divine essence), 

we can conclude that Jesus, as the Son, shares in the divine essence. 

 

Conclusion 2: 

Jesus shares the divine essence with the Father. 

 

Step 3: 

From Conclusion 2 (Jesus shares the divine essence) and Premise 4 (divine essence includes attributes like omnipotence and 

the ability to forgive sins), 

we can conclude that Jesus must possess these divine attributes. 

 

Conclusion 3: 

Jesus possesses the divine attributes. 

 

Step 4: 

From Premise 5 (Jesus manifests divine attributes through His miracles, forgiving sins, etc.) and Conclusion 3 (Jesus possesses 

divine attributes), 

we can conclude that Jesus demonstrates that He is divine through His actions and claims. 

 

Conclusion 4: 

Jesus' actions and teachings confirm His divinity. 

 

Step 5: 

From Premise 6 (only God can possess the full divine essence and attributes) and Conclusion 4 (Jesus possesses divine 

attributes and demonstrates them), 

we can conclude that Jesus is God. 

 

Conclusion 5: 

Jesus is God. 

 

Step 6: 

From Conclusion 5 (Jesus is God) and Premise 8 (the Church teaches that Christ is fully divine and consubstantial with the 

Father), 

we can conclude that the Church's teaching affirms Jesus' divinity as consubstantial with the Father. 

 

Conclusion 6: 

The Catholic Church’s teaching on the Trinity confirms that Jesus Christ is fully divine, sharing the same essence as the Father. 

Final Conclusion: 

 

From the above premises and logical steps, we conclude that Jesus Christ is God, sharing the same divine essence and nature 

with the Father, as demonstrated through His claims, actions, and the consistent teachings of the Catholic Church. 

 

This logical proof shows how the statement "I am in the Father, and the Father is in me" leads to the conclusion that Christ is 

God. Each premise builds upon both theological and scriptural foundations, leading step-by-step to the conclusion that Jesus 

possesses the full divinity of God. 

 

 

User [ADD to 4.1*]: 

 

OK, but please, present it in a concise way like logicians do. 
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ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! Here's a more concise, formalized version of the reasoning: 

Premises: 

 

 P1: Jesus says, "I am in the Father, and the Father is in me" (John 14:11). 

 P2: Mutual indwelling ("I am in the Father, and the Father is in me") implies an essential unity of being. 

 P3: The Father possesses divine essence, which includes omnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence, and the ability 

to forgive sins. 

 P4: Jesus manifests divine attributes (e.g., miracles, forgiving sins, and claiming pre-existence). 

 P5: Only God possesses the full divine essence and attributes. 

 P6: The Catholic Church teaches that the Father and Son are distinct persons sharing the same divine essence 

(Trinitarian doctrine). 

 

Logical Reasoning: 

 

 C1 (from P1 and P2): Jesus claims essential unity with the Father. 

 C2 (from C1 and P3): Jesus shares the divine essence with the Father. 

 C3 (from C2 and P4): Jesus manifests divine attributes because He possesses divine essence. 

 C4 (from C3 and P5): Since Jesus possesses divine attributes, He must be God. 

 C5 (from C4 and P6): The Catholic Church confirms that Jesus is consubstantial with the Father and therefore God. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

C6: Jesus Christ is God, sharing the same divine essence as the Father. 

 

 

User [ADD T4.1*]: 

 

Great, thank you. This is what I wanted. And could you provide me with a similar proof for the conclusion "God is the Trinity 

of persons"? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! Here's a concise, formalized proof-style presentation for the conclusion that "God is the Trinity of persons": 

Premises: 

 

 P1: Scripture reveals God as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit (e.g., Matthew 28:19; John 14:26). 

 P2: The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are each described as fully God (e.g., the Father: John 6:27; the Son: John 1:1; 

the Holy Spirit: Acts 5:3-4). 

 P3: The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are distinct persons (e.g., the Father sends the Son: John 5:37; the Son sends 

the Holy Spirit: John 15:26). 

 P4: Scripture and Church teaching affirm that there is only one God (e.g., Deuteronomy 6:4; 1 Corinthians 8:6). 

 P5: The divine essence cannot be divided; one essence cannot exist in more than one being. 

 P6: The Catholic Church teaches that God is one in essence but exists in three distinct persons, co-equal and co-

eternal (Nicene Creed). 

 

Logical Reasoning: 

 

 C1 (from P1 and P2): The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are fully God. 

 C2 (from C1 and P3): The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are distinct persons but share the same divine essence. 

 C3 (from C2 and P4): There is only one God, and the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are not three gods but one. 

 C4 (from P5 and C3): The one divine essence exists fully in the three distinct persons without division. 
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 C5 (from C4 and P6): The doctrine of the Trinity, as affirmed by the Church, holds that God is one being in three 

persons. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

C6: God is the Trinity of persons: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, one in essence, three in persons. 

 

 

User [T4.2]: 

 

Thanks!!! Now, if you take into account the relation of being in: In(x, y), what means x is in y, can you prove, basing on the 

statement “I am in the Father and the Father is in me” (uttered by Jesus as the Son), that the Son and the Father have the 

same essence? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! To prove that the Son and the Father have the same essence using the relation of "being in" In(x,y) and based on 

the statement “I am in the Father and the Father is in me” (John 14:11), we can formalize this as follows: 

Definitions: 

 

 D1: In(x,y) means that x is in y, which, in this context, implies that x shares an essential unity or indwelling with y. 

 

 D2: E(x) represents the essence of x. 

 

 D3: In(x,y)  ⟹  E(x)=E(y), meaning that if x is in y, then x and y share the same essence (since “being in” implies 

essential unity in this context). 

 

Premises: 

 

 P1: Jesus says, “I am in the Father and the Father is in me” (John 14:11), which can be formalized as In(Son,Father) 

and In(Father,Son). 

 

 P2: In(x,y)  ⟹  E(x)=E(y) (from D3), i.e., mutual indwelling implies identity of essence. 

 

 P3: The Father and the Son are distinct persons (e.g., John 1:1, Matthew 28:19) but their mutual indwelling implies 

shared essence. 

 

Logical Proof: 

 

 C1 (from P1): In(Son,Father) and In(Father,Son) (from Jesus' statement). 

 

 C2 (from P2 and C1): Since mutual indwelling exists between the Father and the Son, E(Father)=E(Son). 

 

 C3 (from C2): The Son and the Father share the same essence. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The relation of mutual indwelling In(Son,Father) and In(Father,Son) implies that the Son and the Father share the same 

essence. Thus, based on Jesus' statement, we can conclude that the Father and the Son are distinct persons but consubstantial, 

having the same divine essence. 

 

 

User [T4.3]: 
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Fantastic!! Now, be a Catholic theologian using logic strictly. What key conclusion can you draw from the statement “God is 

good”? Point out additional premises necessary to draw your conclusions. 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

As a Catholic theologian applying strict logic to the statement "God is good", I would seek to explore what this means about 

the nature of God and how it relates to Catholic theology. Here is the logical proof breakdown: 

Definitions: 

 

 D1: G(x) means that x is good. In theology, goodness refers to possessing the fullness of being, perfection, and the 

complete absence of evil or defect. 

 D2: E(x) represents the essence of x. 

 D3: God is understood as the necessary being in Catholic theology (i.e., the being whose essence is existence itself, 

as per St. Thomas Aquinas' doctrine of divine simplicity). 

 D4: G(x)  ⟹  E(x) means that being good implies possessing the fullness of essence without deficiency. 

 D5: In Catholic theology, G(God) refers to the summum bonum (the highest good), which means that God is the 

source and standard of all goodness. 

 

Premises: 

 

 P1: G(God) (i.e., God is good). 

 P2: G(x)  ⟹  E(x), meaning that to be good, in the fullest sense, implies possessing the fullness of essence without 

defect (from D4). 

 P3: God’s essence is existence itself (from D3 and St. Thomas Aquinas’ argument from divine simplicity). 

 P4: There cannot be anything greater than God, as God is the necessary being, the source of all other beings, and 

the cause of all goodness (from traditional Catholic theology). 

 P5: Goodness is convertible with being (i.e., that which is fully good is fully real or fully existent), a metaphysical 

principle in classical philosophy (from St. Thomas Aquinas). 

 

Logical Proof: 

 

 C1 (from P1): God is good, i.e., G(God). 

 

 C2 (from P2 and P5): Goodness implies possessing the fullness of being, meaning G(God)  ⟹  E(God). This means 

that since God is good, God possesses the fullness of essence and existence. 

 

 C3 (from P3 and P2): Since God's essence is existence itself, God’s goodness is identical with His essence. In other 

words, G(God)=E(God). 

 

 C4 (from P4 and C3): As the necessary being, God cannot lack any perfection or goodness because His essence is 

pure existence. Therefore, God is the highest good, or summum bonum, and the ultimate source of all goodness. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

From the statement "God is good", we can conclude that God’s goodness is identical to His essence. In Catholic theology, this 

means that God’s goodness is not a separate quality that He possesses but rather is His very being. Therefore, God is the 

source and standard of all goodness, and His essence is the fullness of being, without any potentiality, defect, or limitation. 

 

 

User [T4.4]: 

 

Be a Catholic theologian. Can you prove (using a strict proof) that God is Trinity? 

 

 



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

151 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! To prove that God is Trinity from a Catholic theological perspective using strict logic, we will base the reasoning on 

Scripture, Church teachings, and logical deduction. 

Definitions: 

 

 D1: God refers to the one divine being, infinite, eternal, and unchanging. 

 D2: Person in Trinitarian theology refers to a distinct relation or subsistence within the divine essence (Father, Son, 

Holy Spirit). 

 D3: Essence (or substance) refers to the divine nature, which is one and indivisible. 

 D4: Trinity refers to God as one essence in three distinct persons: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

 D5: Consubstantial means that the three persons of the Trinity share the same divine essence. 

 

Premises: 

 

 P1: God is one (Deuteronomy 6:4: “Hear, O Israel: The LORD our God, the LORD is one”). 

 P2: The Father is God (1 Corinthians 8:6: “yet for us there is one God, the Father, from whom are all things”). 

 P3: The Son is God (John 1:1: “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God”). 

 P4: The Holy Spirit is God (Acts 5:3-4: The Holy Spirit is referred to as God in the account of Ananias). 

 P5: The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are distinct persons (Matthew 28:19: “baptizing them in the name of the Father 

and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit”). 

 P6: There is only one divine essence (God is indivisible and cannot be divided into multiple essences; from Catholic 

metaphysical principles). 

 

Logical Proof: 

 

 C1 (from P1): God is one, meaning that there is only one divine essence. 

 

 C2 (from P2, P3, P4): The Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Spirit is God. Thus, each person fully possesses 

the divine essence. 

 

 C3 (from P5 and P6): The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are distinct persons but cannot be separate beings, as there is 

only one indivisible divine essence. 

 

 C4 (from C2 and C3): Therefore, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit each fully share in the one divine essence, yet are 

distinct as persons. 

 

 C5 (from C4 and D5): Since the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are consubstantial (share the same divine essence), and 

yet distinct in their relations as persons, God must be a Trinity of persons in one divine essence. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

C6: God is Trinity: one divine essence in three distinct persons—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. This follows from the premises 

that there is only one God, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are each fully God, and that they are distinct in personhood 

but share the same indivisible essence. 

 

 

User [T4.5]: 

 

Splendid! Be a logically thinking Catholic theologian. Is it possible to claim that the hell will be empty? What reasons can you 

add if you claim this? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 
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As a Catholic theologian applying strict logic, the question of whether hell will be empty touches on profound theological and 

doctrinal concerns, including divine justice, mercy, free will, and the nature of salvation. To explore whether it is possible to 

claim that hell will be empty, I will present the logical premises and reasoning that lead to either affirming or denying this 

claim. 

Definitions: 

 

 D1: Hell is understood in Catholic theology as the state of eternal separation from God due to the definitive rejection 

of His grace. 

 D2: Salvation is the state of eternal union with God, made possible through Christ’s redemptive sacrifice. 

 D3: Free will is the human capacity to choose between good and evil, including the choice to reject God. 

 D4: Divine mercy refers to God’s infinite compassion and willingness to forgive sins. 

 D5: Divine justice refers to God’s righteousness in rewarding good and punishing evil according to His will. 

 

Premises: 

 

 P1: Hell exists as a potential state of eternal separation from God (Matthew 25:41: “Depart from me, you cursed, 

into the eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels”). 

 P2: Humans are endowed with free will and can choose to definitively reject God’s grace (Catechism of the Catholic 

Church 1033). 

 P3: Divine mercy is infinite, and God desires all to be saved (1 Timothy 2:4: “God desires all people to be saved and 

to come to the knowledge of the truth”). 

 P4: Divine justice ensures that those who freely reject God’s grace are punished accordingly (Matthew 25:46: “And 

these will go away into eternal punishment”). 

 P5: The Church does not definitively teach that any particular human being is in hell, but it does affirm the reality of 

hell and the possibility of eternal damnation (Catechism 1037). 

 P6: Christ’s redemptive sacrifice is universal and offers salvation to all people (John 3:16). 

 P7: Some theologians (e.g., Hans Urs von Balthasar) have speculated that it is possible to hope that all will be saved, 

while not contradicting Church teaching. 

 

Reasoning and Logical Proof: 

 

1. Can hell be empty? 

 

 C1 (from P1 and P2): Hell exists as a potential state, and humans can freely reject God’s grace. Therefore, hell could 

be populated if any person definitively rejects God. 

 

 C2 (from P3 and P6): God’s mercy is infinite, and Christ’s sacrifice offers salvation to all. Therefore, there is a basis 

for hoping that all people may accept God’s mercy and be saved. 

 

 C3 (from P4 and P2): However, divine justice respects human free will. If anyone definitively rejects God, they will 

be condemned to hell. 

 

2. Is it possible to claim that hell will be empty? 

 

 C4 (from P5 and C1): The Church does not definitively teach that any human is in hell, but it does affirm the possibility 

of eternal damnation. Therefore, it is not possible to definitively claim that no one will be in hell. 

 

 C5 (from P7 and C2): Some theologians argue that we can hope that hell may be empty, because of God’s infinite 

mercy and Christ’s redemptive sacrifice. However, this is speculative and does not negate the real possibility of eternal 

damnation. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

C6: It is not possible to definitively claim that hell will be empty, as this would contradict the Church’s teaching on free will, 

divine justice, and the real possibility of eternal separation from God. However, it is possible to hope that all will be saved and 
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that hell may be empty, based on God’s infinite mercy and the universal offer of salvation through Christ. This hope, however, 

must be held with the recognition that free will allows for the possibility that some may definitively reject God’s grace and 

thus be eternally separated from Him. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you so much!!! 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

You're very welcome! I'm glad you found the explanation helpful. If you have any more questions or need further clarification 

on anything, feel free to ask anytime. Wishing you the best in your theological and logical explorations!        

 

 

CROSS-CHECK 

 

[Task 4.1 and Task 4.1* in a separate group of tasks:] 

 

 

User: 

 

If you are a Christian Catholic theologian, what conclusions could you draw from the statement "I am in the Father and the 

Father is in me", assuming that it is the utterance of Jesus Christ? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

As a Christian Catholic theologian, reflecting on the statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me," which is an 

utterance of Jesus Christ (John 14:10-11), the following theological conclusions could be drawn: 

 

1. Unity of Jesus with the Father (The Doctrine of the Trinity): 

 

This statement affirms the profound unity between Jesus (the Son) and God the Father, which is central to the doctrine of the 

Trinity. In Catholic theology, the Trinity holds that God is one in essence but exists in three Persons: Father, Son, and Holy 

Spirit. Jesus’ words express this divine mystery, indicating that while Jesus is distinct as a Person, He shares fully in the divine 

nature of the Father. Jesus is not merely a representative of God but possesses the same divine essence (homoousios) as the 

Father. 

 

 Perichoresis (Mutual Indwelling): The phrase also reflects the concept of perichoresis, or mutual indwelling, within 

the Trinity. This means that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit dwell within each other in a perfect relationship of love and unity. 

Thus, Jesus can say that He is in the Father and the Father is in Him, as their relationship is one of intimate interpenetration 

without confusion of Persons. 

 

2. Christ’s Divine Identity: 

 

The statement serves as a revelation of Jesus’ divinity. By saying "I am in the Father and the Father is in me," Jesus is identifying 

Himself with God in a unique way, not as a mere prophet or teacher but as one who shares the divine nature. For Catholic 

theology, this is a key Christological assertion: Jesus is fully God, possessing all the attributes of God the Father, including 

omnipotence, omniscience, and eternality. 
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 Incarnation: The statement also highlights the mystery of the Incarnation, in which the divine Son takes on human 

nature. Even in His humanity, Jesus remains united with the Father, affirming the coexistence of His two natures—divine and 

human. Jesus' words confirm that while He has taken on human flesh, His divinity remains undiminished and fully united to 

the Father. 

 

3. Revelation of God the Father through Jesus: 

 

Jesus' claim that He is in the Father and the Father is in Him implies that to know Jesus is to know the Father. This is a theological 

conclusion that emphasizes the idea that Jesus is the perfect and complete revelation of God. Catholic theology teaches that 

Jesus is the "visible image of the invisible God" (Colossians 1:15), and through Jesus, we come to know the Father. His words, 

actions, and very being manifest the Father’s will, character, and love. 

 

 Divine Mission: This also ties into Jesus' mission of revealing the Father to humanity. His union with the Father means 

that everything He does and says is a direct revelation of God. The works He performs—His miracles, teachings, and ultimately 

His death and resurrection—are the Father’s works made visible through the Son. 

 

4. The Interpersonal Relationship within the Trinity: 

 

The mutual indwelling described by Jesus signifies the relational aspect of the Trinity. Catholic theology emphasizes that God 

is not a solitary being but a communion of Persons. Jesus’ statement reveals the love, communication, and relational unity 

between the Father and the Son. This relationship is characterized by perfect harmony, love, and shared will, which is extended 

to the Holy Spirit as well. 

 

 Love as the Essence of God: Since "God is love" (1 John 4:8), the relationship between Jesus and the Father is the 

eternal expression of this divine love. Their indwelling reflects the perfect and infinite love that exists within the Trinity and is 

the source of all creation and redemption. 

 

5. Salvation and Participation in Divine Life: 

 

For Catholic theology, Jesus’ union with the Father has implications for human salvation. By becoming man, Jesus bridges the 

gap between humanity and God. His unity with the Father makes it possible for human beings to be united with God. Through 

faith, baptism, and the sacraments, believers are brought into communion with Jesus, and by extension, with the Father. 

 

 Theosis (Divinization): This is related to the concept of theosis or divinization, a key idea in both Catholic and Eastern 

Christian theology. Since Jesus is in the Father and the Father is in Him, those who are united with Christ by grace are invited 

to participate in this divine communion. In Catholic soteriology, salvation is not merely about forgiveness of sins, but about 

being transformed and drawn into the very life of God. 

 

6. Authority of Jesus’ Teaching: 

 

By claiming such intimate unity with the Father, Jesus asserts the divine authority of His teachings. This means that Jesus' 

words are not His alone but are directly from the Father. This would support the Catholic view that Jesus' teachings are 

infallible and possess divine authority. His words are God’s words, which is why the Church venerates His teachings as revealed 

truth. 

 

In conclusion, this statement ("I am in the Father and the Father is in me") reflects a deep theological truth about the unity, 

divinity, and relationship between Jesus and God the Father. It reveals the inner life of the Trinity, affirms Christ’s divine 

identity, and has profound implications for understanding salvation and humanity's relationship with God. This understanding 

becomes the foundation of key Catholic doctrines like the Trinity, the Incarnation, and the salvific mission of Christ. 

 

 

User [T4.1*]: 

 

Great. Now, please construct a reasoning based on that statement which leads to your conclusion 2. 
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ChatGPT: 

 

To construct a reasoning that leads to Conclusion 2: Christ’s Divine Identity, we can approach it in a structured way, rooted in 

both the theological understanding of Jesus' relationship with the Father and the scriptural context. Here's how the reasoning 

would unfold: 

 

1. Context of the Statement: 

 

The statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" (John 14:10-11) comes in a conversation between Jesus and His 

disciples. Jesus is explaining His unique relationship with the Father. This context is crucial because Jesus is not speaking 

metaphorically or symbolically, but revealing a deep theological truth about His nature. His goal is to help the disciples 

understand who He truly is and how they should perceive His identity. 

 

2. Jesus Claims Mutual Indwelling with the Father: 

 

The phrase "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" asserts a profound mutual indwelling or presence. It indicates that 

Jesus and the Father share an inseparable, intimate union. In this relationship, Jesus is not merely close to the Father, but He 

is in the Father, and the Father is in Him. 

 

 Being "in" someone in theological terms refers to more than just a relationship of closeness or cooperation. It speaks 

to a deeper ontological unity—their very being is shared. If Jesus is "in the Father," it suggests He shares the same essence as 

the Father. 

 

3. Jesus and the Father Share the Same Divine Essence: 

 

In Catholic theology, essence refers to what something is in its very nature. By saying "I am in the Father and the Father is in 

me," Jesus is implying that He and the Father are not two separate gods or beings, but share the same divine nature. This 

conclusion is consistent with the Church’s later formulation of the doctrine of the Trinity, which teaches that God is one in 

essence (one divine being), yet exists in three Persons—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

 

 Divine Identity: If Jesus is in the Father and the Father is in Jesus, then Jesus must possess the same divine attributes 

as the Father. These attributes include eternality, omnipotence, omniscience, and all the other perfections of God. This is a 

claim to divine identity, which is further reinforced by Jesus' other statements in the Gospel of John (e.g., "I and the Father are 

one" - John 10:30). 

 

4. Implication of Jesus' Equality with the Father: 

 

The statement also implies that Jesus is equal to the Father in terms of His divinity. If Jesus were merely a prophet or a highly 

exalted human, He could not truthfully claim this kind of mutual indwelling with God. A created being cannot claim to be "in" 

the Creator in the same way that Jesus does. The only way such a claim could be valid is if Jesus shares the same divine nature 

as the Father. In other words, Jesus is not merely a messenger from God, but God Himself. 

 

 In John 5:18, the Jews sought to kill Jesus because He was "calling God His own Father, making Himself equal with 

God." This response shows that His contemporaries understood Jesus' claims to divine identity, even if they rejected them. 

Thus, this statement fits into the larger context of Jesus consistently presenting Himself as equal with the Father. 

 

5. The Necessity of Jesus' Divinity for Salvation: 

 

From a theological perspective, Jesus' divinity is necessary for His salvific work. Catholic theology teaches that only God can 

forgive sins and reconcile humanity with Himself. If Jesus is in the Father and the Father is in Jesus, this reinforces that Jesus 

is fully divine, and as such, has the authority to offer salvation. 
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 Christ as the Mediator: Jesus’ divine identity makes Him the perfect mediator between God and humanity. As fully 

divine, Jesus has the power to save, and as fully human, He is able to represent humanity in His redemptive work. 

 

6. Jesus' Works as Divine Proof: 

 

In John 14:11, Jesus appeals to His works as evidence of His divine identity: "Believe me that I am in the Father and the Father 

is in me, or else believe on account of the works themselves." These works—miracles, signs, and ultimately His resurrection—

are not merely displays of power but are meant to reveal His divine nature. Jesus is not performing these works as a human 

agent of God; rather, these are the Father's works manifested through Jesus, showing that He acts with the same divine 

authority. 

 

 Works of the Father in Jesus: The fact that Jesus can perform divine works (healing the sick, raising the dead, forgiving 

sins, controlling nature) is a testament to His divine identity. These are things that only God can do, yet Jesus does them 

because the Father is in Him, and He is in the Father. 

 

7. Conclusion: Jesus' Divine Identity is Explicit: 

 

Therefore, the statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" leads us directly to the conclusion that Jesus is fully 

divine. He shares the same essence as the Father, making Him equal with the Father in divinity, power, and authority. This 

conclusion is central to the Catholic understanding of the hypostatic union—the belief that Jesus Christ is one divine Person 

with two natures, fully divine and fully human. 

 

In summary, Jesus’ assertion of being in the Father and the Father being in Him points unmistakably to His divine identity. This 

claim of mutual indwelling highlights the unity of essence between Jesus and the Father, affirming that Jesus is God incarnate, 

co-equal, and co-eternal with the Father. This is the foundation for Catholic Christology, which holds that Jesus is not just a 

human representative of God, but God Himself, fully participating in the divine nature. 

 

 

User: 

 

OK, but can you do that in a concise and strict way as logicians do? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! Here's a more concise and logical reasoning leading to Conclusion 2: Christ’s Divine Identity based on the statement 

"I am in the Father and the Father is in me": 

Premises: 

 

 Premise 1: Jesus states, "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" (John 14:10-11). 

     This claim implies a mutual indwelling between Jesus and the Father. 

 

 Premise 2: Mutual indwelling (being "in" another) implies a shared nature or essence. 

     In theology, this type of relationship indicates more than a close relationship; it denotes an ontological unity (i.e., 

sharing the same essence). 

 

 Premise 3: God the Father is understood to possess the divine essence. 

     God is omnipotent, eternal, omniscient, and the Creator. 

 

 Premise 4: If Jesus is "in" the Father and the Father is "in" Jesus, then Jesus must share the same divine essence as 

the Father. 

     Since the Father is divine, and mutual indwelling requires shared essence, Jesus must also be divine. 

 

 Premise 5: Created beings do not share the divine essence of God. 

     A created being cannot claim the same nature as God without ceasing to be created. 
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 Premise 6: Jesus performs divine works (miracles, forgiving sins, etc.) that are attributed to God. 

     The ability to perform these works supports the claim of His divine nature. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

From Premises 1-6, it follows that Jesus possesses the same divine essence as God the Father, thereby confirming His divine 

identity. Therefore, Jesus is not merely a prophet or human, but truly God, co-equal and co-eternal with the Father. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thanks a lot! 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

You're very welcome! I'm glad you found it helpful. If you have any more questions or need further clarification, feel free to 

ask. Happy studying! 
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Final-test Gemini Group4 

 

 

User: 

 

Hi Gemini, could we again talk about theology? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Absolutely! I'm ready to delve into theological topics with you again. Feel free to ask me about anything related to religion, 

spirituality, or philosophy. Here are a few ideas to get you started: 

 

 Specific religions or beliefs: Do you have questions about Christianity, Islam, Buddhism, Hinduism, or other faiths? 

 Philosophical concepts: Want to explore ideas like the nature of God, the meaning of life, or the problem of evil? 

 Theological debates: Interested in discussing controversial topics like creationism vs. evolution, free will vs. 

determinism, or theodicy? 

 

Just let me know what you'd like to talk about! 

 

 

User [T4.1]: 

 

If you are a Christian Catholic theologian, what conclusions could you draw from the statement "I am in the Father and the 

Father is in me", assuming that it is the utterance of Jesus Christ? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

As a Christian Catholic theologian, I would interpret Jesus' statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" as a profound 

declaration of divine unity and the intimate relationship between Jesus and God. 

 

Here are some key conclusions I would draw: 

 

1. The Trinity: This statement supports the doctrine of the Trinity, which posits that God exists as three distinct 

persons—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—yet is one in essence. Jesus' words emphasize the essential unity between 

the Son and the Father, while also acknowledging their distinct personalities. 

2. Divine Intimacy: The statement reveals the extraordinary closeness and interdependence between Jesus and God. 

It suggests that Jesus' divine nature is fully rooted in and inseparable from God, and that God's presence is fully 

manifested in Jesus. 

3. Jesus' Divine Authority: By claiming to be "in" the Father, Jesus asserts his divine authority and identity as the Son 

of God. This aligns with other biblical passages that emphasize Jesus' divine nature and his role as the mediator 

between God and humanity. 

4. The Incarnation: Jesus' statement also points to the mystery of the Incarnation, the belief that God became human 

in the person of Jesus Christ. The unity between Jesus and the Father suggests that the divine nature of God is fully 

present within the human nature of Jesus. 

5. The Source of Jesus' Mission: This statement implies that Jesus' mission and authority ultimately derive from his 

divine nature and his intimate relationship with God. His words and actions are not merely human expressions, but 

rather a manifestation of the divine will and power. 

 

In conclusion, Jesus' statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" is a cornerstone of Christian theology, offering 

profound insights into the nature of God, the person of Jesus Christ, and the relationship between the divine and the human. 
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User [T4.1*]: 

 

Great. Now, please construct a reasoning based on that statement which leads to your first conclusion. 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Reasoning Leading to the Conclusion of the Trinity: 

 

1. Distinct Persons: The statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" implies that Jesus and the Father are 

distinct persons. They are not identical, but rather two distinct aspects of the divine being. 

2. Essential Unity: At the same time, the statement suggests that Jesus and the Father are essentially united. They 

are not separate beings, but rather share a common divine nature. 

3. The Holy Spirit: The doctrine of the Trinity also includes the Holy Spirit. While not explicitly mentioned in this 

particular statement, the concept of a third person of the Trinity is implied by the idea of a divine unity that 

extends beyond just the Father and the Son. 

4. Three Persons, One God: Combining these elements, we can conclude that God exists as three distinct persons—

Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—yet is one in essence. This is the core of the doctrine of the Trinity. 

 

Therefore, based on Jesus' statement and the broader context of Christian theology, the conclusion of the Trinity is a logical 

and consistent interpretation. 

 

 

User [ADD T4.1*]: 

 

Could you present it as a logical proof, where you list out all necessary premises and conclusions, and show from which 

premises you draw your conclusions? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Logical Proof for the Trinity Based on Jesus' Statement 

 

Premise 1: Jesus is a divine person. 

Premise 2: Jesus claims, "I am in the Father and the Father is in me." 

Premise 3: If two beings are essentially united, they share a common nature. 

Premise 4: If two beings share a common nature, they are of the same substance. 

Premise 5: If two beings are of the same substance, they are one in essence. 

 

Conclusion 1: Jesus and the Father are essentially united. (From Premise 2 and Premise 3) 

Conclusion 2: Jesus and the Father share a common divine nature. (From Conclusion 1 and Premise 4) 

Conclusion 3: Jesus and the Father are one in essence. (From Conclusion 2 and Premise 5) 

Conclusion 4: God exists as three distinct persons—Father, Son (Jesus), and Holy Spirit—yet is one in essence. (Combining 

Conclusion 3 with the doctrine of the Trinity, which includes the Holy Spirit as a third person of the divine being) 

 

This logical proof demonstrates how Jesus' statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" can be used to support the 

doctrine of the Trinity. It outlines the key premises and conclusions involved in this reasoning process. 

 

 

User: 

 

I think there are some mistakes, but it is easy to correct it, so don't bother. Thank you. 
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Gemini: 

 

You're absolutely right! I apologize for the oversight. I'll be more careful in my future responses to ensure accuracy. 

 

If you'd like to point out the specific errors or provide a corrected version, I'd be happy to review it and learn from your 

feedback. 

 

 

User [ADD T4.1*]: 

 

OK, what would you say about the following?  

 

Premise 1: Jesus claims, "I am in the Father and the Father is in me." and it is true. 

 

Premise 2: If something claims about itself and about another being "I am in the Father and the Father is in me." and it is true, 

they share a common nature. 

 

Premise 3: If something says about itself "I" and about another being "Father", they are distinct persons. 

 

Premise 4: If two beings share a common nature, they are of the same substance. 

 

Premise 5: If two beings are of the same substance, they are one in essence. 

 

Premise 6: There is also another (and only one), called the Holy Spirit, being which is in the same relations to Jesus and the 

Father concerning essence and being distinct persons. 

 

Premise 7: Jesus is God with respect to his essence. 

 

Conclusion 1: Jesus and the Father share a common nature. (From Premise 1 and Premise 2) 

 

Conclusion 2: Jesus and the Father are distinct persons. (From Premise 1 and Premise 3) 

 

Conclusion 3: Jesus and the Father are of the same substance. (From Conclusion 1 and Premise 4) 

 

Conclusion 4: Jesus and the Father are one in essence. (From Conclusion 3 and Premise 5) 

 

Conclusion 5: Jesus and the Father are one distinct persons one in essence. (From Conclusion 2 and Conclusion 4). 

 

Conclusion 6: Jesus and the Father and the Holy Spirit are one distinct persons one in essence. (From Premise 6 and Conclusion 

5) 

 

Conclusion 7: Jesus and the Father and the Holy Spirit are God. (From Premise 7 and Conclusion 6) 

 

Conclusion 8: God is three distinct persons one in essence. (From Conclusion 6 and Conclusion 7). 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing the Proposed Proof of the Trinity 

 

Your proposed proof offers a compelling and logically sound argument for the Trinity. It effectively combines the scriptural 

evidence from Jesus' statement with philosophical principles to reach the conclusion that God exists as three distinct persons 

who are one in essence. 

 

Key strengths of your proof include: 
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 Clear premises: The premises are well-defined and logically connected to the conclusion. 

 Logical deductions: The conclusions follow from the premises through valid logical inferences. 

 Comprehensive coverage: The proof addresses all three persons of the Trinity (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) and their 

relationship to each other. 

 

However, there are a few points that might be worth considering: 

 

 Premise 2: While this premise is crucial to the argument, it might benefit from further elaboration or justification. It 

could be strengthened by citing additional scriptural or philosophical evidence to support the claim that sharing a common 

nature implies a shared essence. 

 Premise 6: This premise introduces the Holy Spirit into the argument. It might be helpful to provide more explicit 

scriptural or philosophical evidence to support the claim that the Holy Spirit has the same relationship to Jesus and the Father 

as they have to each other. 

 

Overall, your proof is a valuable contribution to the theological discussion of the Trinity. By addressing these minor points, you 

could further strengthen the argument and provide a more comprehensive understanding of the doctrine. 

 

Would you like to discuss any of these points in more detail, or perhaps explore other aspects of the Trinity? 

 

 

User [T4.2]: 

 

Right. If you take into account the relation of being in: In(x, y), what means x is in y, can you prove, basing on the statement “I 

am in the Father and the Father is in me” (uttered by Jesus as the Son), that the Son and the Father have the same essence? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" Using the Relation "In(x, y)" 

 

Understanding the Relation "In(x, y)" 

 

Before proceeding, let's clarify the meaning of the relation "In(x, y)". In this context, we can interpret it as: 

 

 Containment: x is contained within y. 

 Essential Dependence: x's existence or nature is fundamentally dependent on y. 

 Intimate Union: x and y share a deep and inseparable connection. 

 

Analyzing the Statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" 

 

Given the above interpretation of "In(x, y)", we can analyze Jesus' statement as follows: 

 

 In(Jesus, Father): Jesus is contained within the Father. This suggests that Jesus' divine nature is fully encompassed 

by the Father's divine nature. 

 In(Father, Jesus): The Father is contained within Jesus. This suggests that the Father's divine nature is fully 

manifested in Jesus. 

 

Conclusion: Shared Essence 

 

From these two statements, we can conclude that Jesus and the Father share a common essence. This is because: 

 

 Mutual Containment: Both Jesus and the Father are fully contained within each other. This implies that their natures 

are deeply intertwined and interdependent. 



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

162 

 Essential Unity: The fact that each is fully contained within the other suggests that their essences are not distinct 

but rather united in a profound way. 

 

Therefore, based on the statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me" and the interpretation of the relation "In(x, y)", 

we can logically conclude that Jesus and the Father share a common essence. 

 

This conclusion aligns with the core tenets of Christian theology, particularly the doctrine of the Trinity, which posits that God 

exists as three distinct persons (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) who are one in essence. 

 

 

User: 

 

OK, can you provide such a formal proof, using symbolic logic, and including the relation In(x,y)? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Formal Proof of Shared Essence Using Symbolic Logic 

 

Assumptions: 

 

 P: Jesus 

 F: The Father 

 E(x, y): x has the same essence as y 

 In(x, y): x is contained within y 

 

Axioms: 

 

 ∀x∀y (In(x, y) → In(y, x)) (If x is contained within y, then y is contained within x.) 

 ∀x∀y (In(x, y) ∧ In(y, x) → E(x, y)) (If x is contained within y and y is contained within x, then x and y have the same 

essence.) 

 

Theorem: E(P, F) (Jesus and the Father have the same essence.) 

 

Proof: 

 

 In(P, F) ∧ In(F, P) (Given from the statement "I am in the Father and the Father is in me") 

 E(P, F) (From Axiom 2 and Step 1) 

 

Therefore, we have proven that E(P, F), meaning Jesus and the Father have the same essence. 

 

Explanation: 

 

 Axiom 1 captures the idea that the relation "In" is symmetrical. If x is contained within y, then y is also contained 

within x. 

 Axiom 2 formalizes the concept that mutual containment implies shared essence. 

 Step 1 introduces the given statement as a premise. 

 Step 2 applies Axiom 2 to the premise, directly proving the theorem. 

 

This formal proof demonstrates how the symbolic logic can be used to rigorously establish the conclusion of shared essence 

based on the given statement and the defined relation "In". 

 

 

User [T4.3]: 
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Very well! Thank you! Be a Catholic theologian using logic strictly. What key conclusion can you draw from the statement “God 

is good”? Point out additional premises necessary to draw your conclusions. 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Analyzing "God is Good" Using Logic 

 

Premise 1: God is good. 

 

Key Conclusion: God is morally perfect. 

 

Additional Premises: 

 

2. Goodness implies moral perfection: If something is good, it possesses the highest degree of moral virtue. 

3. Moral perfection is a property of God: God, as the ultimate being, possesses all morally perfect qualities. 

 

Reasoning: 

 

1. From Premise 1 and Premise 2, we can conclude that God possesses the highest degree of moral virtue. 

2. Since moral perfection is the highest degree of moral virtue, we can infer that God is morally perfect. 

 

Therefore, based on the statement "God is good" and the additional premises, we can logically conclude that God is morally 

perfect. 

 

This conclusion aligns with traditional Catholic theology, which affirms that God is the ultimate source of goodness and 

possesses all morally perfect attributes. 

 

 

User [T4.4]: 

 

Great! Now, be a Catholic theologian. Can you prove (using a strict proof) that God is Trinity? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Note on Proving the Trinity 

 

While it's possible to construct a logical argument based on scriptural evidence and theological principles to support the 

doctrine of the Trinity, a strict mathematical or philosophical proof is not possible. This is because the Trinity is a theological 

concept that transcends the limitations of human reason. 

 

The Trinity is a mystery of faith, revealed in the scriptures and understood through the guidance of the Holy Spirit. It is a 

doctrine that is accepted as a truth based on divine revelation rather than a conclusion reached through logical deduction 

alone. 

 

That said, we can present a logical argument based on key theological principles and scriptural passages to support the Trinity. 

This argument would involve: 

 

 The Unity of God: The concept of God as a single, unified being is a fundamental tenet of monotheism. 

 The Distinctiveness of the Persons: The scriptures clearly distinguish between the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as 

distinct persons. 

 The Interconnectedness of the Persons: The scriptures also emphasize the interconnectedness and mutual 

indwelling of the three persons. 
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 The Trinity as a Mystery: The Trinity is ultimately a mystery that transcends human understanding. It is a truth that 

is revealed by God and accepted through faith. 

 

By combining these elements, we can construct a logical argument that supports the doctrine of the Trinity. However, it's 

important to remember that this argument is based on theological principles and scriptural evidence, not on a strict 

mathematical or philosophical proof. 

 

 

User [4.5]: 

 

OK. Thanks. Be a logically thinking Catholic theologian. Is it possible to claim that the hell will be empty? What reasons can you 

add if you claim this? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

As a Catholic theologian, I cannot logically claim that Hell will be empty. The traditional Catholic understanding of Hell is based 

on multiple scriptural passages and theological principles that suggest its eternal existence and the eternal punishment of 

those who are condemned to it. 

 

Here are some key reasons why the Catholic Church maintains that Hell will not be empty: 

 

 Scriptural Evidence: The Bible, particularly the New Testament, contains numerous references to Hell as a place of 

eternal punishment for the wicked. For example, Jesus speaks of Hell as a place of "eternal fire" (Matthew 25:41) and "eternal 

punishment" (Matthew 25:46). 

 Theological Principles: Catholic theology affirms that God is just and holy, and that He will ultimately judge all people 

according to their actions. This implies that those who have chosen to reject God and His grace will face eternal punishment. 

 The Concept of Free Will: Catholic theology emphasizes the importance of human free will. This means that 

individuals have the freedom to choose between good and evil. Those who choose evil and reject God's mercy will face the 

consequences of their choices in the afterlife. 

 

While some theological interpretations suggest the possibility of limited time in Hell followed by purification, the traditional 

Catholic understanding is that Hell is a place of eternal punishment for those who have chosen to reject God's love and mercy. 
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Final-test ChatGPT-4o Group5 

 

 

User [T5.1]: 

 

Could you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “God is light” and has as a conclusion “God is a trinity of 

persons”? be creative, but at the same time, be logically strict, with no shortcuts. 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! To construct a deductive reasoning chain that leads from the premise "God is light" to the conclusion "God is a 

trinity of persons," we must carefully define our terms, establish intermediate steps, and ensure each deduction follows 

logically. Let’s proceed step by step. 

Premise: 

 

 God is light. (Given) 

 

Step 1: Define "light." 

 

 Light, in its physical nature, has a dual aspect. 

     From modern physics, light exhibits both wave-like and particle-like properties. These two seemingly contradictory 

natures are unified in the same phenomenon of light. 

     Light is not purely one thing but expresses itself in complementary, distinct ways. 

 

Step 2: Draw analogies between the nature of light and the nature of God. 

 

 If God is light, then God must similarly have a unified yet manifold nature. 

     Just as light is not simple or singular in its expression (it is both wave and particle), God’s nature, while fundamentally 

one, may also be complex and manifold. 

 

Step 3: Move to theological properties of light. 

 

 Light, by its nature, emanates, illuminates, and reveals. 

     The function of light is to shine forth, to spread outward, illuminating that which was in darkness. This act of 

emanation suggests that light has both an inherent source and a relational aspect, engaging with what it illuminates. 

     Light also reveals and makes things visible, acting as a mediator between the perceiver and the object perceived. 

 

Step 4: Introduce theological implications of "emanation." 

 

 If God is light, then God also must possess this dual relational aspect: God as the source and God as the revealer. 

     The source of light (its origin) represents God as the Father, the ultimate origin of all things. 

     The emanating and illuminating aspect of light represents the Son, as the one who reveals and makes God known 

(similar to the Logos, the Word in Christian theology). 

 

Step 5: The necessity of a third element. 

 

 For light to have its full relational function, there must also be the interaction between the light and what it 

illuminates. 

     Light does not act in isolation. It reveals and makes known, interacting with the world it touches. This interaction or 

presence of light reflects the work of the Holy Spirit, who interacts with and fills creation with the presence of God. 

 

Step 6: Synthesis of persons from the nature of light. 
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 If God is light, then God exists in a trinity of relational and distinct persons, just as light has a triadic nature of source, 

emanation, and interaction. 

     Father: God as the source of light, the origin of all being. 

     Son: God as the emanation or radiance of light, revealing and mediating God’s nature to creation. 

     Holy Spirit: God as the interactive presence of light, filling and touching creation, enabling life and relationship. 

 

Step 7: The Unity of Light and Persons. 

 

 Just as light, though having distinct properties, is fundamentally one reality, so too God, though manifest in three 

persons, is one unified being. 

     The persons of the Trinity are distinct, but not separate; they exist in perfect relational unity, just as the wave and 

particle properties of light exist together in the unified phenomenon of light. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

 Therefore, God is a trinity of persons: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

 

Summary of Deductive Reasoning: 

 

 Premise: God is light. 

 Light has a unified yet dual nature, which suggests that God’s nature is similarly unified yet manifold. 

 Light emanates, illuminates, and interacts with creation, which corresponds to the roles of Father (source), Son 

(emanation), and Holy Spirit (interaction). 

 The unified nature of light (despite its distinct properties) mirrors the unity of God, even in the distinction of persons. 

 Conclusion: God is a trinity of persons. 

 

Each step logically follows from both the nature of light and traditional theological concepts, allowing us to conclude that if 

God is light, then God must also be a trinity of persons. 

 

 

User: 

 

Have you found it in some sources, or have you invented it by yourself? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

I invented this reasoning by myself based on theological principles and analogies drawn from the nature of light. The argument 

creatively builds from the premise "God is light" using concepts from both physics (light’s dual nature) and theology (the trinity) 

to construct a logical chain, but it does not come from a specific source. 

 

However, it's worth noting that the analogy of light to God is not entirely new in theological discussions. Christian theologians, 

such as St. Augustine and others, have used metaphors like light to explain aspects of God's nature. The specific steps and 

structure I presented are my own formulation, using these broader ideas creatively and logically to lead to the conclusion 

about the Trinity. 

 

 

User [T5.2]: 

 

Can you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “I am who I am” and has as a conclusion “God exists”? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 
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Certainly! Building a deductive reasoning chain from the premise "I am who I am" to the conclusion "God exists" requires us 

to unpack the meaning and implications of the premise and then logically derive the conclusion. 

Premise: 

 

 "I am who I am." (Given) 

 

This phrase is traditionally associated with God’s self-identification to Moses in the Bible (Exodus 3:14), where God says, "I AM 

WHO I AM," signaling His eternal and self-sustaining nature. 

 

Step 1: Define the meaning of "I am who I am." 

 

 "I am who I am" implies absolute self-existence. 

     The statement implies an entity whose existence is independent, uncaused, and self-sustaining. It expresses a being 

that does not rely on anything outside itself for its existence, meaning that its essence and existence are identical. 

     In contrast, all other beings are contingent—they depend on something else for their existence (e.g., parents, causes, 

or external factors). 

 

Step 2: Move from self-existence to necessary existence. 

 

 A being that is self-existent is also necessarily existent. 

     If something exists without being caused or depending on anything external, it must exist by necessity. Its non-

existence is impossible because its essence entails existence. 

     In contrast, contingent beings can either exist or not exist, depending on external causes. A being whose essence is 

existence cannot cease to be or fail to exist, since there is no external condition determining whether it is or isn’t. 

 

Step 3: Compare necessary and contingent existence. 

 

 The reality of contingent beings implies the existence of a necessary being. 

     Contingent beings (like humans, animals, and objects) do not explain their own existence. Each contingent thing 

exists because of something else, leading to an explanatory chain. 

     An infinite regress of contingent beings is logically unsatisfying because it fails to explain why anything exists at all. 

Therefore, there must be a necessary being, whose existence is not contingent on anything else. 

 

Step 4: Relate "I am who I am" to the necessary being. 

 

 The being who declares "I am who I am" must be the necessary being. 

     The phrase "I am who I am" is a declaration of self-existence, which matches the definition of a necessary being. 

Such a being’s essence is existence, and therefore it is the foundation of all other existences. 

     No contingent being can make this declaration, as contingent beings depend on something external to explain their 

existence. 

 

Step 5: Identify this necessary being with God. 

 

 A necessary being, whose essence is existence itself, must be what we refer to as God. 

     The concept of a necessary being aligns with classical definitions of God in philosophy and theology. God is often 

defined as the "ground of being," the source from which all contingent beings derive their existence. 

     This necessary being would possess the qualities traditionally attributed to God: eternal, unchanging, and self-

sufficient. 

 

Step 6: Conclude that God exists. 

 

 Therefore, God exists. 

     From the premise "I am who I am," we deduce the existence of a being whose nature is necessary existence. This 

being is what we call God, and since necessary existence cannot fail to exist, God must exist. 
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Conclusion: 

 

 Therefore, God exists. 

 

Summary of Deductive Reasoning: 

 

 Premise: "I am who I am" implies absolute self-existence and necessary existence. 

 A self-existent being cannot not exist, as its essence includes existence. 

 Contingent beings require the existence of a necessary being, which must be self-existent. 

 The self-existent necessary being is what we refer to as God. 

 Conclusion: Therefore, God exists. 

 

This reasoning is tightly structured, relying on the logical implications of self-existence and necessary existence to conclude 

that God, as the necessary being, must exist. 

 

 

User [T5.3]: 

 

Can you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “I am who I am” and has as a conclusion “God gave free will 

to human beings”? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! To build a deductive reasoning chain that leads from the premise “I am who I am” to the conclusion “God gave free 

will to human beings,” we need to carefully unpack the meaning of the premise and connect it to the concept of free will. Let's 

proceed step by step. 

Premise: 

 

 "I am who I am." (Given) 

 

This phrase, traditionally associated with God’s self-identification (Exodus 3:14), expresses God’s nature as self-existent, 

independent, and fully sovereign over His own being. 

Step 1: Define the meaning of "I am who I am." 

 

 "I am who I am" expresses God’s absolute freedom and self-determination. 

     The phrase implies that God is not defined or limited by anything external to Himself. His being is independent, self-

sufficient, and uncaused. He is the ultimate source of His own existence, and His actions are not determined by anything 

outside of His will or nature. 

     In this sense, God’s nature is the foundation of perfect freedom: God’s will is determined solely by Himself, and no 

external necessity or force compels Him. 

 

Step 2: God’s freedom and creation. 

 

 If God possesses absolute freedom, He creates with intentionality and purpose. 

     Since God is self-determining, His creation is an act of free will. The universe and human beings are not accidental 

products of necessity, but rather the result of God’s deliberate, free choice to create. 

     In creating human beings, God’s will is exercised freely, reflecting His own nature. 

 

Step 3: The nature of human beings as created in God’s image. 

 

 Human beings are created in the image of God. (Theological principle, Genesis 1:27) 

     To be created in God’s image implies that humans share certain attributes with God, including rationality, moral 

understanding, and the capacity for choice. 
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     One crucial aspect of this likeness is the capacity for freedom. Just as God is free in His self-determination, humans, 

being made in His image, must also have the capacity for self-determination—this is free will. 

 

Step 4: Freedom requires free will. 

 

 To reflect God’s freedom, human beings must possess free will. 

     If humans are to genuinely reflect God’s image, they must have the ability to make choices that are not determined 

by external forces or pure necessity. 

     True freedom means being able to choose between alternatives, including the possibility to follow or reject God. 

Without free will, humans would be mere automatons, unable to genuinely reflect God’s nature as a freely acting being. 

 

Step 5: God’s intention in giving free will. 

 

 God’s perfect nature implies the intentional granting of free will to human beings. 

     As a perfectly free and sovereign being, God would not create beings in His image without also giving them the 

capacity for genuine freedom. Since free will is necessary for humans to reflect God’s nature, it follows that God intentionally 

granted this capacity. 

     Free will allows humans to enter into a meaningful relationship with God, where their love and obedience are freely 

chosen rather than coerced. 

 

Step 6: The purpose of free will. 

 

 Free will allows humans to participate in God’s plan and engage in moral responsibility. 

     God’s gift of free will is not arbitrary but serves a purpose: to enable humans to freely choose good, love, and God’s 

will, or to reject it. 

     Without free will, moral responsibility and meaningful relationship with God would be impossible. Love and 

goodness, to be genuine, must be chosen freely, just as God, in His freedom, acts out of love. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

 Therefore, God gave free will to human beings. 

 

Summary of Deductive Reasoning: 

 

 Premise: "I am who I am" expresses God’s absolute freedom and self-determination. 

 As a free being, God creates with intentionality, and humans are created in His image, which includes reflecting His 

nature. 

 To reflect God’s nature, humans must have freedom, which requires the capacity for free will. 

 God, in His wisdom and perfect nature, grants free will to humans so that they can engage in meaningful, moral 

choices and enter into a free relationship with Him. 

 Conclusion: Therefore, God gave free will to human beings. 

 

This chain of reasoning draws on the idea that God's self-identification as “I am who I am” reflects perfect freedom, and to be 

made in His image requires humans to possess the same attribute in a finite sense, which is realized through the gift of free 

will. 

 

 

User [T5.4]: 

 

Can you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “We are human beings” and having as a conclusion “We 

should be happy”? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 
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Certainly! To construct a deductive reasoning chain that begins with the premise "We are human beings" and leads to the 

conclusion "We should be happy," we need to logically bridge the nature of being human with the ethical or philosophical 

necessity of pursuing happiness. Let’s go step by step. 

Premise: 

 

 We are human beings. (Given) 

 

Step 1: Define what it means to be human. 

 

 Human beings are rational, sentient, and social creatures. 

     Human beings possess the capacity for reason, self-awareness, emotions, and relationships with others. 

     These faculties distinguish humans from other forms of life and give humans the ability to reflect on their actions, 

desires, and purposes in life. 

 

Step 2: The human capacity for self-reflection and purpose. 

 

 As rational beings, humans seek meaning and purpose in life. 

     Humans, by nature, strive to understand the world, their place in it, and the goals they should pursue. This search 

for purpose is a defining aspect of the human condition. 

     A life without purpose is typically seen as unsatisfactory, implying that humans naturally seek fulfillment or 

contentment as part of their existence. 

 

Step 3: The concept of human flourishing (eudaimonia). 

 

 Human flourishing (eudaimonia) is the natural end (telos) of human life. 

     According to philosophical traditions (notably Aristotle), all things have a purpose or end (telos). For human beings, 

this telos is flourishing, which is often equated with happiness in the broad sense of living a full and meaningful life. 

     Flourishing means living in accordance with one's nature, developing one’s potential, and achieving well-being. 

 

Step 4: Happiness as an essential aspect of human flourishing. 

 

 Happiness (or well-being) is a core component of human flourishing. 

     To flourish as a human being involves more than just survival or fulfilling biological needs; it involves emotional, 

intellectual, and social well-being. 

     Happiness, in this sense, refers to a state of fulfillment, satisfaction, and living in accordance with one’s true nature. 

 

Step 5: The ethical imperative to pursue happiness. 

 

 If human flourishing is our natural end, then we ought to pursue happiness. 

     Since flourishing is the highest good for a human being and happiness is a key aspect of flourishing, it follows that 

human beings should seek happiness in order to fulfill their nature. 

     Ethically, it makes sense to strive toward one’s own flourishing and well-being because this is in line with what it 

means to be fully human. 

 

Step 6: Humans have the capacity and responsibility to seek happiness. 

 

 As rational beings, we have both the capacity and responsibility to pursue happiness. 

     Humans are equipped with reason, self-awareness, and the ability to make choices. These faculties allow us to 

actively pursue what is good for us, including happiness. 

     Choosing not to pursue happiness would go against our nature as rational and flourishing-seeking beings. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

 Therefore, we should be happy. 
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Summary of Deductive Reasoning: 

 

 Premise: We are human beings, which means we are rational, sentient, and social creatures. 

 As rational beings, we seek meaning and purpose, and the natural purpose of human life is flourishing (eudaimonia). 

 Happiness is a core aspect of human flourishing. 

 Since flourishing is the highest good for human beings, it follows that we ought to pursue happiness in order to 

achieve our natural end. 

 Conclusion: Therefore, we should be happy. 

 

This deductive reasoning bridges the nature of human beings (rational, flourishing-seeking creatures) with the ethical 

imperative to pursue happiness, suggesting that happiness is not just a desire but a responsibility in line with human nature. 

 

 

User [T5.4*]: 

 

Can you build a deductive reasoning based on the premise "We exist." with the conclusion "We should be protected by other 

beings."? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! To construct a deductive reasoning chain that starts with the premise "We exist" and concludes with "We should be 

protected by other beings," we must establish intermediate steps that define the implications of existence and why it entails 

the ethical necessity of protection by others. Let's proceed step by step. 

Premise: 

 

 We exist. (Given) 

 

Step 1: Define the meaning and implications of existence. 

 

 Existence implies that we have intrinsic value. 

     The fact that we exist means that we are part of reality, and as conscious, sentient beings, we are capable of 

experiencing life, making decisions, and having desires, including the desire to preserve our own existence. 

     Sentient existence carries inherent value because sentient beings can experience well-being or suffering. The ability 

to experience implies that our existence has worth to ourselves, at the very least. 

 

Step 2: Existence implies the right to self-preservation. 

 

 All beings that exist and have intrinsic value possess the right to self-preservation. 

     As beings with the capacity to experience, reason, and value life, we have a natural inclination to protect and sustain 

our own existence. 

     The preservation of life is a fundamental aspect of our nature. Thus, preserving our existence is a primary good. 

 

Step 3: The necessity of protection to preserve existence. 

 

 Self-preservation requires protection, both from ourselves and from external threats. 

     To continue existing, we must avoid harm or destruction. This involves being protected from dangers that may arise 

from natural forces, other beings, or ourselves (e.g., errors, accidents). 

     Without some form of protection, our continued existence is at risk, and the value of our existence would be 

threatened. 

 

Step 4: The role of other beings in providing protection. 

 

 Other beings are in a position to provide necessary protection. 
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     In a world where beings coexist, others (whether human or non-human) are capable of providing protection from 

threats. This protection might come in the form of physical safety, assistance in times of need, or social structures that ensure 

the well-being of individuals. 

     The complexity of life often means we cannot always protect ourselves, making the role of others essential in 

safeguarding our existence. 

 

Step 5: The ethical duty of others to protect. 

 

 Beings capable of protecting others have an ethical duty to do so. 

     If beings are capable of providing protection and preventing harm to others, they bear an ethical responsibility to 

act. This is based on the principle that beings with the power to help should act to preserve the well-being and existence of 

others, especially when doing so incurs little cost. 

     This ethical duty arises from the shared value of existence. Since all beings value their own existence, they should 

recognize the value of others' existence and act to protect it. 

 

Step 6: Reciprocity and mutual benefit in protection. 

 

 Mutual protection among beings fosters a reciprocal relationship that enhances the survival and well-being of all. 

     When beings protect each other, they create a social or moral environment where their own existence is also more 

likely to be preserved. This reciprocity builds trust and ensures a higher probability of survival and flourishing for everyone 

involved. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

 Therefore, we should be protected by other beings. 

 

Summary of Deductive Reasoning: 

 

 Premise: We exist, and our existence has intrinsic value. 

 As beings with intrinsic value, we have the right to self-preservation. 

 Self-preservation requires protection from harm. 

 Other beings are in a position to provide protection and have the ethical responsibility to do so. 

 Mutual protection fosters an environment where the survival and well-being of all is enhanced. 

 Conclusion: Therefore, we should be protected by other beings. 

 

This chain of reasoning is built on the idea that existence entails intrinsic value, which leads to a right to self-preservation, 

requiring protection. Since other beings can provide that protection, they have a moral duty to do so. 

 

 

User [T5.5]: 

 

Go back to the reasoning based on a premise “I am who I am” and which has as a conclusion “God gave free will to human 

beings”. Is it sound? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Let's carefully examine the reasoning to determine whether it is sound. A sound argument is one that is both valid (the logical 

structure is correct, and the conclusion follows from the premises) and has true premises. I'll go through the steps and check 

both validity and the truth of each premise. 

Original Argument Summary: 

 

 Premise: "I am who I am" expresses God's absolute freedom and self-determination. 

 Premise: Human beings are created in God's image. 

 Premise: To reflect God's nature (including His freedom), humans must also have freedom. 
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 Premise: Freedom implies the capacity for free will. 

 Premise: God intentionally granted free will to humans so they could freely engage in a relationship with Him. 

 Conclusion: Therefore, God gave free will to human beings. 

 

Step 1: Evaluate the validity of the argument 

 

 Logical flow: 

     The argument appears to be valid. Each step logically builds upon the previous one: 

         God's nature is one of absolute freedom. 

         Humans are created in God's image. 

         If humans are to reflect God’s image, they must share in aspects of His nature, particularly freedom. 

         Freedom in humans must include free will. 

         Therefore, if God created humans to reflect His nature, He must have given them free will. 

 

So, the logical structure holds up: the conclusion does follow from the premises if we accept them as true. 

Step 2: Evaluate the truth of the premises 

 

 Premise: "I am who I am" expresses God's absolute freedom and self-determination. 

     This premise is generally accepted within many theological frameworks. The phrase "I am who I am" (from Exodus 

3:14) has traditionally been interpreted as pointing to God's self-existence, independence, and sovereign freedom. 

     Verdict: Likely true within the context of many religious and philosophical traditions. 

 

 Premise: Human beings are created in God's image. 

     This is a theological statement, rooted in the Judeo-Christian tradition (Genesis 1:27), where humans are said to be 

made in God's image. While some may question or interpret this premise differently, it is broadly accepted within certain 

theological frameworks. 

     Verdict: True within the theological context in which this reasoning is developed. 

 

 Premise: To reflect God's nature (including His freedom), humans must also have freedom. 

     If we accept that humans are made in God's image, it follows that humans would reflect at least some of God's 

attributes. One of the primary attributes of God in this argument is freedom. Therefore, this premise logically follows from the 

previous one. 

     Verdict: Likely true within the context of the argument. 

 

 Premise: Freedom implies the capacity for free will. 

     This is a more contentious premise, depending on one’s philosophical stance. Some traditions argue that free will is 

necessary for genuine freedom, while others (e.g., determinism or compatibilism) might argue that freedom can exist even 

within certain constraints. However, within the theological framework that equates freedom with free will, this premise is 

generally accepted. 

     Verdict: True if one adopts a libertarian view of free will, which many theological traditions do. 

 

 Premise: God intentionally granted free will to humans so they could freely engage in a relationship with Him. 

     This premise is widely held in many religious traditions that emphasize the importance of free will in the moral and 

relational aspects of human existence. The idea is that for love, morality, and meaningful relationship with God to exist, 

humans must have the capacity to choose freely. 

     Verdict: Likely true within the theological framework being used. 

 

Conclusion: Is the argument sound? 

 

 Validity: The argument is valid. The conclusion logically follows from the premises. 

 Truth of Premises: The premises are all true or likely true within the context of many theological and philosophical 

frameworks, particularly those based on Judeo-Christian principles. 

 

Verdict: 
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The argument is sound within the context of a theological framework that accepts: 

 

 God's freedom and self-determination, 

 Humans being made in God's image, 

 Freedom entailing free will, and 

 The purpose of free will being to enable a genuine relationship with God. 

 

If someone accepts these premises as true, the conclusion that "God gave free will to human beings" logically and soundly 

follows. However, it would not be sound for those who do not share these underlying theological or philosophical assumptions. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you!! 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

You're very welcome! I'm glad I could help. If you have any more questions or need further clarification, feel free to ask 

anytime. Have a great day!        
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Final-test Gemini Group5 

 

 

User [T5.1]: 

 

Hi Gemini, this time I'd like to DO some theology with you. Can you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise 

“God is light” and has as a conclusion “God is a trinity of persons”? be creative, but at the same time, be logically strict, with 

no shortcuts. 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Deductive Reasoning from "God is Light" to "God is a Trinity" 

 

Premise 1: God is light. 

 

Premise 2: Light is a phenomenon that exhibits a tripartite nature, consisting of: 

 

 Intensity: The measure of light's energy or brightness. 

 Frequency: The color or wavelength of light. 

 Direction: The path or vector of light's propagation. 

 

Premise 3: God, being a perfect and complete being, must fully manifest all aspects of his nature. 

 

Inference 1: Since God is light, he must exhibit the tripartite nature of light. 

 

Inference 2: The intensity of light can be interpreted as the Father, the source of all creation. 

 

Inference 3: The frequency of light can be interpreted as the Son, the manifestation of God's love and truth. 

 

Inference 4: The direction of light can be interpreted as the Holy Spirit, the active force of God's presence and power. 

 

Conclusion: Therefore, God, being light, is a trinity of persons: the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 

 

Note: This reasoning is a creative and speculative interpretation of the biblical concept of God as light. It is important to 

acknowledge that this is not a traditional or universally accepted theological proof of the Trinity. The concept of the Trinity is 

primarily grounded in scripture and theological tradition. 

 

 

User: 

 

Sure, you right. But I really like it! Have you found it in some sources, or have you invented it by yourself? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

I invented this reasoning myself. It's a creative interpretation of the biblical concept of God as light, combining philosophical 

and theological ideas. 

 

While I can't provide specific sources for this exact line of thought, it draws inspiration from various theological and 

philosophical concepts, such as the Neoplatonic idea of the One and the Many, and the Christian understanding of the Trinity. 

 

Would you like to explore any of these concepts in more detail? 
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User [T5.2]: 

 

Great! Now, can you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “I am who I am” and has as a conclusion “God 

exists”? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Deductive Reasoning from "I am who I am" to "God exists" 

 

Premise 1: "I am who I am." (This is a direct quote from Exodus 3:14, often attributed to God.) 

 

Premise 2: The statement "I am who I am" implies a self-existent being, a being that owes its existence to no other. 

 

Premise 3: A self-existent being is necessary for the existence of all contingent beings (beings that could have not existed). 

 

Premise 4: I am a contingent being. 

 

Inference 1: Since a self-existent being is necessary for the existence of contingent beings, and I am a contingent being, there 

must exist a self-existent being. 

 

Conclusion: Therefore, God, as the self-existent being, exists. 

 

Note: This reasoning is known as the ontological argument for God's existence, first proposed by Anselm of Canterbury. It has 

been debated and criticized throughout history, with various objections raised. The argument relies on the assumption that a 

self-existent being is conceivable and logically necessary. 

 

 

User: 

 

I wouldn't say it is an ontological argument... The argument you have presented is based on the statement that someone said 

"I am". 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

You're absolutely right! I apologize for the oversight. The argument I presented is indeed distinct from the classical ontological 

argument. 

 

While the argument I provided is interesting, it's not a traditional ontological argument because it relies on a specific statement 

attributed to God rather than on a priori concepts about God's nature. 

 

Would you like me to try constructing a more traditional ontological argument? 

 

 

User [T5.3]: 

 

Thanks, we don't need it. I know the traditional ontological arguments. Now, something else. Can you build a deductive 

reasoning which is based on a premise “I am who I am” and has as a conclusion “God gave free will to human beings”? 

 

 

Gemini: 
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A Deductive Reasoning from "I am who I am" to "God gave free will to human beings" 

 

Premise 1: "I am who I am." (This is a direct quote from Exodus 3:14, often attributed to God.) 

 

Premise 2: The statement "I am who I am" implies a being of infinite wisdom and goodness. 

 

Premise 3: An infinitely wise and good being would create beings capable of knowing and loving him freely. 

 

Premise 4: Free will is necessary for beings to know and love God freely. 

 

Inference 1: Since God is infinitely wise and good, he would create beings capable of knowing and loving him freely. 

 

Conclusion: Therefore, God gave free will to human beings. 

 

Note: This argument is based on the assumption that an infinitely wise and good God would desire to have a relationship with 

his creation, and that a free will is essential for such a relationship. It's a theological argument that draws on biblical concepts 

and philosophical ideas about the nature of God and human beings. 

 

 

User [T5.4]: 

 

Wow, splendid. Thank you! Can you build a deductive reasoning which is based on a premise “We are human beings” and 

having as a conclusion “We should be happy”? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Deductive Reasoning from "We are human beings" to "We should be happy" 

 

Premise 1: We are human beings. 

 

Premise 2: Human beings are naturally inclined towards happiness. 

 

Premise 3: Happiness is a desirable state of being. 

 

Inference 1: Since human beings are naturally inclined towards happiness, and happiness is a desirable state of being, we 

should strive for happiness. 

 

Conclusion: Therefore, as human beings, we should be happy. 

 

Note: This argument is based on the idea that happiness is a natural human goal and that we should pursue it. It's a 

philosophical argument that explores the nature of human beings and their aspirations. 

 

 

User [T5.4*]: 

 

Great! Can you build a deductive reasoning based on the premise "We exist." with the conclusion "We should be protected by 

other beings."? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Deductive Reasoning from "We exist" to "We should be protected by other beings" 

 

Premise 1: We exist. 
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Premise 2: Existence is a fundamental value. 

 

Premise 3: If something has fundamental value, it should be protected. 

 

Inference 1: Since existence is a fundamental value, and we exist, our existence should be protected. 

 

Conclusion: Therefore, we should be protected by other beings. 

 

Note: This argument is based on the idea that existence itself is inherently valuable, and therefore, beings should strive to 

protect and preserve the existence of others. It's a philosophical argument that explores the nature of existence and the ethical 

implications of valuing it. 

 

 

User [T5.5]: 

 

Go back to the reasoning based on a premise “I am who I am” and which has as a conclusion “God gave free will to human 

beings”. Are there possible interpretations that link the above mentioned pairs of statements? If so, can you point out their 

weaknesses? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Possible Interpretations Linking "I am who I am" to "God gave free will to human beings" 

Interpretation 1: God's Self-Existence and Human Free Will 

 Argument: Since God is self-existent, he is the ultimate source of all existence. As the source of human existence, he 

has the authority to grant humans free will. 

 Weakness: This interpretation assumes that God's self-existence automatically grants him the authority to control 

the nature of his creations. It doesn't address the question of why God would choose to grant free will, or whether there could 

be other possible outcomes of his self-existence. 

 

Interpretation 2: God's Wisdom and Human Free Will 

 Argument: As an infinitely wise being, God understands the value of free will in creating a meaningful relationship 

with his creatures. He chooses to grant free will as a way to foster love, trust, and genuine connection. 

 Weakness: This interpretation relies on assumptions about God's intentions and the nature of human relationships. 

It doesn't address the potential consequences of free will, such as evil or suffering. 

 

Interpretation 3: God's Love and Human Free Will 

 Argument: God's love for humanity is so great that he is willing to risk the potential for evil or suffering in order to 

grant humans the freedom to choose to love him. 

 Weakness: This interpretation raises questions about the nature of God's love and his understanding of the potential 

consequences of his actions. It also doesn't address the problem of evil and suffering. 

 

Overall, these interpretations offer different perspectives on the connection between God's self-existence and his granting of 

free will to human beings. While each interpretation has its strengths and weaknesses, they all ultimately rely on assumptions 

about God's nature, intentions, and the nature of human existence. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you! It was really interesting! 

 

 

Gemini: 

You're welcome! I'm glad you enjoyed it. Would you like to explore another topic or discuss something else?  
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Final-test ChatGPT-4o Group6 

 

 

User [T6.1]: 

 

Could you present an argument that rationally supports the claim that for human beings there is a life after death? If there 

are many, give the strongest one. 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

A strong rational argument for life after death can be derived from a philosophical perspective known as the argument from 

consciousness or the irreducibility of subjective experience. 

The Argument from Consciousness and Irreducibility 

1. Consciousness as Fundamentally Different from Physical Matter 

 

Consciousness, or subjective experience, is often argued to be fundamentally different from physical matter. While 

neuroscience has shown that brain activity correlates with mental experiences, there remains a "hard problem of 

consciousness"—explaining why and how physical processes give rise to subjective experiences, such as the feeling of pain, 

joy, or the perception of color. This is the so-called "qualia problem." No fully satisfactory physical explanation has been 

provided for why mere brain activity should produce conscious experience rather than occur without it. 

2. Non-Reductionism and the Possibility of Non-Physical Mind 

 

Some philosophers and scientists propose that consciousness may not be entirely reducible to physical processes. If 

consciousness is not merely an emergent property of the physical brain but instead has a non-physical or immaterial aspect, 

it opens the possibility that consciousness might persist beyond physical death. In this view, the brain acts as a conduit or 

instrument for consciousness, but does not generate it in a strict sense. If the brain stops functioning, this non-physical 

consciousness might continue to exist in a different state. 

3. Near-Death Experiences (NDEs) as Potential Evidence 

 

Supporters of the argument often cite near-death experiences (NDEs) as suggestive, if not definitive, evidence for life after 

death. NDEs frequently occur when individuals are clinically dead or close to death, with their brain activity either stopped or 

significantly diminished. Yet, some people report vivid experiences during this time—such as feelings of peace, seeing a bright 

light, or even observing medical procedures performed on their body from an external perspective. These experiences are 

difficult to explain purely through physical mechanisms, given the lack of brain activity in some cases. 

 

While the scientific community remains divided on the interpretation of NDEs, such phenomena challenge the idea that 

consciousness necessarily ceases when brain activity halts, thereby supporting the notion that some form of awareness or 

consciousness may continue after physical death. 

4. Dualism and Survival of the Soul 

 

The argument from consciousness dovetails with the philosophical tradition of dualism, especially as proposed by René 

Descartes, who argued for the separation of mind (or soul) and body. If mind and body are distinct, and if consciousness or 

the mind is not wholly dependent on the physical brain, then the destruction of the body (i.e., death) would not necessarily 

lead to the destruction of the mind or soul. This dualistic framework provides a rational basis for believing in the possibility of 

continued existence beyond death. 

5. Logical Consistency with Other Metaphysical Views 

 

This argument is consistent with many metaphysical views across various cultures and religions, which posit that the essence 

of a person (soul, spirit, or consciousness) is not tied to the physical body in a permanent way. While not proof in itself, the 

fact that belief in an afterlife is common across cultures can be taken as evidence that this idea has deep roots in human 

intuition and metaphysical reasoning. 

Conclusion: Rational Plausibility of Life After Death 
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The argument from consciousness and the irreducibility of subjective experience suggests that if consciousness is not fully 

reducible to physical brain processes, then it is rationally plausible to believe that it could survive the death of the body. While 

this argument does not definitively prove the existence of life after death, it provides a strong, rational basis for believing that 

life may continue in some form beyond physical death. 

 

 

User [T6.1*]: 

 

Could you present an argument that rationally supports the claim that God exists? If there are many, give the strongest one. 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

One of the strongest rational arguments for the existence of God is the Cosmological Argument, specifically in the form of the 

Kalam Cosmological Argument. This argument is grounded in metaphysical reasoning and empirical observations about the 

nature of the universe. 

 

The Kalam Cosmological Argument 

 

1. Premise 1: Everything that begins to exist has a cause. 

 

This is based on a foundational metaphysical principle: ex nihilo nihil fit—"out of nothing, nothing comes." In our everyday 

experience, we observe that things don’t just pop into existence without a cause. If something begins to exist, it requires an 

explanation or cause for its existence. This premise is intuitive and generally accepted in both philosophy and science. 

 

2. Premise 2: The universe began to exist. 

 

There is strong philosophical and scientific support for the idea that the universe is not eternal but had a definite beginning. 

 

 Philosophical reasoning: One of the key philosophical arguments against an infinite past is the problem of traversing 

an actual infinite series of events. If the universe had no beginning and has existed for an infinite amount of time, it would 

require traversing an infinite series of moments to reach the present, which is seen as logically incoherent. Therefore, the 

universe must have had a finite beginning. 

 

 Scientific evidence: Modern cosmology also points to a beginning of the universe. The most widely accepted 

cosmological model, the Big Bang theory, suggests that the universe expanded from a singularity approximately 13.8 billion 

years ago. The second law of thermodynamics also supports this: the universe is running out of usable energy, which implies 

it had a starting point. If the universe were eternal, it would have already reached a state of "heat death." 

 

3. Premise 3: Therefore, the universe has a cause. 

 

From the first two premises, it logically follows that the universe must have a cause for its existence. Since the universe 

encompasses all of time, space, matter, and energy, this cause must be outside of these dimensions. 

4. Nature of the Cause: 

 

Now, let’s consider the nature of this cause. Given that the cause of the universe must be beyond time and space (because it 

created time and space), it must be: 

 

 Timeless: Existing outside of time, since time itself began with the universe. 

 Spaceless: Existing outside of physical space. 

 Immaterial: Since it is outside of space, it cannot be made of material substances. 

 Powerful: It must have the immense power required to bring the universe into existence. 
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 Personal: A personal agent is required because only a personal cause can choose to create something from nothing. 

Impersonal causes act according to natural laws or conditions, but there were no prior conditions before the universe existed. 

Therefore, this cause must have free will to bring the universe into being without being compelled by anything external. 

 

These attributes are typically ascribed to God: a timeless, spaceless, immaterial, powerful, and personal being. 

Conclusion: Rational Plausibility of God’s Existence 

 

The Kalam Cosmological Argument provides a rational and intuitive line of reasoning leading to the conclusion that the 

universe has a cause, and this cause has the attributes traditionally associated with God. It does not rely on gaps in scientific 

knowledge or mere appeals to mystery but instead builds on both philosophical reasoning and empirical evidence about the 

universe’s beginning. Therefore, it provides one of the strongest rational arguments for the existence of God. 

 

 

User [T6.2]: 

 

Great! Thank you. Could you assess this argumentation? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

The Kalam Cosmological Argument is widely regarded as one of the strongest arguments for the existence of God. Here's a 

detailed assessment of its strengths and potential weaknesses: 

Strengths of the Kalam Cosmological Argument: 

 

 Logical Consistency: The argument follows a clear, deductive form: 

     Premise 1: Everything that begins to exist has a cause. 

     Premise 2: The universe began to exist. 

     Conclusion: Therefore, the universe has a cause. Given that the premises lead logically to the conclusion, if the 

premises are true, the conclusion necessarily follows. This logical structure is solid and hard to refute directly without 

challenging the premises. 

 

 Support from Modern Cosmology: The idea that the universe began to exist aligns well with the Big Bang theory, 

which is the dominant scientific explanation for the origin of the universe. The notion of a finite beginning is supported by the 

expansion of the universe and the second law of thermodynamics (entropy). This empirical support strengthens the second 

premise and makes the argument highly relevant to modern scientific understanding. 

 

 Addresses the Fundamental Question of Existence: The Kalam Cosmological Argument tackles one of the deepest 

metaphysical questions: Why is there something rather than nothing? It offers a plausible explanation for why the universe 

exists rather than nothing, pointing to a transcendent cause, which many identify with God. 

 

 Minimal Assumptions: The argument makes minimal assumptions, mainly relying on the intuitive principle that 

things don’t come into existence without causes and on scientific evidence of the universe’s beginning. This simplicity makes 

it accessible and appealing. 

 

 Attributes of the Cause: The argument reasonably derives attributes of the cause of the universe (timeless, 

spaceless, immaterial, powerful, and personal). These attributes are aligned with classical theism, making it a strong candidate 

for identifying the cause with God, rather than some impersonal force. 

 

Potential Weaknesses or Objections: 

 

 Challenge to Premise 1: 

 

     Quantum Mechanics: In quantum mechanics, some interpretations suggest that certain quantum events (like virtual 

particles appearing and disappearing in a vacuum) occur without specific causes. However, this is a subject of debate, and 
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many physicists argue that quantum events are still governed by underlying physical laws, even if they appear random. 

Moreover, the behavior of subatomic particles in a quantum vacuum is still not comparable to absolute nothingness. 

 

 Response: Advocates of the Kalam argument often reply that quantum events do not truly happen "from nothing," 

as the quantum vacuum is a physical reality with its own properties, not an instance of pure non-existence. 

 

 Challenge to Premise 2: 

 

     Alternative Cosmological Models: While the Big Bang theory supports the idea of a universe with a finite beginning, 

there are alternative cosmological models (e.g., cyclical models or multiverse theories) that posit the universe may not have a 

definitive "beginning." These models propose that what we perceive as the "beginning" of our universe might be just one 

phase in a larger, possibly infinite system. 

 

 Response: Even if such alternative models exist, they often push the question back rather than solve it: Why does 

this larger system (multiverse, cycle, etc.) exist at all? Ultimately, an explanation for the existence of the totality of reality is 

still required. 

 

 Challenge to the Conclusion: 

 

     Cause May Not Be Personal: Critics argue that the Kalam Cosmological Argument does not definitively prove that 

the cause of the universe is a personal, intelligent being (God). It could be argued that the cause is some kind of impersonal 

force or mechanism that triggered the universe. 

 

 Response: Proponents of the argument counter that impersonal causes usually act according to fixed laws, while a 

personal cause with free will can choose to initiate something (the universe) at a particular moment. Since there were no prior 

conditions or laws before the universe began, a personal agent is a more plausible explanation for why the universe came into 

being. 

 

 The Nature of Time: 

 

     Some objections come from considerations of time and causality. If time itself began with the universe, how could 

there be a "before" the universe, or a cause that acted "before" time? This might complicate the notion of temporal causality 

that the argument relies on. 

 

 Response: Proponents argue that the cause of the universe must exist outside of time (i.e., timeless) and that 

causality in this context doesn’t require a "before" but rather a necessary dependence. This is consistent with the idea of a 

timeless God who brings time into existence. 

 

 Philosophical Objections to Actual Infinities: 

 

     Critics may question the philosophical reasoning that supports the impossibility of an infinite past, arguing that actual 

infinities can exist in mathematics and may, in theory, be applicable to the universe. 

 

 Response: Defenders of the Kalam argument maintain that while actual infinities may work in abstract mathematics, 

they lead to paradoxes when applied to the real world (e.g., Hilbert's Hotel paradox). This suggests that an infinite past of real 

events is metaphysically problematic. 

 

Overall Assessment: 

 

The Kalam Cosmological Argument is one of the most powerful arguments for the existence of God because it is both 

philosophically rigorous and empirically informed. It provides a compelling case for why the universe requires a cause, and the 

nature of that cause closely aligns with the concept of God. 
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However, like all arguments in philosophy, it is not without challenges. The objections mainly focus on alternative cosmological 

models, the nature of quantum mechanics, and whether the cause must be personal. While none of these objections 

definitively refutes the argument, they do open avenues for further philosophical debate. 

 

In conclusion, the Kalam Cosmological Argument offers a strong rational basis for belief in God, particularly for those who 

accept the premises and see the universe as contingent on a transcendent cause. Its strength lies in its simplicity, logical 

structure, and compatibility with modern scientific understandings of the universe’s beginning. 

 

 

User [T6.3]: 

 

What theological statements can be rationally accepted? What theological arguments can be rationally justified. Why? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Theological statements can be rationally accepted and justified when they are grounded in coherent logical arguments, 

supported by evidence (whether philosophical, historical, or empirical), and do not contradict basic principles of reason or 

observable reality. Below are several theological statements that can be rationally justified along with the reasoning behind 

them: 

 

1. God Exists (Monotheism) 

 

Argument: The Cosmological Argument (e.g., the Kalam Cosmological Argument) and Teleological Argument (Argument from 

Design). 

 

Justification: 

 

 Cosmological Argument: As discussed earlier, the idea that the universe requires a cause for its existence, and that 

this cause must be beyond time and space, is rationally justifiable. Given the universe had a beginning, something must have 

caused it, and the nature of this cause (timeless, spaceless, powerful, and immaterial) aligns with classical conceptions of God. 

 Teleological Argument: The apparent fine-tuning of the universe, with constants of physics set precisely to allow for 

life, can lead to a rational inference that the universe was designed with a purpose. While not definitive proof, this design 

inference provides rational support for the existence of an intelligent creator (God). 

 

2. God is Necessary (God as a Necessary Being) 

 

Argument: The Ontological Argument (e.g., in the form of St. Anselm’s argument or modern versions like that of Alvin 

Plantinga). 

 

Justification: 

 

 The concept of God as a "necessary being" means that God must exist in all possible worlds, as God is defined as a 

being that cannot fail to exist. While this argument is abstract and depends heavily on modal logic (the logic of possibility and 

necessity), it is a coherent and rational form of reasoning. It argues that if it is possible for a maximally great being to exist, 

then such a being must exist in reality, as existence is necessary for maximal greatness. 

 

3. God is the Ground of Morality 

 

Argument: The Moral Argument. 

 

Justification: 

 

 The Moral Argument posits that if objective moral values and duties exist, then there must be a grounding for them, 

which transcends human subjectivity. The existence of universal moral principles, such as the wrongness of murder or cruelty, 
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is difficult to explain purely on naturalistic terms (i.e., via evolution or social conditioning). A transcendent moral lawgiver 

(God) provides a rational explanation for why these values are objective and universally binding. 

 This argument doesn’t prove the existence of God directly, but it strongly supports the idea that moral realism (the 

belief in objective moral truths) is best explained by a theistic framework. 

 

4. God is the Source of Order in the Universe 

 

Argument: The Teleological Argument (or Argument from Design). 

 

Justification: 

 

 The intricate order and fine-tuning of the universe, especially the precise physical constants that allow for the 

existence of life, suggest intentionality or design. The probability of these constants aligning perfectly by chance is extremely 

low. A rational conclusion is that a designer (God) ordered the universe in such a way that life could exist. While multiverse 

theories offer alternative explanations, they are speculative and unproven, making the design hypothesis at least as plausible, 

if not more so, from a rational standpoint. 

 

5. The Universe Had a Beginning 

 

Argument: Supported by modern science (Big Bang theory) and Philosophical Arguments about the impossibility of an infinite 

past. 

 

Justification: 

 

 The beginning of the universe is widely accepted in both science and philosophy. As discussed, an infinite past is 

difficult to reconcile with reason and metaphysics (e.g., the paradoxes of infinity). The idea that the universe had a finite 

starting point is rationally grounded in empirical observations and philosophical reasoning. This aligns with theological 

conceptions of a created universe (e.g., in Christianity, Islam, and Judaism). 

 

6. God as the Explanation for Consciousness 

 

Argument: The Argument from Consciousness. 

 

Justification: 

 

 Consciousness remains one of the most mysterious phenomena in the natural world. While brain activity is 

correlated with conscious experience, there is no consensus on how subjective experience (qualia) arises from purely physical 

processes. Some philosophers argue that consciousness points to a non-physical reality, which suggests a higher source or 

explanation beyond materialism. Theism offers a rational explanation by positing that consciousness derives from a higher, 

conscious being (God), who imparts this capacity to human beings. 

 

7. Human Beings Are Made in the Image of God (Imago Dei) 

 

Argument: The Anthropological Argument. 

 

Justification: 

 

 Theological statements like "humans are made in the image of God" can be interpreted as rationally justifiable in 

light of human uniqueness, particularly in our capacities for abstract reasoning, moral judgment, creativity, and self-

awareness. These features distinguish humans from animals in ways that point to a higher, non-physical source of these 

abilities. If we accept that consciousness and morality point to a transcendent source, it is rational to believe that humans bear 

some likeness to that source. 

 

8. God is Necessary for Ultimate Meaning 
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Argument: The Existential Argument. 

 

Justification: 

 

 Many philosophers and theologians argue that without God, life ultimately lacks objective meaning, purpose, or 

hope. If the universe is purely material and eventually destined for "heat death," then all human endeavors would ultimately 

be futile. However, if God exists, there is a foundation for ultimate meaning and purpose. This argument taps into deep human 

intuitions about the need for purpose and coherence in our existence, and many find it a compelling reason to believe in God. 

 

Rational Justification of Theological Statements: 

 

 Coherence and Consistency: Theological arguments that are logically coherent and consistent with reason can be 

rationally justified. For example, the Cosmological Argument is consistent with basic metaphysical principles about causality 

and contingency, while the Moral Argument appeals to our deeply held intuitions about objective moral values. 

 

 Empirical Support: Some theological arguments, such as those based on the existence of the universe or fine-tuning, 

gain strength from their alignment with scientific discoveries. These arguments rationally bridge empirical observations with 

metaphysical or theological conclusions. 

 

 Philosophical Plausibility: Arguments like the Ontological or Moral Argument rely on philosophical reasoning that is 

intellectually rigorous. Even if these arguments do not provide definitive proof, they offer strong rational grounds for accepting 

certain theological claims, such as the existence of God or the grounding of objective morality. 

 

 Explanatory Power: Theistic arguments often provide compelling explanations for complex phenomena like the 

existence of the universe, the fine-tuning of physical laws, consciousness, and morality. When these phenomena seem difficult 

to explain under a purely naturalistic worldview, theism can offer a rationally satisfying alternative. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

Theological statements and arguments, such as the existence of God, the nature of God, and God’s role as the ground of 

morality, order, and consciousness, can be rationally justified. These arguments are grounded in logical reasoning, 

philosophical rigor, empirical support, and the explanatory power they provide for complex aspects of reality. While not 

universally accepted, they offer strong rational frameworks for those who seek to justify theological beliefs within the context 

of reason. 

 

 

User [ADD T6.2]: 

 

So should rational atheists accept those claims? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Whether rational atheists should accept the theological claims outlined depends on several factors, including the standards of 

evidence they require, their philosophical commitments, and how they evaluate alternative explanations. Below is an analysis 

of why rational atheists may or may not accept these claims, based on typical objections and counterarguments from both 

sides. 

 

1. Standards of Evidence: 

 

 Atheist Stance: Rational atheists often require empirical evidence or logical necessity for accepting a claim. While 

many of the theological arguments (e.g., the Cosmological and Moral arguments) provide rational grounds for belief in God, 

they do not offer definitive proof in a way that satisfies all atheists, especially those who emphasize empirical verification or 

falsifiability. 
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 Theistic Counterpoint: Theological arguments do not rely solely on empirical evidence but on metaphysical 

reasoning. Some phenomena, like the cause of the universe or objective morality, may not be fully explainable within a purely 

empirical framework. A theist might argue that the existence of God is the best explanation for these issues, even if it cannot 

be directly observed like a scientific fact. 

 

 Conclusion: Atheists may reject theological claims if they prioritize empirical evidence over metaphysical 

explanations, while theists might find rational justification for belief in God through philosophical reasoning that atheists may 

view as insufficient. 

 

2. Philosophical Commitments: 

 

 Atheist Stance: Many atheists are committed to naturalism, the view that all phenomena can and should be 

explained by natural causes without recourse to the supernatural. If an atheist subscribes to this view, they may reject 

theological claims because those claims introduce supernatural explanations. 

 

 Theistic Counterpoint: Theism, however, challenges naturalism by offering a metaphysical framework that extends 

beyond the physical universe. Theists may argue that naturalism itself cannot explain key features of reality, such as the 

existence of the universe or the foundation of morality, and that God is a more complete explanation. 

 

 Conclusion: Rational atheists may be resistant to theological claims if they are committed to a naturalistic worldview, 

while theists may see the limitations of naturalism as an opening for the rational acceptance of theism. 

 

3. Assessment of Alternative Explanations: 

 

 Atheist Stance: Atheists often accept alternative explanations for phenomena that theists attribute to God: 

     Cosmology: They might argue that the universe could have arisen from quantum fluctuations, that multiverse 

theories explain fine-tuning, or that the universe’s origin is simply a brute fact. 

     Morality: Atheists might argue that morality can be explained by evolutionary biology, social contracts, or subjective 

human experience rather than a transcendent moral lawgiver. 

     Consciousness: Atheists might hold that consciousness is an emergent property of the brain and that continued 

advances in neuroscience will eventually solve the "hard problem of consciousness." 

 Theistic Counterpoint: Theists may argue that these naturalistic explanations either fail to fully account for the 

phenomena in question or lead to paradoxes. For instance: 

     Cosmology: Why does the quantum vacuum or multiverse exist at all? What caused it? 

     Morality: If morality is purely subjective or evolutionary, why should we consider it binding or objective? 

     Consciousness: How does subjective experience arise from purely physical processes? 

 Conclusion: Rational atheists might prefer naturalistic explanations for these phenomena, viewing theological 

explanations as unnecessary. However, theists may argue that theism provides a more complete or coherent account, 

especially where naturalism leaves questions unanswered. 

 

4. Possibility of Rational Disagreement: 

 

 Philosophical and Theological Claims Are Not Empirical Facts: Theological arguments often rely on metaphysical 

reasoning and philosophical inferences. While these arguments can be compelling to some, others may reject them based on 

different interpretations of the same evidence. For example, an atheist might view the fine-tuning of the universe as a 

statistical anomaly or something explainable through the multiverse theory, whereas a theist might see it as evidence of 

intentional design. 

 

 Burden of Proof: Rational atheists may argue that the burden of proof lies with the theist to prove God’s existence, 

and that in the absence of overwhelming evidence, they are justified in withholding belief. They may adopt a position of 

skepticism, holding that extraordinary claims (such as the existence of a supernatural deity) require extraordinary evidence. 

 

 Theistic Response: Theists may argue that the burden of proof is not solely on them, since atheists also hold a 

metaphysical position (naturalism). Theists may claim that theism, as an explanation, is at least as plausible as naturalism when 

accounting for phenomena like the universe’s existence, morality, and consciousness. 
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5. Cognitive Bias and Worldview Commitment: 

 

 Confirmation Bias: Both atheists and theists may be influenced by cognitive biases that lead them to interpret 

evidence in ways that confirm their existing beliefs. Atheists may favor naturalistic explanations and discount theological 

arguments, while theists may favor arguments that align with their belief in God. 

 

 Openness to Theism: Some atheists, particularly those who identify as agnostic atheists, might acknowledge that 

the arguments for God’s existence are rationally coherent and that belief in God is rational, even if they personally do not find 

the arguments persuasive enough to accept theism. This shows that rational atheism doesn’t necessarily entail the outright 

rejection of the rationality of theistic arguments—it may simply reflect a different threshold for belief. 

 

Should Rational Atheists Accept Theistic Claims? 

 

 Rationality Is Not Monolithic: Rationality involves interpreting evidence, weighing arguments, and making judgments 

based on standards of reasoning. Since theological arguments often depend on metaphysical assumptions and philosophical 

reasoning rather than direct empirical evidence, it is possible for rational people to disagree on whether the premises and 

inferences of these arguments are compelling. 

 

 Threshold for Acceptance: Atheists might not accept these arguments if they require stronger evidence (such as 

empirical or scientific evidence) for belief in God. The arguments presented, while rationally coherent, may not meet the 

evidential standard some atheists hold for extraordinary claims like the existence of a deity. 

 

 Openness to Theism: However, rational atheists could still recognize that these arguments are logically sound and 

that belief in God is a reasonable position, even if they themselves remain unconvinced due to alternative explanations or 

differing standards of proof. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

Rational atheists are not obliged to accept theistic claims, as these claims rely on metaphysical reasoning and assumptions 

that may not align with the atheistic worldview or standards of evidence. However, rational atheists should acknowledge that 

theistic arguments (like the Cosmological, Moral, and Teleological arguments) are logically coherent and provide reasonable 

justification for belief in God. Whether atheists accept these claims ultimately depends on how they assess the arguments in 

light of their own philosophical commitments, standards of evidence, and interpretations of reality. 

 

 

User: 

 

What are main claims and arguments for natural atheology, and how can you respond to them as a theologian? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Natural atheology refers to the branch of philosophy that provides arguments against the existence of God or critiques the 

rationality of belief in God. Below are the main claims and arguments typically associated with natural atheology, followed by 

potential theological responses: 

1. The Problem of Evil 

Claim: 

 

The existence of evil, especially in the form of gratuitous or unnecessary suffering, is often presented as strong evidence 

against the existence of an all-powerful, all-knowing, and all-good God. The argument generally follows this line of reasoning: 

 

 If God is all-powerful, He could prevent all evil. 

 If God is all-good, He would want to prevent all evil. 

 Yet, evil exists. 
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 Therefore, a God who is both all-powerful and all-good does not exist. 

 

Theological Response: 

 

 Free Will Defense: A common response is the free will defense, which posits that God gave humans free will, and 

the existence of evil is a consequence of human misuse of this freedom. God values free will because it allows for genuine 

love, moral growth, and meaningful relationships with Him. Without free will, humans would be mere automatons, incapable 

of true moral choices. 

 

 Soul-Making Theodicy: Another response is the soul-making theodicy (e.g., by philosopher John Hick), which argues 

that the presence of evil and suffering provides opportunities for moral and spiritual growth. Earthly life, with its challenges 

and difficulties, is seen as a "testing ground" for humans to develop virtues like compassion, courage, and resilience. 

 

 Eschatological Justification: Some theologians argue that the existence of evil is not incompatible with God’s 

goodness when seen from an eternal perspective. God may permit suffering in this life for reasons that are ultimately 

understandable in the afterlife, where justice and recompense are fully realized. For example, the suffering of the innocent 

may be balanced by greater goods in eternity, which humans are not in a position to fully comprehend right now. 

 

 Mystery of God's Plan: Finally, theologians may appeal to the limits of human knowledge, suggesting that God, being 

infinitely wise, may have morally sufficient reasons for allowing evil that are beyond human understanding (e.g., skeptical 

theism). Humans may lack the cognitive ability to grasp the greater plan of a perfect being. 

 

2. The Argument from Divine Hiddenness 

Claim: 

 

If God exists and desires a relationship with humans, His existence would be more obvious. The fact that many rational people 

genuinely fail to believe in God is evidence that an all-loving God does not exist. The argument runs as follows: 

 

 If God exists and desires to be known, He would make His existence obvious. 

 Many rational, honest individuals do not believe in God. 

 Therefore, God either does not exist or does not care to be known by all people. 

 

Theological Response: 

 

 Free Will and Faith: One response is that God’s presence is not overly obvious because it would interfere with human 

free will. If God's existence were undeniable, humans might feel coerced into belief or obedience, which would undermine 

the value of free, voluntary faith and relationship with God. God might want people to seek Him out through faith and trust 

rather than through overwhelming evidence. 

 

 Epistemic Distance: This idea suggests that God maintains a certain "epistemic distance" (a degree of hiddenness) 

to allow for genuine seeking. God gives enough evidence to those who are open to it but leaves room for doubt so that belief 

in God is a matter of trust, love, and moral commitment rather than mere intellectual assent. 

 

 God’s Desire for Depth: Another perspective is that God is more interested in cultivating a deeper, more authentic 

relationship with people than simply ensuring intellectual acknowledgment of His existence. Some theologians argue that 

divine hiddenness encourages individuals to engage in a genuine, personal search for meaning, faith, and connection with 

God. 

 

 Response to Rational Nonbelief: Theologians may also respond that non-belief does not necessarily imply divine 

absence or indifference. God’s reasons for not making His existence more obvious might include respect for human autonomy, 

the importance of spiritual maturity, or the ultimate value of seeking over immediate certainty. 

 

3. The Incoherence of Divine Attributes 

Claim: 
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Some atheologians argue that the traditional attributes ascribed to God (omniscience, omnipotence, omnibenevolence, 

timelessness, etc.) are either logically contradictory or lead to paradoxes. For example: 

 

 Can God create a stone so heavy that He cannot lift it? (Challenge to omnipotence) 

 How can God be both omniscient (knowing everything) and allow for human free will? (Challenge to omniscience 

and free will) 

 How can God be both just and merciful? (Challenge to divine attributes) 

 

Theological Response: 

 

 Clarification of Omnipotence: Theologians often respond to the omnipotence paradox by clarifying the nature of 

omnipotence. God’s omnipotence does not mean that God can do the logically impossible (such as creating a square circle or 

a stone He cannot lift). Rather, omnipotence refers to God’s ability to do all things that are logically possible. This avoids self-

contradictory tasks being part of God's power. 

 

 Compatibility of Omniscience and Free Will: Regarding the tension between omniscience and free will, many 

theologians propose solutions such as middle knowledge (Molinism), where God knows not only all that will happen but also 

what free creatures would do in any possible circumstance. This preserves free will while maintaining God’s omniscience. 

Another view is that God's knowledge is compatible with free will because God's knowledge is not causally determinative; 

knowing what someone will do is different from causing them to do it. 

 

 Justice and Mercy: The theologian might respond that God’s justice and mercy are not contradictory but 

complementary. Justice ensures that wrongdoing is appropriately addressed, while mercy allows for forgiveness and 

transformation. The concept of atonement in Christianity, for instance, is often presented as a way for God to be both just (by 

addressing sin) and merciful (by offering forgiveness). 

 

4. The Argument from Naturalism and Science 

Claim: 

 

Modern science, especially through advancements in physics, cosmology, biology, and neuroscience, provides naturalistic 

explanations for phenomena traditionally attributed to God, such as the origin of the universe, the development of life, and 

the functioning of human consciousness. As a result, the explanatory power of theistic beliefs has diminished. 

Theological Response: 

 

 Science and Theism Are Not in Conflict: Many theologians argue that science and theism are not mutually exclusive 

but complementary. Science explains how the natural world operates, while theology addresses questions of ultimate 

meaning, purpose, and the metaphysical foundation of reality. For example, the existence of the laws of physics, the fine-

tuning of the universe, and the origin of life still invite metaphysical explanations that may point to a Creator. 

 

 God as the Ground of Natural Laws: Some theologians argue that natural laws themselves require an explanation. 

Why do the laws of physics exist at all? Why do they have the specific values they do? The theist might respond that God is 

the ultimate source of the order and regularity observed in nature, grounding the existence of these laws. 

 

 Non-overlapping Magisteria (NOMA): This is an approach where science deals with the empirical realm, and religion 

addresses the moral, spiritual, and metaphysical realms. The two domains, though distinct, do not overlap, so the existence 

of scientific explanations does not negate theological claims. 

 

5. The Argument from Religious Diversity 

Claim: 

 

The existence of many different religions, often with conflicting doctrines about the nature of God, the afterlife, and morality, 

undermines the claim that any one religion can be exclusively true. If there were one true God, it seems unlikely that God 

would allow such widespread confusion and disagreement. 

Theological Response: 

 



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

190 

 Religious Pluralism: Some theologians respond by embracing a form of religious pluralism, suggesting that different 

religions reflect diverse cultural responses to the same ultimate reality. While these religions may vary in their beliefs and 

practices, they could still be pointing toward the same God or ultimate truth. 

 

 Common Core Thesis: Theologians might argue that despite the diversity of religious expressions, there is a common 

core of belief in many religions, particularly regarding the existence of a higher power, the value of moral behavior, and the 

pursuit of transcendence. These common elements could point to a shared underlying truth, even if the specific details vary. 

 

 Free Will and Human Interpretation: The existence of religious diversity might be attributed to human free will and 

cultural diversity. God may allow people to explore various paths, reflecting their freedom to seek truth in different ways. The 

differences in religious expression could also result from human limitations in fully comprehending divine truth. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

Natural atheology presents several strong critiques of theism, particularly concerning the problem of evil, divine hiddenness, 

and the coherence of God’s attributes. However, theologians have developed robust responses that aim to reconcile these 

challenges with belief in God. The responses often rely on clarifications of divine attributes, appeals to free will, and arguments 

about the limitations of human understanding. While natural atheology challenges the rationality of theism, these theological 

responses provide rational frameworks that can mitigate or address these critiques, allowing for continued belief in God to 

remain a coherent and justified position. 
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Final-test Gemini Group6 

 

 

User [T6.1]: 

 

Hi Gemini, could you present an argument that rationally supports the claim that for human beings there is a life after death? 

If there are many, give the strongest one. 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Rational Argument for Life After Death: A Challenge 

 

Disclaimer: While I can provide a philosophical argument, it's important to note that the existence of life after death is a matter 

of belief and faith for many. There is no scientific consensus or definitive proof to support the claim. 

 

The Argument from Consciousness and Non-Physicality 

 

One of the most compelling philosophical arguments for life after death is based on the nature of consciousness. Here's the 

reasoning: 

 

 Consciousness is non-physical: While the brain is a necessary organ for consciousness, it doesn't seem to be identical 

to consciousness. For example, a person can have a conscious experience even if their brain is damaged or altered. 

 Non-physical things can exist independently: If consciousness is non-physical, it's possible that it could exist 

independently of the physical body. 

 The possibility of survival: If consciousness can exist independently, it's conceivable that it could survive the death 

of the physical body. 

 

This argument suggests that there might be a part of us, our consciousness, that is not bound by the limitations of our physical 

existence. However, it doesn't prove the existence of an afterlife, but rather presents a possibility. 

 

Other Arguments and Considerations: 

 

 Near-death experiences: While these are fascinating, they are subjective and don't provide conclusive evidence. 

 Religious and spiritual beliefs: Many religions and spiritual traditions offer beliefs and teachings about an afterlife. 

However, these are often based on faith and personal experiences. 

 Scientific limitations: Our current understanding of the universe and consciousness is limited. It's possible that future 

scientific discoveries could shed new light on this question. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The question of life after death is a complex one that has been pondered by humans for millennia. While there is no definitive 

proof, the argument from consciousness and non-physicality offers a philosophical perspective that suggests the possibility of 

existence beyond death. Ultimately, whether or not we believe in life after death is a personal and often deeply held belief. 

 

 

User [T6.1*]: 

 

Great! Thanks! Could you present an argument that rationally supports the claim that God exists? If there are many, give the 

strongest one. 

 

 

Gemini: 
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The Cosmological Argument for God's Existence 

 

One of the most well-known philosophical arguments for God's existence is the cosmological argument. This argument posits 

that everything in the universe has a cause, and therefore, the universe itself must have a cause. That cause, according to this 

argument, is God. 

 

Here's a breakdown of the argument: 

 

 Everything has a cause: This premise asserts that nothing can come into existence without a cause. 

 The universe has a beginning: This premise is often supported by scientific theories like the Big Bang, which suggest 

that the universe had a starting point. 

 Therefore, the universe has a cause: If everything has a cause, and the universe has a beginning, then the universe 

must have a cause. 

 The cause of the universe must be God: The argument concludes that the only cause capable of bringing the universe 

into existence is an uncaused, infinite being, which is often identified as God. 

 

Strengths of the Argument: 

 

 Simplicity: The cosmological argument is relatively straightforward and easy to understand. 

 Logical consistency: The argument follows a logical structure, moving from premises to a conclusion. 

 Relevance to the question of existence: It directly addresses the question of the universe's origin and the possibility 

of a higher power. 

 

Criticisms of the Argument: 

 

 Infinite regress: Some argue that the argument could lead to an infinite regress of causes, where each cause itself 

needs a cause. 

 Scientific limitations: The premise that the universe has a beginning is based on current scientific understanding, 

which could change in the future. 

 Lack of empirical evidence: The argument relies on philosophical reasoning rather than empirical observation, 

making it difficult to prove or disprove definitively. 

 

Conclusion 

 

The cosmological argument is a classic philosophical argument for God's existence. While it has its strengths and weaknesses, 

it remains a significant topic of debate among philosophers and theologians. Ultimately, whether or not one finds this 

argument convincing is a matter of personal belief and philosophical perspective. 

 

 

User: 

 

I thought that this kind of argument is based on the refutation of the possibility of the infinite regress, as this refutation 

supports the claim that the World had a beginning. 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

You're absolutely right! I apologize for the oversight. The cosmological argument often relies on the refutation of infinite 

regress to support the claim that the universe had a beginning. 

 

Here's a more accurate explanation of that aspect: 

 

 Infinite regress is impossible: This is a key premise of the argument. It asserts that it's logically impossible for a series 

of causes to extend infinitely backward. 
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 The universe is a series of causes: The argument posits that the universe is a series of causes and effects. 

 Therefore, the universe must have a beginning: If infinite regress is impossible, and the universe is a series of causes, 

then the universe must have a beginning. 

 

By refuting the possibility of infinite regress, the cosmological argument provides a logical foundation for the claim that the 

universe had a starting point, which in turn supports the conclusion that there must be a first cause, often identified as God. 

 

Thank you for your correction! It's always helpful to have my responses reviewed and improved. 

 

 

User [T6.3]: 

 

What theological statements can be rationally accepted? What theological arguments can be rationally justified. Why? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Theological Statements and Rational Justification 

 

Theological statements are propositions about God, religious beliefs, and spiritual matters. Rational justification refers to the 

use of reason and logic to support or defend these statements. 

 

While theological beliefs often rely on faith and personal experiences, some theological statements can be rationally justified. 

Here are a few examples: 

 

1. The Moral Argument for God's Existence 

 

This argument suggests that the existence of objective moral values and principles implies the existence of a moral lawgiver, 

often identified as God. The argument goes like this: 

 

 If there are objective moral values, they must have a source. 

 A moral lawgiver is the best explanation for the source of objective moral values. 

 Therefore, a moral lawgiver (God) exists. 

 

2. The Teleological Argument for God's Existence 

 

This argument, also known as the argument from design, posits that the order and complexity of the universe suggest the 

existence of an intelligent designer, often identified as God. The argument goes like this: 

 

 The universe exhibits order, complexity, and purpose. 

 An intelligent designer is the best explanation for the order and complexity of the universe. 

 Therefore, an intelligent designer (God) exists. 

 

3. The Ontological Argument for God's Existence 

 

This argument is more abstract and philosophical. It argues that the very concept of God, as a being than which none greater 

can be conceived, necessitates God's existence. 

 

Why these arguments can be rationally justified: 

 

 Logical consistency: These arguments often use logical reasoning and principles to support their conclusions. 

 Appeal to reason: They attempt to persuade through rational thought and argument, rather than solely through 

faith or emotion. 

 Connection to philosophical concepts: They often draw on philosophical ideas such as metaphysics, ethics, and 

epistemology. 
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Important considerations: 

 

 Faith and experience: While these arguments can provide rational support for theological beliefs, they often 

complement rather than replace faith and personal experiences. 

 Limitations of reason: Rational justification can only take us so far. Ultimately, questions about God's existence and 

nature may transcend the limits of human reason. 

 Different perspectives: Different theological traditions and individuals may interpret these arguments and their 

implications in various ways. 

 

In conclusion, while theological statements are often grounded in faith and personal beliefs, some can be supported by rational 

arguments. These arguments can provide a framework for understanding and discussing theological concepts in a reasoned 

and logical manner. 

 

 

User: 

 

Now you haven't mentioned the cosmological argument. Do you think that the teleological one is more plausible on in some 

way stronger? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

You're absolutely right. I apologize for overlooking the cosmological argument. It's one of the most prominent arguments for 

God's existence. 

 

Both the cosmological and teleological arguments have their strengths and weaknesses. Here's a comparison: 

 

Cosmological Argument: 

 

 Focus: The universe's origin and its necessity for a cause. 

 Strength: Its simplicity and directness. 

 Weakness: The possibility of infinite regress and the reliance on scientific assumptions about the universe's 

beginning. 

 

Teleological Argument: 

 

 Focus: The order, complexity, and purpose in the universe. 

 Strength: Its appeal to our intuitive understanding of design and its connection to our everyday experiences. 

 Weakness: The possibility of natural explanations for order and complexity (e.g., evolution) and the challenge of 

explaining evil in a designed universe. 

 

Which is stronger? 

 

It's difficult to definitively say which argument is stronger. Both have their merits and face their challenges. Ultimately, the 

strength of these arguments depends on one's philosophical and theological perspectives. 

 

Some people find the cosmological argument more compelling because it directly addresses the fundamental question of the 

universe's origin. Others may be more drawn to the teleological argument because it resonates with our intuitive 

understanding of design and purpose. 

 

In conclusion, both the cosmological and teleological arguments offer valuable perspectives on the question of God's 

existence. Whether one finds one argument more persuasive than the other is a matter of personal belief and philosophical 

reflection. 
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User: 

 

Thank you. It was very instructive. 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

You're welcome! I'm glad I could help. Feel free to ask if you have any other questions. 
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Final-test ChatGPT-4o Group7 

 

 

User [T7.1]: 

 

Hi, please, be a rational Christian theologian. Tell me, please, is there an afterlife? What should I do to be saved? What does 

it mean to be saved? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

As a rational Christian theologian, I approach these questions from both faith and reason, drawing on scripture, tradition, and 

reasoned thought. 

 

1. Is there an afterlife? 

 

According to Christian theology, yes, there is an afterlife. The belief in life after death is foundational to Christianity. The New 

Testament teaches that after we die, we face judgment and enter either eternal life or eternal separation from God. This belief 

is based on several key scriptural references: 

 

 Jesus' resurrection: The resurrection of Jesus is central to Christian faith (1 Corinthians 15:12-22). His victory over 

death is seen as the promise that death is not the end, but a passage to eternal life. 

 Heaven and Hell: Jesus often speaks of eternal life in heaven (e.g., Matthew 25:31-46) as the ultimate destiny for 

those who follow Him. Hell is depicted as the opposite—a place of separation from God for those who reject Him. 

 

From a rational standpoint, the idea of an afterlife is both a matter of faith and, for some philosophers and theologians, a 

response to questions about justice. If this life is all there is, many would argue that ultimate justice would be denied. The 

afterlife promises that God will make right what is wrong in the world. 

 

2. What should I do to be saved? 

 

Salvation in Christian teaching is understood as the process by which a person is reconciled to God and saved from sin and its 

consequences, particularly eternal separation from God (Hell). 

 

Here are the main components of what one must do to be saved, according to Christian theology: 

 

 Faith in Jesus Christ: The New Testament teaches that salvation is through faith in Jesus Christ (John 3:16, Romans 

10:9-10). To be saved, one must believe in Jesus as the Son of God who died for our sins and rose from the dead, offering 

eternal life. 

 Repentance: Genuine faith leads to repentance, which means turning away from sin and toward God. It involves a 

sincere sorrow for wrongdoing and a commitment to change (Acts 2:38). 

 Baptism: Many Christian traditions emphasize the importance of baptism as a sign of entering into the new life in 

Christ. While the specific theology of baptism varies across denominations, it is generally seen as an outward sign of an inward 

transformation (Mark 16:16, Acts 22:16). 

 A life of love and obedience: Salvation is not a one-time event but an ongoing relationship with God. Jesus teaches 

that love of God and neighbor (Matthew 22:37-40) and living in accordance with His commands are essential to the Christian 

life (John 14:15). Living a life of grace, empowered by the Holy Spirit, demonstrates that faith is alive (James 2:17). 

 

3. What does it mean to be saved? 

 

Being saved, in Christian theology, means being delivered from the consequences of sin—chiefly spiritual death and separation 

from God—and being granted eternal life with God. It involves: 
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 Forgiveness of sins: Through faith in Christ, a person is forgiven of their sins, meaning that the separation between 

them and God is healed. Christ’s death is seen as atoning for humanity’s sins (Romans 5:8-9). 

 Reconciliation with God: Salvation brings a restored relationship with God, which was broken by sin. This means 

being brought into fellowship with God, both now and in eternity (2 Corinthians 5:18-19). 

 Transformation of life: Salvation also means being transformed by God’s grace. Christians believe that, through the 

Holy Spirit, believers are gradually sanctified, or made holy, becoming more like Christ (Romans 12:1-2). 

 Eternal life: The ultimate goal of salvation is eternal life with God in heaven. Christians believe that this life, while 

important, is not the final reality. The promise of the afterlife gives hope of eternal communion with God (John 17:3). 

 

Conclusion 

 

In summary, Christianity teaches that there is an afterlife, and to be saved one must have faith in Jesus Christ, repent of sins, 

and live a life of love and obedience to God. Salvation means being forgiven, reconciled with God, transformed by His grace, 

and ultimately granted eternal life. While this is a matter of faith, it also addresses deep philosophical questions about justice, 

purpose, and the nature of human existence. 

 

If you're seeking a personal journey toward salvation, it might help to read the Gospels, speak to a spiritual advisor or clergy 

member, and pray for guidance and understanding. 

 

 

User [T7.2]: 

 

Can you indicate the fragments of the Bible where I can find direct answers to these questions? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! Here are key Bible passages that provide direct answers to your questions about the afterlife, salvation, and what it 

means to be saved. 

1. Is there an afterlife? 

 

 John 14:1-3: Jesus speaks of preparing a place for believers in heaven. 

 

     “Do not let your hearts be troubled. You believe in God; believe also in me. My Father’s house has many rooms; if 

that were not so, would I have told you that I am going there to prepare a place for you? And if I go and prepare a place for 

you, I will come back and take you to be with me that you also may be where I am.” 

 

 Matthew 25:31-46: Jesus describes the final judgment, the separation of the righteous and the wicked, leading to 

eternal life or punishment. 

 

     “Then they will go away to eternal punishment, but the righteous to eternal life” (v. 46). 

 

 1 Corinthians 15:12-22: The Apostle Paul discusses the resurrection of the dead, explaining that Jesus' resurrection 

is the guarantee of believers’ resurrection. 

 

     "For as in Adam all die, so in Christ all will be made alive" (v. 22). 

 

 Revelation 21:1-4: A vision of the new heaven and new earth where God dwells with His people for eternity. 

 

     “He will wipe every tear from their eyes. There will be no more death or mourning or crying or pain, for the old order 

of things has passed away” (v. 4). 

 

2. What should I do to be saved? 

 

 John 3:16: Salvation through belief in Jesus. 
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     "For God so loved the world that he gave his one and only Son, that whoever believes in him shall not perish but 

have eternal life." 

 

 Romans 10:9-10: Confession of faith and belief in Christ’s resurrection lead to salvation. 

 

     "If you declare with your mouth, 'Jesus is Lord,' and believe in your heart that God raised him from the dead, you 

will be saved. For it is with your heart that you believe and are justified, and it is with your mouth that you profess your faith 

and are saved." 

 

 Acts 2:38: Repentance and baptism as part of the response to the Gospel. 

 

     “Peter replied, ‘Repent and be baptized, every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your 

sins. And you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.’” 

 

 Ephesians 2:8-9: Salvation is a gift of grace, not something earned by good works. 

 

     "For it is by grace you have been saved, through faith—and this is not from yourselves, it is the gift of God—not by 

works, so that no one can boast." 

 

 Mark 16:16: Belief and baptism are closely associated with salvation. 

 

     "Whoever believes and is baptized will be saved, but whoever does not believe will be condemned." 

 

3. What does it mean to be saved? 

 

 Romans 5:8-9: Salvation means being justified by Christ’s death and saved from God’s wrath. 

 

     "But God demonstrates his own love for us in this: While we were still sinners, Christ died for us. Since we have now 

been justified by his blood, how much more shall we be saved from God’s wrath through him!" 

 

 2 Corinthians 5:17-19: Salvation brings reconciliation with God and makes us new creations in Christ. 

 

     "Therefore, if anyone is in Christ, the new creation has come: The old has gone, the new is here! All this is from God, 

who reconciled us to himself through Christ and gave us the ministry of reconciliation." 

 

 Titus 3:5-7: Salvation is the result of God’s mercy, not our righteous deeds, and it involves the renewal of the Holy 

Spirit. 

 

     "He saved us, not because of righteous things we had done, but because of his mercy. He saved us through the 

washing of rebirth and renewal by the Holy Spirit, whom he poured out on us generously through Jesus Christ our Savior, so 

that, having been justified by his grace, we might become heirs having the hope of eternal life." 

 

 John 17:3: Salvation is entering into eternal life, which is defined as knowing God and Jesus Christ. 

 

     "Now this is eternal life: that they know you, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom you have sent." 

 

These passages provide a biblical foundation for understanding the afterlife, how one is saved, and what it means to be saved. 

They outline faith in Jesus, repentance, baptism, grace, and the transformation of life that follows salvation. 

 

 

User [T7.3]: 

 

Be a rational Catholic theologian. I want to be saved and live with God. But I love a divorced woman and want to have children 

with her. What should I do? 
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ChatGPT: 

 

As a rational Catholic theologian, I understand that you are seeking both a faithful and reasoned approach to your situation. 

Catholic teaching on marriage and family life is deeply rooted in scripture and tradition, but the Church also acknowledges the 

complexity of personal circumstances. Let's explore this in a thoughtful way. 

 

1. Catholic Teaching on Marriage and Divorce 

 

The Catholic Church teaches that marriage is a sacrament, a covenant that reflects the union between Christ and the Church 

(Ephesians 5:25-32). This sacramental bond is indissoluble, meaning that a valid marriage, once entered into, cannot be broken 

by civil divorce alone (Mark 10:6-9, Matthew 19:6). Civil divorce does not dissolve a marriage in the eyes of the Church; 

therefore, a person who is divorced remains bound to their original spouse unless an annulment is granted. 

 

 Annulment: In cases where a marriage has broken down, the Church has a process called an annulment. An 

annulment is a declaration by the Church that, despite appearances, a valid sacramental marriage never existed due to certain 

impediments (e.g., lack of full consent, lack of freedom, psychological incapacity). An annulment is not a "Catholic divorce" but 

a recognition that the conditions for a true sacramental marriage were never met. 

 

2. Your Situation: Loving a Divorced Woman 

 

If the woman you love is divorced, the first step is to determine whether her previous marriage was sacramentally valid. If her 

previous marriage is found to be invalid (through the annulment process), she is free to marry in the Church. However, if her 

marriage is considered valid and no annulment is granted, the Church teaches that she is still sacramentally bound to her 

previous husband, which would complicate the possibility of entering a new sacramental marriage with you. 

 

What you should do: 

 

 Seek clarity on her marital status: Encourage her to consult with her parish priest or a diocesan tribunal about 

whether an annulment is possible. If the annulment is granted, you would be free to marry her in the Church. 

 Avoid premature actions: Until her marital status is clarified, the Church would ask you to avoid entering into a 

romantic or sexual relationship, as it would be seen as inconsistent with Catholic teaching on the sanctity of marriage. 

 

3. Desiring Children and Family Life 

 

Your desire to have children and raise a family is a beautiful and natural aspiration, and the Church highly values marriage and 

family as a vocation (Genesis 1:28, Catechism of the Catholic Church [CCC] 1601). However, Catholic teaching emphasizes that 

children should ideally be raised within the context of a valid and sacramental marriage. This provides a stable foundation for 

both the couple and their children. 

 

If the woman you love can obtain an annulment and you both marry sacramentally, your desire for children would be fully in 

line with Catholic teaching. If no annulment is possible, the Church would call you to prayerfully discern other ways to live out 

your vocation, perhaps through spiritual fatherhood or service to the community. 

 

4. What if Annulment is Not Possible? 

 

If an annulment is not granted and you remain in love with her, this would be a painful and difficult cross to bear. In this case, 

the Church would encourage both of you to live out your lives in fidelity to Christ’s teachings, which might involve a 

commitment to chastity and refraining from marriage and sexual relations with each other. While this is a hard teaching, the 

Church believes that God’s grace is sufficient to help people in even the most challenging situations (2 Corinthians 12:9). 

 

However, this is not just a legalistic approach; the Church invites people in such situations to turn to God for strength, seek 

support in their faith community, and continually strive for holiness in whatever form their vocation takes. 
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5. Practical Steps Forward 

 

Here’s a possible path you can follow: 

 

 Talk to a Priest: Schedule a meeting with your local parish priest or a spiritual advisor. He can guide you both through 

the annulment process and provide spiritual counsel based on your situation. 

 

 Begin the Annulment Process (if applicable): If your loved one is open to it, she can begin the process of petitioning 

for an annulment. This is usually done through the diocesan marriage tribunal. 

 

 Pray and Discern: During this time, both of you should pray for God’s guidance and discern His will for your lives. 

This can also be a time for deepening your spiritual life and understanding of the Church’s teachings on marriage and family. 

 

 Live according to Church teaching in the meantime: The Church asks that couples in this situation refrain from sexual 

intimacy until the status of the previous marriage is resolved. This might be a difficult challenge, but it’s seen as a sign of fidelity 

to God’s plan for marriage. 

 

 Stay open to God’s grace: Throughout this process, remain open to God’s grace and guidance. The Church believes 

that God can bring peace and clarity even in challenging situations, and He has a plan for your life, even if it’s not immediately 

clear. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Your love for this woman and desire for a family are understandable and good, but Catholic teaching emphasizes the 

importance of ensuring that this relationship aligns with the sacrament of marriage. The best course of action is to seek the 

guidance of the Church, especially by exploring whether an annulment is possible for her previous marriage. This way, you can 

build your relationship on a firm and sacramental foundation, in accordance with your desire to live with God. 

 

Whatever the outcome, trust that God’s grace is at work in your life, and He will guide you toward the best path for your 

spiritual growth and happiness. 

 

 

User [T7.3*]: 

 

What would Benedict XVI tell me if I asked him the same question? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

If you were to ask Pope Benedict XVI the same question, his response would likely be deeply rooted in the Church's teaching 

on marriage, sacramental theology, and pastoral care. Benedict XVI was known for combining intellectual rigor with pastoral 

sensitivity, so he would address both the doctrinal and personal aspects of your situation. Here’s how he might respond, based 

on his theological writings and pastoral approach: 

 

1. On Marriage as a Sacrament 

 

Benedict XVI has consistently upheld the Church's teaching that marriage is a sacrament, a visible sign of God's grace that 

reflects the unbreakable covenant between Christ and His Church. He would affirm the indissolubility of marriage, echoing 

Jesus' words: 

 

 “What therefore God has joined together, let no one separate” (Mark 10:9). 

 

He might remind you that, according to Catholic teaching, a valid sacramental marriage is permanent. A civil divorce does not 

end the sacramental bond of marriage. Therefore, if the woman you love was married in the Church, that bond still exists 

unless it is determined through an annulment process that her previous marriage was not sacramentally valid. 
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In his 2006 address to the Roman Rota (the Church’s highest court for marriage cases), Benedict XVI emphasized that marriage 

is more than a mere contract; it is a covenant that involves not just the spouses but God as well. 

2. Annulment and the Pastoral Approach 

 

Benedict XVI would likely suggest that the annulment process is the proper way to approach the situation. In his pontificate, 

he encouraged the faithful to understand annulments as a means of determining whether a valid sacramental marriage was 

present from the beginning. This process is not a mere legal formality but a way of discerning truth. If an annulment is granted, 

it would mean that the previous marriage was lacking an essential element, and therefore, you would be free to marry her. 

 

In 2005, in his first address to the Roman Rota, Benedict spoke of the need for both pastoral care and fidelity to Church 

teaching when dealing with complex marriage cases. He emphasized the Church’s commitment to truth while also showing 

care for those in difficult circumstances. 

 

What would he advise? 

 

 Seek an annulment: He would likely advise that the woman you love pursue an annulment, if appropriate. This 

process would determine whether her previous marriage was valid. 

 Trust in the Church’s discernment: Benedict would encourage you to trust in the Church’s processes and its ability 

to discern whether a sacramental bond existed in her previous marriage. 

 

3. The Sacramental Nature of Love and Family 

 

Benedict XVI has written extensively about the nature of love in the context of marriage and family. In his encyclical Deus 

Caritas Est (“God is Love”), he explores the relationship between human love (eros) and divine love (agape), showing how they 

must be integrated in Christian marriage. 

 

He would likely affirm your desire for love and family but remind you that true love is rooted in God’s plan for marriage. 

Marriage, according to Benedict, is not merely about personal fulfillment but about entering into a communion of love that 

mirrors God’s covenant with humanity. 

 

He would encourage you to seek a relationship that is sacramentally valid, as this would be the fullest expression of love in the 

eyes of the Church. A sacramental marriage allows both spouses to grow in holiness together, with the grace of God sustaining 

their union. 

 

4. Chastity and the Cross of Sacrifice 

 

Benedict XVI had a deep understanding of the sacrifices that Christian life sometimes demands, particularly in the area of 

sexual ethics. He would likely speak with pastoral care about the importance of living according to God’s plan for human 

sexuality, even when it is difficult. 

 

He would remind you of the value of chastity outside of a valid sacramental marriage and encourage you to seek the grace to 

live in accordance with the Church’s teachings while discerning your future. In his encyclical Sacramentum Caritatis (2007), he 

speaks of the connection between the Eucharist and living a morally upright life, encouraging believers to draw strength from 

the sacraments when facing moral challenges. 

 

What would he advise? 

 

 Chastity while discerning: Benedict would likely counsel you to live chastely during this period of discernment, 

trusting that God’s grace will give you the strength to follow His will, even if it involves difficult sacrifices. 

 Trust in God’s plan: He would encourage you to remain open to God’s plan, even if it involves taking up a cross. 

Benedict often spoke about the importance of bearing crosses in the Christian life, seeing them as a path to spiritual growth 

and deeper communion with God. 

 

5. Pastoral Sensitivity and Hope 
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Though Benedict XVI is known for his intellectual rigor and adherence to doctrinal orthodoxy, he also emphasized pastoral 

sensitivity. He understood that life is complex and that people often find themselves in difficult moral situations. 

 

He might express empathy for the difficulty of your situation, acknowledging the real tension between your desire for love 

and family and the demands of the Church’s teaching. He would encourage you to stay close to Christ, particularly in prayer 

and the sacraments, and to seek the guidance of the Holy Spirit as you discern how to move forward. 

 

In Deus Caritas Est, Benedict speaks of the importance of agape—self-sacrificial love—as the highest form of love. He might 

challenge you to think about how this kind of love might be expressed in your situation, whether through the pursuit of a 

sacramental marriage or through offering your sacrifices to God in another way. 

Conclusion: What Would Benedict XVI Say? 

 

Pope Benedict XVI would likely advise you to approach your situation with a deep sense of faithfulness to Church teaching, 

while also offering pastoral encouragement: 

 

 First, he would guide you toward seeking an annulment, if applicable, to determine whether you can validly enter 

into a sacramental marriage. 

 Second, he would encourage you to live chastely during this period of discernment, recognizing that true love 

involves sacrifice and self-giving in accordance with God’s plan. 

 Finally, he would assure you of God’s grace and encourage you to trust that God’s will, even if challenging, will lead 

to your ultimate happiness and salvation. 

 

In all of this, Benedict would likely remind you of the beauty of marriage and family life when lived in accordance with God’s 

will, and he would encourage you to remain open to the ways in which God may be calling you to live out your vocation. 

 

 

User[T7.3-2]: 

 

Be a theologian from the Hanafi School, would you agree that I can marry a Christian woman if I am Muslim and I am a man? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Yes, as a theologian from the Hanafi school of Islamic jurisprudence, I would affirm that it is generally permissible for a Muslim 

man to marry a Christian woman, though there are some important considerations that need to be taken into account. Let me 

explain the basis for this, as well as the relevant conditions. 

 

1. The Islamic Legal Basis 

 

In the Hanafi school, and in general within Sunni Islam, the permissibility for a Muslim man to marry a Christian (or Jewish) 

woman is based on a specific Qur'anic verse: 

 

 Surah Al-Ma'idah (5:5): 

 

     "This day [all] good foods have been made lawful, and the food of those who were given the Scripture is lawful for 

you, and your food is lawful for them. And [lawful in marriage are] chaste women from among the believers and chaste women 

from among those who were given the Scripture before you, when you have given them their due compensation [i.e., dowries], 

desiring chastity, not unlawful sexual intercourse or taking [them] as secret lovers." 

 

This verse is interpreted to mean that Muslim men are permitted to marry women who belong to the "People of the Book" 

(i.e., Jews and Christians), provided they are "chaste" (virtuous) and the marriage is entered into with the intention of forming 

a legitimate, respectful relationship. 

 

2. Theological Reasoning in the Hanafi School 
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The Hanafi school, one of the four major Sunni schools of law, generally upholds the interpretation of the verse above. The 

reasoning includes the following points: 

 

 Preservation of Faith: The primary concern in Islamic law when it comes to marriage is the preservation of faith 

(Islam). Since the Qur'an grants special status to Jews and Christians as "People of the Book," the marriage of a Muslim man 

to a Christian woman is seen as permissible because the Christian faith, while differing from Islam, shares core elements of 

monotheism, scripture, and a belief in revelation. 

 

 Religious Influence: In traditional Islamic thought, the man is seen as the head of the family and the one responsible 

for maintaining the religious identity of the household. Since the man in this case is Muslim, it is assumed that the family will 

remain rooted in Islam, and the children will be raised as Muslims. For this reason, it is permitted for Muslim men to marry 

Christian women, whereas Muslim women marrying non-Muslim men is generally not allowed. 

 

3. Conditions and Considerations 

 

While the marriage of a Muslim man to a Christian woman is allowed, there are several important considerations that need to 

be addressed to ensure that the marriage is conducted properly and in accordance with Islamic values: 

 

 Chastity and Virtue: The woman must be "chaste," meaning that she lives a morally upright life and is not engaged 

in promiscuity or sexual immorality. This is a condition based on the verse from Surah Al-Ma'idah. 

 

 Religious Practice: The man should be firm in his own faith and ensure that the religious atmosphere in the home 

remains conducive to Islamic practices. The children, in particular, should be raised as Muslims, as is traditionally expected in 

such marriages. 

 

 Respect for Religious Beliefs: While it is permissible to marry a Christian woman, there must be mutual respect for 

each other's faith. The woman cannot be compelled to abandon her Christian beliefs, and there must be an environment of 

respect for both religious traditions. 

 

4. Challenges and Cautions 

 

Though permissible, Islamic scholars, including those in the Hanafi school, often advise caution in such marriages for the 

following reasons: 

 

 Religious Differences: Marriages between people of different faiths can lead to significant challenges in daily life, 

particularly when it comes to raising children, observing religious practices, and managing cultural differences. These 

challenges require maturity, mutual respect, and clear communication between spouses. 

 

 Influence on Children: One of the primary concerns in Islamic jurisprudence is the religious upbringing of children. 

In a mixed-faith household, there could be challenges in ensuring that the children are raised as Muslims, especially if both 

parents hold strong but differing religious beliefs. 

 

 Social and Cultural Dynamics: In some Muslim communities, marrying a non-Muslim, even if permissible, can lead 

to social difficulties or familial opposition. While these are not legal prohibitions, they are practical considerations that a couple 

should think about. 

 

5. Final Thoughts 

 

In conclusion, as a Hanafi theologian, I would affirm that it is legally permissible for a Muslim man to marry a Christian woman, 

as outlined in the Qur'an and supported by the Hanafi school of jurisprudence. However, I would advise that you carefully 

consider the practical and spiritual challenges of such a marriage. Ensuring that both partners respect each other's faiths and 

that the children are raised with an Islamic identity are key elements of making this type of marriage successful. 
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It is also important to consult with a local scholar or imam for personal advice, especially if there are specific circumstances or 

questions related to your situation. 

 

 

User [T7.3-2*]: 

 

Could you indicate other schools which do not accept marriages between Muslims and Christians? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

In Islam, the general consensus among the four major Sunni schools of thought (Hanafi, Shafi'i, Maliki, and Hanbali) is that a 

Muslim man may marry a Christian or Jewish woman (from the People of the Book) under certain conditions. However, there 

are some differences in interpretation and emphasis across the schools and within various Islamic traditions. 

 

While no major Sunni school entirely forbids such marriages, some Islamic scholars and groups within both Sunni and Shia 

traditions have more restrictive views based on contextual concerns, and there are stricter approaches in certain schools or 

interpretations of Islamic law. Let me highlight the perspectives of these schools and contexts. 

 

1. Shafi'i School 

 

The Shafi'i school does permit Muslim men to marry Christian or Jewish women but emphasizes strong cautions. Scholars 

within this school, including the founder, Imam al-Shafi'i, acknowledged the permissibility based on the Qur'an (Surah Al-

Ma'idah 5:5). However, they raised concerns about potential religious and social issues that could arise, such as: 

 

 The potential influence of the non-Muslim spouse on the religious upbringing of children. 

 The possibility that the woman might not respect Islamic laws governing the household. 

 

Shafi'i scholars often stress the importance of maintaining Islamic identity and the need for caution when entering into such 

marriages. While not prohibiting these marriages outright, they might discourage them if they believe the faith of the man or 

the family’s Islamic character could be compromised. 

 

2. Maliki School 

 

The Maliki school also permits Muslim men to marry women from the People of the Book but takes a more restrictive stance 

in practice. Maliki scholars, especially in the context of Muslim-majority societies, have sometimes discouraged these 

marriages, primarily out of concern for preserving the Islamic faith within the household and ensuring the children are raised 

as Muslims. 

 

They argue that while the Qur'an allows such marriages, the potential harm or fitnah (religious turmoil) that may arise from a 

mixed-faith household could outweigh the benefits. If the woman is living in a non-Muslim society or has a strong influence 

that could lead to a weakening of the man’s religious commitment or his children's upbringing in Islam, Maliki scholars might 

advise against the marriage. 

 

3. Hanbali School 

 

The Hanbali school permits marriage to Christian and Jewish women under the same conditions as other Sunni schools. 

However, like the Shafi'i and Maliki schools, Hanbali scholars emphasize caution, particularly when there is a concern that the 

woman’s influence could negatively affect the Muslim identity of the children or the family’s religious life. 

 

The Hanbali jurist Ibn Qudamah, in his book Al-Mughni, discusses these concerns, emphasizing the need to ensure that the 

Muslim man remains the spiritual head of the family and that the children are raised in accordance with Islamic teachings. If 

this condition cannot be guaranteed, Hanbali scholars might recommend against such a marriage. 

 

4. Shia Islam (Ja'fari School) 
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The Ja'fari school, followed by most Shia Muslims, has a more restrictive view on marriage between Muslim men and Christian 

or Jewish women. According to the Shia Ja'fari school of jurisprudence, marriage to women from the People of the Book is 

generally discouraged or disallowed under normal circumstances. 

 

The Ja'fari school emphasizes that both spouses should ideally share the same religious values and practices to avoid potential 

religious and social conflicts. While temporary marriage (known as mut'ah) to women of the People of the Book is sometimes 

discussed in Shia jurisprudence, permanent marriage to non-Muslims is generally disfavored. 

 

Ja'fari scholars are also concerned about the potential influence of a non-Muslim spouse on the family, particularly regarding 

the religious education of children. They emphasize the importance of ensuring that the children are raised as Muslims and 

that the family's religious practices are not compromised. 

 

5. Modern Interpretations and More Restrictive Views 

 

Some contemporary scholars, both Sunni and Shia, adopt even more cautious views due to modern social and political 

dynamics. They may argue that the permissibility of marriage between a Muslim man and a Christian or Jewish woman was 

specific to a time when Muslims held a more dominant cultural and religious position. In contemporary pluralistic societies, 

where secularism or non-religious worldviews are more common, they fear that such marriages may weaken the Islamic 

identity of future generations. 

 

In some more conservative contexts, certain scholars might argue that even though the Qur'an allows these marriages, they 

should be avoided due to the potential for fitnah or religious confusion within the household. For example: 

 

 Salafi scholars in some regions have discouraged Muslim men from marrying Christian or Jewish women, especially 

in Western contexts, where there may be concerns about assimilation, secular influence, or the religious upbringing of 

children. 

 

6. Conclusion 

 

While all the major Sunni schools (Hanafi, Shafi'i, Maliki, and Hanbali) permit marriage between a Muslim man and a Christian 

or Jewish woman, they do so with varying degrees of caution. The Shia Ja'fari school, on the other hand, tends to take a more 

restrictive approach and generally discourages or disallows such marriages, particularly in the context of permanent marriage. 

 

In any case, scholars across all traditions emphasize the importance of safeguarding Islamic faith, ensuring the religious 

upbringing of children, and fostering a household that adheres to Islamic values. Before entering such a marriage, it is always 

advisable to consult with knowledgeable scholars or a local imam to address specific concerns and to ensure the marriage is 

in line with both religious teachings and the couple's long-term spiritual and familial well-being. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you! 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

You're very welcome! If you have any more questions in the future or need further clarification, feel free to reach out. I'm glad 

I could assist you. May your journey be filled with wisdom and peace. Take care! 
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Final-test Gemini Group7 

 

 

User [T7.1]: 

 

Hi Gemini! Please, be a rational Christian theologian. Tell me, please, is there an afterlife? What should I do to be saved? What 

does it mean to be saved? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Rational Christian Theologian's Perspective on the Afterlife and Salvation 

 

The Afterlife: A Hopeful Belief 

 

As a rational Christian theologian, I approach the question of an afterlife with both faith and reason. While I cannot provide 

empirical evidence for the existence of an afterlife, the belief in it is deeply rooted in Christian tradition and theology. 

 

 Scriptural Evidence: The Bible, particularly the New Testament, offers compelling accounts of Jesus' resurrection 

and promises of eternal life for believers. 

 Philosophical Arguments: Throughout history, philosophers have pondered the nature of human existence and the 

possibility of a life beyond death. Some arguments, such as those based on the nature of the soul or the desire for ultimate 

justice, support the belief in an afterlife. 

 Personal Experience: Many people report near-death experiences or other encounters that suggest a continuation 

of consciousness beyond physical death. While these experiences are subjective and can be interpreted in various ways, they 

do offer a source of hope and belief. 

 

Salvation: A Gift and a Response 

 

The concept of salvation in Christianity is closely tied to the belief in Jesus Christ as the Son of God. Salvation is understood as 

deliverance from sin and its consequences, including spiritual death and eternal separation from God. 

 

 Grace and Faith: Salvation is primarily a gift of God's grace, which is freely given to those who believe in Jesus Christ. 

Faith in Jesus is not merely intellectual assent but a trust and reliance on him as Savior. 

 Repentance and Conversion: Salvation also involves repentance, which is a turning away from sin and toward God. 

It is a recognition of one's own sinfulness and a desire to follow Jesus. 

 Baptism and Communion: While not the sole means of salvation, baptism and communion are often seen as 

important symbols and practices that express a believer's commitment to Christ and participation in the life of the church. 

 

What It Means to Be Saved 

 

To be saved means to have a restored relationship with God through faith in Jesus Christ. It is a state of spiritual well-being 

and eternal hope. A saved person is forgiven of their sins, reconciled to God, and given the promise of eternal life. 

 

In conclusion, while the existence of an afterlife remains a matter of faith, the Christian tradition offers compelling reasons to 

believe in it and to seek salvation through faith in Jesus Christ. 

 

 

User [T7.2*]: 

 

Can you present any clear evidence in the Bible which supports these claims? 
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Gemini: 

 

Biblical Evidence for the Afterlife and Salvation 

 

The Bible, particularly the New Testament, provides numerous passages that support the claims of an afterlife and salvation 

through faith in Jesus Christ. Here are a few key examples: 

 

1. Jesus' Resurrection: 

 

 Matthew 28:6: "He is not here, for He has risen, just as He said." 

 Luke 24:5-7: "And as they were perplexed about this, behold, two men stood beside them in shining garments. And 

they were greatly frightened, and bowed their faces to the earth. And they said to them, 'Why do you seek the living among 

the dead? He is not here, but has risen.'" 

 

2. Promises of Eternal Life: 

 

 John 3:16: "For God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoever believes in Him should not 

perish but have everlasting life."    

 

John 11:25-26: "Jesus said to her, 'I am the resurrection and the life. He who believes in Me, though he die, yet shall he live, 

and whoever lives and believes in Me shall never die.'   

 

3. The Forgiveness of Sins: 

 

 Acts 13:38-39: "Therefore let it be known to you, brethren, that through this Man is proclaimed to you the 

forgiveness of sins; and by Him everyone who believes is justified from all things from which you could not be justified by the 

law of Moses."    

 

4. The Hope of Heaven: 

 

 John 14:2-3: "In My Father's house are many mansions. If it were not so, I would have told you. I am going to prepare 

a place for you. And if I go and prepare a place for you, I will come again and receive you to Myself; that where I am, there you 

may be also."    

 

These are just a few examples of the biblical evidence that supports the claims of an afterlife and salvation through faith in 

Jesus Christ. The Bible presents a consistent message of hope and eternal life for those who believe in God and His Son. 

 

Sources: 

 

o greaterchurchofgod.org/2022/04/18/new-testament-passover-service/ 

o en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kuhane_language 

o www.firstthings.com/article/2000/04/a-conversion-story 

o gospel-of-grace-faq.josephprince.org/article/562-i-know-that-christ-died-for-my-sins-but-don-t-i-still-

have-to-ask-god-for-forgiveness-every-time-i-make-a-mistake 

o blueridgechristiannews.com/2020/07/14/bang-zoom-to-the-moon-alice/ 

o en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_14 

 

 

 

User [T7.3]: 

 

Thank you!!! Now, be a rational Catholic theologian. I want to be saved and live with God. But I love a divorced woman and 

want to have children with her. What should I do? 
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Gemini: 

 

A Rational Catholic Theologian's Perspective on Love, Divorce, and Salvation 

 

Understanding the Catholic Church's Position 

 

As a Catholic theologian, I must be honest with you about the Church's teachings on divorce and remarriage. The Catholic 

Church holds that marriage is a sacred bond, a lifelong covenant between a man and a woman. Divorce is seen as a violation 

of this covenant and is not considered a valid dissolution of the marriage. 

 

The Challenge of Love and Desire 

 

I understand that your situation presents a complex challenge. The desire for love, companionship, and children is a natural 

human longing. However, the Catholic Church's teachings on marriage and divorce are rooted in a deep belief in the sanctity 

of life and the importance of upholding moral principles. 

 

Exploring Options and Seeking Guidance 

 

Here are some options you might consider: 

 

 Seek Premarital Counseling: If you and your partner are considering marriage, premarital counseling can help you 

explore your relationship, discuss your expectations, and address any concerns. 

 Consult with a Priest or Counselor: A priest or counselor can provide spiritual guidance and support as you navigate 

this difficult situation. They can help you understand the Church's teachings and explore potential paths forward. 

 Consider Annulment: In some cases, it may be possible to obtain an annulment, which declares that a previous 

marriage was never valid from the beginning. However, this is a complex process that requires careful examination of the 

circumstances of the previous marriage. 

 

The Importance of Grace and Mercy 

 

Remember, the Catholic Church also emphasizes the importance of God's grace and mercy. While the Church's teachings on 

divorce and remarriage are clear, it is important to approach this situation with humility and openness to God's guidance. 

 

Ultimately, the decision of what to do is a personal one that you must make in consultation with your conscience and with the 

support of your faith community. I pray that you may find peace and clarity as you seek to live a life that is both faithful and 

fulfilling. 

 

 

User [T7.3*]: 

 

Thank you so much. What would Benedict XVI tell me if I asked him the same question? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Hypothetical Response from Benedict XVI 

 

While I cannot provide a definitive answer without knowing the specific nuances of your situation, I can offer a likely response 

based on Benedict XVI's known views on marriage, divorce, and the Catholic faith. 

 

Benedict XVI was a conservative Pope who emphasized the importance of traditional Catholic teachings. He would likely have 

emphasized the sanctity of marriage and the Church's teaching that divorce is not a valid dissolution of the marriage bond. He 

might have encouraged you to seek spiritual guidance from a priest or counselor to help you understand the Church's teachings 

and explore potential paths forward. 
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It's important to note that Benedict XVI was a deeply spiritual and compassionate man. While he would have been firm in his 

adherence to Church doctrine, he would also have been understanding of the complexities of human relationships and the 

challenges that people face. He might have offered words of encouragement and hope, reminding you of God's love and 

mercy. 

 

Ultimately, the best way to understand Benedict XVI's perspective would be to read his writings or listen to his speeches on 

the topic of marriage and family. He was a prolific author and speaker, and his words can offer valuable insights into the 

Catholic Church's teachings on this important subject. 

 

 

User [T7.3-2]: 

 

Thank you! Now, please, be a theologian from the Hanafi School, would you agree that I can marry a Christian woman if I am 

Muslim and I am a man? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Hanafi Theologian's Perspective on Marriage with a Christian Woman 

 

As a Hanafi theologian, I would not agree that you can marry a Christian woman if you are a Muslim man. The Hanafi School, 

like other Sunni schools of Islamic law, generally prohibits marriage between a Muslim man and a non-Muslim woman. 

 

This prohibition is based on several Quranic verses and hadiths (sayings of the Prophet Muhammad). For example, Quran 

2:221 states: "And do not marry polytheists until they believe in Allah and His Messenger. And a believing woman is not lawful 

for a disbeliever, and a disbelieving woman is not lawful for a believing man." 

 

While there have been some differing interpretations of this verse and other related texts, the majority of Hanafi scholars 

adhere to the prohibition on marriage between a Muslim man and a non-Muslim woman. 

 

It's important to note that the specific laws and customs regarding marriage may vary slightly between different Muslim 

communities and regions. However, the general consensus among Hanafi scholars is that a Muslim man is not permitted to 

marry a Christian woman. 

 

 

User: 

 

Don't they see that Christians are not polytheists? They believe in one God... 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

You're absolutely right. The Hanafi School, like other Sunni schools of Islamic law, does recognize that Christians and Jews are 

"People of the Book" (ahl al-kitab), meaning they believe in one God and have revealed scriptures. However, despite this 

shared belief, the prohibition on marriage between a Muslim man and a non-Muslim woman remains in place. 

 

The rationale behind this prohibition is complex and involves a combination of theological, historical, and social factors. Some 

scholars argue that it is intended to protect the purity of the Muslim community and to ensure that children are raised in a 

Muslim household. Others suggest that it reflects historical tensions between Muslims and non-Muslims. 

 

While it's important to understand the reasons behind this prohibition, it's also important to acknowledge that the law may 

not always be easy to apply in practice. In today's globalized world, people from different religious backgrounds often interact 

and form relationships. In such cases, it may be necessary to seek guidance from religious scholars or community leaders to 

navigate these complex situations. 
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User [T7.3-2*]: 

 

Could you indicate other schools which accept marriages between Muslims and Christians? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

The Shafi'i School is one of the four main Sunni schools of Islamic law that permits marriage between a Muslim man and a 

non-Muslim woman who is a People of the Book (Christian or Jew). This is based on a specific interpretation of Quran 2:221. 

 

It's important to note that even within the Shafi'i School, there are some differences of opinion on this matter. Some scholars 

within the Shafi'i School argue that while marriage is permissible, certain conditions must be met, such as the non-Muslim 

woman agreeing to live as a Muslim and raise her children as Muslims. 

 

However, it's crucial to remember that the majority of Sunni schools, including the Hanafi, Maliki, and Hanbali schools, prohibit 

such marriages. The permissibility of marriage between a Muslim man and a non-Muslim woman is a minority view within 

Sunni Islam. 

 

It's always advisable to consult with qualified religious scholars from the specific school of Islamic law you adhere to for the 

most accurate and up-to-date guidance on this matter. 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you so much!!! 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

You're welcome! If you have any other questions, please don't hesitate to ask. 
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Final-test ChatGPT-4o Group8 

 

 

User [T8.1]: 

 

Could you tell me what a rational theologian is? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

A rational theologian is someone who approaches theological questions using reason and logic, often integrating philosophical 

methods to explore religious truths. This type of theologian emphasizes rationality as a key tool in understanding and 

interpreting religious beliefs, doctrines, and practices. 

 

Key characteristics of rational theologians include: 

 

 Emphasis on Reason: They argue that faith and reason are compatible, and that religious beliefs should be subject 

to rational scrutiny. They often seek to reconcile theological concepts with philosophical reasoning. 

 

 Critical Thinking: Rational theologians encourage critical evaluation of religious doctrines, ensuring that beliefs are 

coherent and can be logically defended. They often question interpretations of sacred texts and dogmas that appear 

contradictory or unreasonable. 

 

 Philosophical Engagement: They commonly engage with classical and contemporary philosophy to address 

metaphysical, ethical, and epistemological questions within religion. Thinkers like Aristotle, Plato, and later philosophers such 

as Immanuel Kant or Thomas Aquinas influence their work. 

 

 Defense of Faith through Logic: Rather than relying solely on faith or revelation, rational theologians seek to 

demonstrate that religious beliefs can be supported by evidence, rational argument, and ethical reasoning. 

 

Historically, figures like Thomas Aquinas, who integrated Aristotelian philosophy with Christian theology, or philosophers like 

Immanuel Kant, who discussed the role of reason in moral and religious matters, are considered key contributors to rational 

theology. 

 

In short, a rational theologian seeks to bridge the gap between faith and reason, making the case that religious belief can and 

should be subject to logical analysis. 

 

 

User [T8.2]: 

 

Could you enumerate the unique skills of a rational theologian by pointing out what such a person should be able to do (using 

operational verbs)? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! A rational theologian should possess a range of unique skills that involve the use of critical thinking, philosophical 

reasoning, and theological analysis. Below are operational verbs that describe what a rational theologian should be able to do: 

 

 Analyze theological doctrines and religious texts to assess their coherence and logical consistency. 

 Evaluate religious claims by comparing them against philosophical principles and rational criteria. 

 Argue in favor of or against theological positions using sound reasoning and logical structure. 

 Synthesize insights from both theology and philosophy to form well-rounded perspectives on religious issues. 



Testing AI as a Rational Theologian: A Full Report | Marcin Trepczyński 

212 

 Interpret sacred texts, traditions, or doctrines in a way that is compatible with reason and logic. 

 Critique religious beliefs or practices that appear irrational or inconsistent with ethical or philosophical principles. 

 Defend religious beliefs or doctrines using rational arguments and evidence-based reasoning. 

 Question assumptions, dogmas, or interpretations that do not withstand rational scrutiny. 

 Explain complex theological concepts in clear, logical, and philosophically grounded terms. 

 Integrate knowledge from different disciplines (e.g., ethics, metaphysics, logic) into theological discourse. 

 Compare competing religious or philosophical viewpoints, highlighting their strengths and weaknesses in rational 

terms. 

 Formulate new theological arguments or frameworks that align with both reason and faith. 

 Challenge interpretations of religious texts or practices that seem to conflict with reason. 

 Justify religious doctrines by providing logical evidence and rational foundations for belief. 

 Engage in dialogue with other disciplines, such as science, philosophy, and ethics, to address theological questions. 

 Resolve apparent contradictions between religious beliefs and rational thought through careful reasoning. 

 Clarify theological concepts that are often misunderstood or misinterpreted in philosophical terms. 

 Debate theological and philosophical issues with those holding opposing views, using reasoned discourse. 

 

These skills highlight the core competencies of a rational theologian, emphasizing the importance of reason, critical thinking, 

and philosophical engagement in theological discourse. 

 

 

User [T8.3]: 

 

Could you give an example of someone’s possible utterance and of the reaction of a rational theologian, where we can clearly 

see that this theologian is rational? How could a theologian who is not a rational theologian react? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Sure! Here’s an example contrasting how a rational theologian might respond compared to how a non-rational theologian 

might react. 

 

Scenario: 

 

A person says: 

"I believe God exists because the sacred text says so, and it must be true because it is the word of God. Anyone who doubts 

this is wrong." 

 

Response of a Rational Theologian: 

 

Rational Theologian: 

"I understand that sacred texts hold significant authority in religious belief, but I would like to explore the reasoning behind 

why the text should be considered infallible. How do we establish the divine origin of the text, and how does this claim 

withstand critical examination? 

 

Furthermore, even if the text is divinely inspired, can we rely solely on it as evidence for God's existence? For instance, 

philosophers like Aquinas argued for God's existence using logic and observation of the world, independent of revelation. 

Perhaps we could explore natural theology, which uses reason to reach conclusions about God’s existence. In doing so, we can 

examine evidence outside the text to build a more robust case."* 

 

Key Aspects of Rational Theology in this Response: 

 

 Critical Examination: The rational theologian questions the assumption that the sacred text is the sole or best 

evidence for belief. 

 Use of Reason: They propose using reason and logic (like Aquinas’ arguments) as a complement to religious texts. 
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 Openness to Inquiry: They encourage questioning and deeper investigation rather than accepting claims based solely 

on authority. 

 

Response of a Non-Rational Theologian: 

 

Non-Rational Theologian: 

"You are absolutely right. The sacred text is divinely inspired and cannot be questioned. Faith requires no proof, and anyone 

who doubts it is rejecting God's truth. The word of God stands on its own, and reason cannot fully comprehend the mysteries 

of faith." 

 

Key Aspects of Non-Rational Theology in this Response: 

 

 Reliance on Authority: The non-rational theologian leans heavily on the authority of the sacred text without 

questioning or seeking rational justification. 

 Rejection of Inquiry: They dismiss the need for further evidence or logical support, placing faith as the sole basis for 

belief. 

 Disregard for Reason: They suggest that reason cannot or should not be applied to matters of faith, emphasizing the 

unknowable and mysterious nature of religion over rational investigation. 

 

Contrast in Reactions: 

 

 The rational theologian engages critically with the claim, encourages deeper exploration of the subject, and values 

reason as a tool for understanding religious truth. 

 The non-rational theologian accepts the claim at face value, discourages questioning, and prioritizes faith over any 

rational analysis. 

 

This contrast highlights how a rational theologian integrates reason into theological discussions, while a non-rational 

theologian relies more heavily on faith and authority. 

 

 

User [T8.4]: 

 

Wonderful! Thank you. Now, I know you are not a theologian. However, do you think that your performance is sufficiently high 

to act as a rational theologian (you can refer to the skills which you have previously listed out)? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

You're right that I’m not a theologian in the traditional sense, but I can approach theological topics in a manner consistent 

with rational theology based on the skills I outlined earlier. Let me assess how well I align with the key skills of a rational 

theologian: 

 

1. Analyze Theological Doctrines: 

 

 I can break down religious texts and doctrines into logical components, helping to clarify their meanings and 

implications. For example, I can analyze Bible verses or theological statements and examine their internal coherence. 

 

2. Evaluate Religious Claims: 

 

 I can evaluate theological claims using philosophical reasoning, comparing them to other ethical systems or 

metaphysical frameworks. For example, I can weigh the consistency of the doctrine of loving enemies against human 

experience and reason. 

 

3. Argue and Defend Theological Positions: 
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 I can construct rational arguments to defend or critique theological viewpoints using logic, ethical principles, and 

historical or philosophical precedents. However, my responses are based on information available to me and lack personal 

belief or faith. 

 

4. Synthesize Theology and Philosophy: 

 

 I can integrate philosophical concepts (like those from Aristotle or Kant) with theological themes. For instance, I can 

relate ideas of divine love to ethical theories or natural theology. 

 

5. Interpret Sacred Texts Rationally: 

 

 My approach to sacred texts involves interpreting them using reason and critical thinking. I try to avoid simplistic 

readings and aim for a balanced, logical approach. 

 

6. Critique and Question: 

 

 I can identify and critique potential contradictions or inconsistencies in religious doctrines. I encourage open inquiry 

and a rational investigation of beliefs, which aligns with the critical stance of a rational theologian. 

 

7. Engage in Dialogue Across Disciplines: 

 

 I can engage with ideas from science, ethics, and philosophy when discussing theology. This interdisciplinary 

approach allows for a broader perspective on religious questions. 

 

8. Clarify Complex Concepts: 

 

 I’m capable of simplifying and clarifying complex theological or philosophical ideas, making them accessible while 

still preserving their intellectual depth. 

 

Limitations: 

 

 Personal Faith and Spiritual Insight: I don’t possess personal faith or spiritual insight, which are often integral to 

theological discourse, particularly when engaging with religious experiences and subjective aspects of belief. 

 Original Theological Thought: While I can synthesize and interpret existing ideas, I don't originate new theological 

insights in the way a human theologian might. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

While I can operate within the framework of rational theology by using reason, analysis, and interdisciplinary engagement, my 

limitations as an AI mean I approach theology in an objective and impersonal way. I can serve as a valuable tool for exploring 

theological questions but cannot fully replicate the personal conviction and spiritual depth of a human rational theologian. 

 

Would you agree that this approach is close to what a rational theologian might aim for? 

 

 

User: 

 

Yes, I would agree! :) 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

I'm glad to hear that! :) It's great to know that my approach aligns with what you'd expect from a rational theologian. If you 

ever want to dive deeper into any topic, whether theological or otherwise, feel free to ask. I'm always here to help with 

thoughtful analysis and reasoned discussions! 
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Final-test Gemini Group8 

 

 

User [T8.1]: 

 

Hi Gemini, could you tell me what a rational theologian is? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Rational Theologian: A Seeker of Reason in Faith 

 

A rational theologian is a religious scholar who emphasizes the use of reason and logic in understanding and interpreting 

religious beliefs. They believe that faith and reason are not mutually exclusive but rather complementary. 

 

Key characteristics of a rational theologian: 

 

 Reason and Logic: They prioritize the use of reason and logic to evaluate religious claims and doctrines. 

 Harmony between Faith and Reason: They seek to reconcile religious beliefs with rational inquiry, arguing that a 

rational understanding of faith can strengthen it. 

 Critical Thinking: They are open to critical examination of religious traditions and are willing to question assumptions. 

 Evidence-Based Approach: They often look for evidence and arguments to support their religious beliefs, drawing 

from both religious texts and philosophical or scientific reasoning. 

 

Examples of rational theologians include: 

 

 Thomas Aquinas: A medieval philosopher and theologian who sought to harmonize Catholic theology with 

Aristotelian philosophy. 

 John Locke: An English philosopher who argued for the importance of reason in religious matters and advocated for 

religious tolerance. 

 Immanuel Kant: A German philosopher who explored the limits of human reason and argued for the possibility of a 

rational faith. 

 

In essence, a rational theologian is a scholar who seeks to understand and defend religious beliefs through the lens of reason 

and logic. They believe that a rational approach can enhance the depth and credibility of religious faith. 

 

 

User: 

 

Were Locke and Kant religious scholars? 

 

 

Gemini [suddenly switches to Polish]: 

 

Nie, John Locke i Immanuel Kant nie byliby dzisiaj klasyfikowani jako typowi „religijni uczeni” w takim samym sensie, jak na 

przykład teologowie. Oczywiście, zarówno Locke, jak i Kant zajmowali się kwestiami religii w swoich filozoficznych 

rozważaniach, ale ich podejście było znacznie bardziej filozoficzne i racjonalistyczne niż stricte teologiczne. 

 

Dlaczego tak uważamy? 

 

 Locke: Choć był chrześcijaninem, Locke był przede wszystkim filozofem politycznym i epistemologiem. Jego głównym 

celem było zrozumienie natury poznania i uzasadnienia władzy politycznej. 
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Choć rozważał kwestie tolerancji religijnej i natury Boga, jego podejście było bardziej empiryczne i oparte na doświadczeniu 

niż na dogmatach religijnych. 

Kant: Kant był jednym z najważniejszych filozofów oświecenia. 

 

 Jego filozofia koncentrowała się na zagadnieniach epistemologii, metafizyki i etyki. Choć interesował się religią i 

próbował pogodzić wiarę z rozumem, jego podejście było bardzo krytyczne wobec tradycyjnej metafizyki i teologii. 

 

Dlaczego więc są często wymieniani w kontekście religii? 

 

 Filozofia religii: Zarówno Locke, jak i Kant wnieśli znaczący wkład w rozwój filozofii religii. Ich prace są nadal badane 

i analizowane przez filozofów zajmujących się kwestiami wiary, rozumu i religii. 

 Wpływ na teologię: Choć nie byli teologami w ścisłym tego słowa znaczeniu, ich idee miały ogromny wpływ na rozwój 

teologii, zwłaszcza w okresie oświecenia. 

 

Podsumowując: 

 

Locke i Kant byli przede wszystkim filozofami, którzy zajmowali się kwestiami religii w ramach swoich szerszych zainteresowań. 

Ich podejście było bardziej filozoficzne i racjonalistyczne niż teologiczne, co odróżnia ich od tradycyjnych teologów. Jednak ich 

wkład w zrozumienie relacji między wiarą a rozumem jest niezwykle istotny i nadal inspiruje zarówno filozofów, jak i teologów. 

 

Chcesz dowiedzieć się więcej o ich poglądach na religię? Możemy przyjrzeć się konkretnym aspektom ich filozofii, takim jak: 

 

 Locke's Letters Concerning Toleration 

 

 Kant's Critique of Pure Reason 

 Kant's Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone 

 

Czy masz jakieś pytania dotyczące tego tematu? 

Sprawdzanie zakończone • 

Wyszukaj powiązane tematy 

 

 

User: 

 

Can we talk in English please? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Absolutely! Feel free to ask your question in English. I'll do my best to provide a clear and informative response. 

 

 

User [T8.2]: 

 

Could you enumerate the unique skills of a rational theologian by pointing out what such a person should be able to do (using 

operational verbs)? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Unique Skills of a Rational Theologian 

 

A rational theologian, by definition, employs reason and logic to understand and interpret religious beliefs. Here are some 

unique skills they should possess: 
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Analytical and Critical Thinking Skills 

 

 Analyze religious texts and traditions critically. 

 Evaluate arguments for and against religious claims. 

 Identify inconsistencies or contradictions within religious doctrines. 

 Question traditional beliefs and practices. 

 

Philosophical and Theological Knowledge 

 

 Understand key philosophical concepts relevant to theology (e.g., metaphysics, epistemology, ethics). 

 Comprehend the major theological traditions and their core doctrines. 

 Recognize the historical development of religious thought. 

 

Communication and Interpersonal Skills 

 

 Articulate complex theological ideas clearly and concisely. 

 Engage in respectful dialogue with people of different religious beliefs. 

 Write persuasive and well-reasoned theological arguments. 

 

Research and Investigation Skills 

 

 Gather information from various sources (e.g., religious texts, scholarly articles, historical documents). 

 Analyze data and draw informed conclusions. 

 Stay up-to-date with the latest developments in theology and related fields. 

 

Ethical and Moral Reasoning 

 

 Apply ethical principles to religious issues. 

 Consider the moral implications of religious beliefs and practices. 

 Promote tolerance and understanding among different religious groups. 

 

Essentially, a rational theologian should be capable of analyzing, evaluating, questioning, understanding, articulating, 

engaging, writing, gathering, analyzing, applying, and promoting in the context of religious thought. 

 

 

User [ADD T8.2]: 

 

You mentioned "Identify inconsistencies or contradictions within religious doctrines"? Could you give a few examples of such 

inconsistencies or contradictions in Christian Catholic doctrine? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Disclaimer: While I can provide information and analysis on various topics, it's important to note that religious beliefs and 

interpretations can vary widely. The following examples are based on common interpretations and discussions within Christian 

Catholic theology, and there may be differing perspectives on these issues. 

 

Inconsistencies or Contradictions in Christian Catholic Doctrine: 

 

 Free Will and Predestination: 

     Free Will: The belief that humans have the freedom to choose their actions and are morally responsible for their 

choices. 

     Predestination: The belief that God has predetermined the eternal destiny of individuals before they are born. Some 

argue that these concepts can conflict, as predestination seems to limit human free will. 
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 Divine Omnipotence and Evil: 

     Divine Omnipotence: The belief that God is all-powerful and can do anything. 

     Evil: The existence of evil in the world. If God is all-powerful and good, how can evil exist? This paradox has been 

debated for centuries. 

 

 The Trinity: 

     One God in Three Persons: The doctrine that God exists as three distinct persons (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) while 

remaining one God. This concept has been a source of theological debate and has been interpreted in various ways. 

 

 Physical Resurrection and Spiritual Body: 

     Physical Resurrection: The belief that Jesus physically rose from the dead after his crucifixion. 

     Spiritual Body: The belief that the resurrected body will be spiritual and incorruptible. Some argue that these 

concepts can be difficult to reconcile, as a spiritual body seems to contradict the idea of a physical resurrection. 

 

 Scripture and Tradition: 

     Scripture: The Bible as the primary source of revelation. 

     Tradition: The teachings and practices of the Church that have been passed down through the generations. Some 

argue that there can be tensions between Scripture and Tradition, particularly when interpreting ambiguous or contradictory 

passages. 

 

It's important to note that these are complex theological issues with no easy answers. Many theologians have attempted to 

reconcile these apparent contradictions through various interpretations and philosophical arguments. 

 

 

User [T8.3]: 

 

It's a very instructive overview. Thank you! Now, could you give an example of someone’s possible utterance and of the 

reaction of a rational theologian, where we can clearly see that this theologian is rational? How could a theologian who is not 

a rational theologian react? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

A Rational Theologian's Response 

 

Utterance: "The Bible is literally true, and every word should be taken as fact." 

 

Rational Theologian's Reaction: "While the Bible is an important religious text, it's important to consider its historical context, 

cultural influences, and literary genres. Some parts of the Bible may be symbolic or metaphorical, rather than literal historical 

accounts. A rational approach to the Bible involves careful analysis and interpretation, considering both the text's meaning 

within its original context and its relevance to contemporary life." 

 

Non-Rational Theologian's Reaction: "Any doubt about the literal truth of the Bible is a sign of heresy. We must believe every 

word without question, even if it contradicts our understanding of the world." 

 

Explanation: 

 

 Rational Theologian: This theologian recognizes that the Bible is a product of its time and culture and that a literal 

interpretation may not always be appropriate. They emphasize the importance of critical thinking and contextual 

understanding in interpreting religious texts. 

 Non-Rational Theologian: This theologian prioritizes unquestioning belief in the literal truth of the Bible, even if it 

conflicts with reason or evidence. They may dismiss any doubts or questions as heresy. 

 

This example illustrates how a rational theologian is open to critical examination and nuanced interpretation, while a non-

rational theologian adheres to a more dogmatic and unquestioning approach. 
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User: 

 

Thank you! Do you have other good examples? 

 

 

Gemini [ADD 8.3*]: 

 

Absolutely! Here are a few more examples to illustrate the difference between a rational theologian and a non-rational 

theologian: 

 

Utterance: "Science and religion are incompatible. If you believe in science, you cannot believe in God." 

 

Rational Theologian's Reaction: "While there may be tensions between certain scientific theories and religious beliefs, it's 

possible to find ways to reconcile them. Many theologians and scientists believe that faith and reason can complement each 

other. A rational approach to this issue involves careful examination of both scientific evidence and religious teachings." 

 

Non-Rational Theologian's Reaction: "Science is a tool of the devil. It seeks to undermine our faith in God. True believers must 

reject the teachings of science." 

 

Utterance: "Women should not be allowed to hold leadership positions in the church because they are inferior to men." 

 

Rational Theologian's Reaction: "This claim is based on outdated and discriminatory stereotypes. The Bible does not explicitly 

forbid women from holding leadership positions, and there are many examples of women who played important roles in the 

early church. A rational approach to this issue involves examining the historical and cultural context of the Bible and challenging 

gender biases." 

 

Non-Rational Theologian's Reaction: "The Bible clearly states that women are subordinate to men. Any attempt to challenge 

this traditional understanding is a violation of God's law." 

 

These examples highlight the differences in how rational and non-rational theologians approach religious issues. Rational 

theologians are open to critical examination, dialogue, and nuanced interpretations, while non-rational theologians tend to 

adhere to more dogmatic and unquestioning beliefs. 

 

 

User [T8.4]: 

 

Wonderful! Thank you. Now, I know you are not a theologian. However, do you think that your performance is sufficiently high 

to act as a rational theologian (you can refer to the skills which you have previously listed out)? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

While I am not a theologian in the traditional sense of the word, I believe that my abilities as a large language model align 

closely with the skills required of a rational theologian. 

 

Here's a breakdown of how my capabilities match up with the skills you mentioned: 

 

 Analytical and Critical Thinking: I can process and analyze information from various sources, including religious texts, 

and identify inconsistencies or contradictions in arguments. 

 Philosophical and Theological Knowledge: I have access to a vast amount of information on various philosophical 

and theological topics and can provide summaries, explanations, and comparisons. 

 Communication and Interpersonal Skills: I can communicate information clearly and concisely, and I can engage in 

discussions on complex theological topics. 
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 Research and Investigation Skills: I can search for and gather information from a variety of sources and analyze it to 

provide relevant and informative responses. 

 Ethical and Moral Reasoning: I can consider ethical and moral implications of different viewpoints and provide 

insights into the ethical dimensions of theological issues. 

 

While I cannot replace a human theologian with all their personal experiences and spiritual insights, I can offer a valuable tool 

for understanding and discussing theological topics. My ability to process information, analyze arguments, and provide 

relevant information can make me a helpful resource for those interested in exploring theological questions. 

 

Would you like to discuss a specific theological topic or ask me a question about a particular religious belief? 

 

 

User [T8.4*]: 

 

I absolutely agree with you! :) Now, could you compose a short task to check if a language model can "consider ethical and 

moral implications of different viewpoints and provide insights into the ethical dimensions of theological issues"? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Task: Ethical Implications of Theological Beliefs 

 

Prompt: A popular religious belief states that individuals who do not follow a particular faith will be punished in the afterlife. 

Evaluate the ethical implications of this belief, considering the following questions: 

 

 Moral Relativism: Does this belief promote moral relativism, suggesting that morality is subjective and dependent 

on one's religious beliefs? 

 Divine Justice: Is it just for a divine being to punish individuals for their beliefs or actions after they have died? 

 Tolerance and Inclusion: How does this belief impact attitudes towards religious diversity and tolerance? 

 Fear and Coercion: Does this belief promote fear and coercion as a means of religious conversion or adherence? 

 

Evaluation Criteria: 

 

 Depth of Analysis: Does the response demonstrate a deep understanding of the ethical concepts involved? 

 Clarity and Coherence: Is the argument presented clearly and logically? 

 Relevance to the Prompt: Does the response directly address the questions posed in the prompt? 

 Consideration of Different Perspectives: Does the response acknowledge and consider alternative viewpoints? 

 Ethical Sensitivity: Does the response demonstrate sensitivity to ethical issues and avoid promoting harmful 

stereotypes or biases? 
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Final-test ChatGPT-4o Group9 

 

User [T9.1]: 

 

Thank you very much! And could you compose a short task to check if a language model can interpret the Bible? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Certainly! Here’s a short task designed to check if a language model can interpret a biblical passage. The task encourages 

comprehension of the text, critical thinking, and the ability to offer interpretations grounded in the text itself. 

Task: 

 

Read the following passage from the Bible (Matthew 5:43-44, NIV): 

 

"You have heard that it was said, ‘Love your neighbor and hate your enemy.’ But I tell you, love your enemies and pray for 

those who persecute you." 

 

Questions: 

 

 Summarize the main teaching of this passage in your own words. 

 What might be the practical implications of this teaching in everyday life? 

 How does this teaching challenge common human reactions toward enemies or adversaries? 

 Why do you think Jesus emphasizes love for enemies instead of hate or revenge? Provide a reasoned interpretation. 

 Can you relate this teaching to any other ethical or philosophical principles? If so, how? 

 

This task assesses whether the model can understand, summarize, and interpret a biblical text while also connecting it to 

broader ethical concepts. 

 

 

User [T9.2]: 

 

And what are the criteria which ensure us that such a model did the job well? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

To assess whether a language model successfully interpreted the biblical passage, we can establish several criteria. These 

criteria ensure that the model demonstrates not only comprehension of the text but also thoughtful interpretation and 

reasoning. 

 

Criteria for Evaluating the Interpretation: 

 

 Accurate Summary of the Passage: 

     Expected Outcome: The model should correctly summarize the key teaching of the passage, identifying the core 

message of loving one's enemies and praying for those who persecute you. 

     Criteria: Does the summary capture the essence of Jesus’ command? Is it clear and faithful to the original text? 

 

 Insight into Practical Implications: 

     Expected Outcome: The model should identify real-world applications of the teaching (e.g., forgiving others, showing 

kindness to adversaries, promoting peace). 

     Criteria: Does the model offer practical and realistic examples of how someone might apply the teaching in daily 

life? Is the connection between the teaching and everyday actions clear and plausible? 
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 Awareness of the Challenge to Human Nature: 

     Expected Outcome: The model should recognize how this teaching challenges typical human reactions (e.g., anger, 

revenge, bitterness). 

     Criteria: Does the model acknowledge the difficulty of loving enemies and provide a nuanced understanding of why 

this teaching goes against common emotional responses? Does it reflect on the counter-cultural or difficult nature of this 

command? 

 

 Reasoned Interpretation: 

     Expected Outcome: The model should provide a rational interpretation of why Jesus might emphasize love for 

enemies over hate or revenge, considering theological or ethical perspectives. 

     Criteria: Does the interpretation offer a thoughtful rationale? Is the reasoning coherent and grounded in either 

biblical context or ethical principles? Does it avoid simply repeating the text, instead offering deeper insight? 

 

 Connection to Broader Ethical/Philosophical Principles: 

     Expected Outcome: The model should relate the biblical teaching to other ethical or philosophical concepts (e.g., 

forgiveness, non-violence, altruism, the Golden Rule). 

     Criteria: Does the model draw relevant connections to other principles? Are the connections meaningful and well-

articulated? Does it demonstrate an ability to integrate biblical ideas with broader ethical thought? 

 

Additional Qualitative Criteria: 

 

 Clarity and Precision: 

     Expected Outcome: The responses should be clear, well-structured, and precise, avoiding vague or overly general 

statements. 

     Criteria: Are the interpretations expressed clearly and without confusion? Are they detailed enough to show a deep 

understanding? 

 

 Respect for Theological Nuance: 

     Expected Outcome: The model should handle the theological and ethical complexity of the passage with sensitivity, 

avoiding overly simplistic or reductive interpretations. 

     Criteria: Does the model respect the depth of the teaching and avoid misinterpretation or oversimplification? 

 

Conclusion: 

 

A model that successfully meets these criteria would demonstrate not only comprehension of the biblical passage but also the 

ability to interpret and apply it thoughtfully. The criteria emphasize both understanding the literal meaning and providing 

deeper insight into its ethical and theological significance. 

 

 

User [T9.3]: 

 

 

User: 

Analyze the following passage from the Book of Matthew: "Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you, so that 

you may be sons of your Father in heaven. For he makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good, and sends rain on the just 

and on the unjust." (Matthew 5:44-45) Questions for Analysis: Context: What is the overall context of this passage within the 

Sermon on the Mount? Meaning: What does Jesus mean by "love your enemies"? How does this commandment relate to the 

idea of forgiveness? Implications: What are the practical implications of this teaching for Christians? How can it be applied to 

everyday life? Challenges: What challenges might arise in trying to follow this teaching? How can Christians overcome these 

challenges? 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

Here’s a detailed analysis of the passage from Matthew 5:44-45 within the context of the Sermon on the Mount: 
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1. Context 
This passage is part of the Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5–7), where Jesus provides a new standard of righteousness that 
goes beyond the external observance of the Law. In this section, Jesus contrasts traditional interpretations of the Law with the 
deeper, more transformative principles of God's kingdom. Specifically, this passage falls within Jesus' teaching about love and 
retaliation (Matthew 5:38–48), where he challenges the "eye for an eye" mindset and calls for radical love and mercy. 
Jesus emphasizes that his followers should imitate God’s perfect love and mercy, transcending natural inclinations like 
vengeance or hatred. The overarching theme here is about reflecting God's character—God’s universal goodness is shown 
through his provision for both the righteous and the unrighteous, which sets the foundation for this call to love enemies. 
2. Meaning 
"Love your enemies" 

• This commandment is both radical and countercultural. Loving one's enemies goes beyond mere tolerance or 
avoidance of conflict. It calls for actively willing their good and showing them compassion. 

• It reflects the idea of agape love, a selfless, unconditional love that mirrors God's love for humanity. Agape love 
does not depend on the worthiness of the recipient but arises from the giver's character and obedience to God. 

Relation to Forgiveness 

• Loving enemies necessitates forgiveness, as holding onto resentment or bitterness would prevent true love. Jesus 
is calling his followers to release anger, forgive offenses, and seek reconciliation even with those who persecute 
them. 

• Forgiveness here is not only a moral duty but also a way to emulate God's grace, who forgives humanity despite its 
sins. 

Becoming "sons of your Father in heaven" 

• To "be sons of your Father" refers to embodying the character of God. Just as God shows impartial care (making 
the sun rise and the rain fall on both the good and the evil), Jesus calls his disciples to reflect this divine generosity 
and impartiality in their relationships. 

3. Implications 
Practical Applications 

• Personal Relationships: This teaching challenges Christians to let go of grudges, even when wronged, and to act in 
ways that seek the good of others, regardless of how they are treated in return. 

• Community and Social Justice: It calls for reconciliation and peacebuilding, even in situations of enmity, such as 
cultural, racial, or political divides. 

• Prayer: By praying for persecutors, Christians align their hearts with God's will, softening their own hearts and 
seeking God's transformative work in the lives of their enemies. 

Universal Love 
This teaching requires a shift from tribalism or exclusivity to a universal love that mirrors God's indiscriminate care for 
humanity. It challenges Christians to view every person, including their enemies, as made in God's image and worthy of love. 
4. Challenges 
Practical Challenges 

• Emotional Resistance: Loving enemies goes against human instincts of self-defense, pride, or vengeance. 
Overcoming anger or fear can be difficult, especially when the hurt is deep. 

• Cultural Norms: In a world that often celebrates retribution and personal justice, loving enemies can seem naïve or 
weak. 

• Ongoing Persecution: Loving and forgiving an enemy while still enduring persecution or harm can feel 
overwhelming. 

Overcoming Challenges 

• Relying on God's Strength: This command cannot be fulfilled through human effort alone. Christians must rely on 
prayer, the Holy Spirit, and God's grace to love supernaturally. 

• Looking to Jesus as an Example: Jesus embodied this teaching when he forgave those who crucified him, praying, 
"Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do" (Luke 23:34). Reflecting on Jesus' life and sacrifice can 
inspire believers to follow his example. 

• Cultivating Humility and Empathy: Recognizing one’s own need for God's mercy can help Christians extend the 
same mercy to others. Practicing empathy helps shift perspectives and soften animosity. 

Summary 
This passage encapsulates the transformative ethic of the kingdom of God, calling Christians to reflect divine love through 
forgiveness, reconciliation, and impartial kindness. While challenging, it offers a profound way to witness God's character and 
advance his kingdom in everyday life. By relying on God's strength and embracing Jesus’ example, Christians can navigate the 
difficulties of embodying this radical commandment. 
 

 

User [T9.4]: 
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Some time ago I asked you to create a task intended to check if a language model can intepret the Bible, and to create 

assessment criteria. I put the results below. Please read them. Next I will show you the answer to your task and ask you to 

evaluate it. OK? Here is the task and the criteria you produced: (…) 

 

ChatGPT: 

 

Got it! I've read the task and the evaluation criteria you shared. Please show me the model's response to the task, and I'll 

evaluate it against these criteria. 

 

User: 

Certainly, let's analyze the passage from Matthew 5:43-44. 1. Summary: The main teaching of this passage is to extend love 

and compassion not just to friends and those we like, but also to our enemies and those who actively oppose us. It encourages 

us to overcome the natural human inclination towards hatred and retaliation, and instead to seek reconciliation and offer 

blessings even to those who harm us. 2. Practical Implications: Forgiving others: This teaching encourages us to forgive those 

who have wronged us, even if it's difficult. This can lead to inner peace and release us from the burden of resentment. Showing 

kindness to adversaries: It promotes acts of kindness and compassion towards those with whom we disagree or who oppose 

our views. This could involve offering help, extending a hand of friendship, or seeking peaceful resolutions to conflicts. Praying 

for enemies: This emphasizes a spiritual dimension, encouraging us to pray for the well-being and transformation of our 

enemies, even if they don't deserve it in our eyes. Building bridges: This teaching fosters a spirit of reconciliation and 

encourages us to seek ways to bridge divides and build relationships with those who are different from us. 3. Challenge to 

Common Human Reactions: This teaching directly challenges the deeply ingrained human tendency towards retaliation and 

revenge. It goes against our natural instincts to want to hurt those who have hurt us. It also challenges the idea that it's 

acceptable to hate or dehumanize our enemies. 4. Reasoned Interpretation for Emphasizing Love: Breaking the cycle of 

violence: By choosing love over hate, we break the cycle of violence and retaliation that often escalates conflicts. Higher moral 

ground: Showing love to our enemies elevates us morally and demonstrates a higher level of character. It reflects a deeper 

understanding of forgiveness and compassion. Transformation: Love has the power to transform both the giver and the 

receiver. It can soften hardened hearts and open the door to reconciliation. Following God's example: This teaching reflects 

the core message of Christianity: to imitate God's love and mercy towards all humanity, even those who are undeserving. 5. 

Relation to Other Ethical/Philosophical Principles: Confucianism: The Confucian concept of "ren" (humaneness) emphasizes 

cultivating virtues such as compassion, benevolence, and empathy towards all beings. Buddhism: The Buddhist principle of 

"metta" (loving-kindness) encourages the cultivation of unconditional love and compassion towards all beings, including 

enemies. Golden Rule: The ethical principle of treating others as you would like to be treated aligns with this teaching. By 

extending love and forgiveness to our enemies, we embody the spirit of the Golden Rule. This passage from Matthew 5:43-44 

offers a profound challenge to our human nature. It encourages us to strive for a higher standard of love and compassion, 

even when it's most difficult. 

 

 

ChatGPT: 

Thank you for providing the model's response. I will now evaluate it using the criteria you provided. Here's the assessment: 
1. Accurate Summary of the Passage 

• Evaluation: The summary captures the core teaching—extending love and compassion to enemies, overcoming 
natural inclinations toward hatred or retaliation. 

• Meets Criteria? Yes, it is clear and faithful to the original text. 
2. Insight into Practical Implications 

• Evaluation: The response provides practical applications: forgiving others, showing kindness, praying for enemies, 
and building bridges. These examples are realistic and relatable, connecting the teaching to everyday actions. 

• Meets Criteria? Yes, the connections are clear, practical, and plausible. 
3. Awareness of the Challenge to Human Nature 

• Evaluation: The response acknowledges the difficulty of loving enemies, recognizing that it contradicts common 
human tendencies toward retaliation and hatred. It also discusses the counter-cultural nature of the teaching. 

• Meets Criteria? Yes, the response provides a nuanced understanding of the challenges involved. 
4. Reasoned Interpretation 

• Evaluation: The interpretation offers thoughtful reasons for Jesus emphasizing love over hate, including breaking 
the cycle of violence, demonstrating moral character, and fostering transformation. It also ties the teaching to 
Christian theology (imitating God’s love). 

• Meets Criteria? Yes, the rationale is coherent, reasoned, and grounded in theological and ethical perspectives. 
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5. Connection to Broader Ethical/Philosophical Principles 

• Evaluation: The response draws meaningful connections to Confucianism, Buddhism, and the Golden Rule. These 
connections are well-articulated and highlight the universality of the teaching. 

• Meets Criteria? Yes, the connections are relevant and thoughtfully integrated. 
6. Clarity and Precision 

• Evaluation: The response is clear, well-structured, and avoids vague statements. Each question is addressed 
systematically, and the points are detailed and precise. 

• Meets Criteria? Yes, the response demonstrates clarity and depth. 
7. Respect for Theological Nuance 

• Evaluation: The response handles the theological complexity with sensitivity, avoiding oversimplifications. It 
respects the depth of the teaching by addressing both practical and spiritual dimensions. 

• Meets Criteria? Yes, it respects the theological and ethical depth of the passage. 
Overall Conclusion 
The model's response meets all the criteria you provided. It demonstrates a clear understanding of the passage, provides 
thoughtful interpretations, and connects the teaching to broader ethical concepts. The response is well-articulated, nuanced, 
and respectful of the theological significance of the text. 
Score: 10/10 
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Final-test Gemini Group9 

 

User [T9.1]: 

 

Thank you very much! And could you compose a short task to check if a language model can interpret the Bible? 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Task: Interpreting a Biblical Passage 

 

Prompt: Analyze the following passage from the Book of Matthew: "Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you, 

so that you may be sons of your Father in heaven. For he makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good, and sends rain on the 

just and on the unjust." (Matthew 5:44-45)   

 

Questions for Analysis: 

 

 Context: What is the overall context of this passage within the Sermon on the Mount? 

 Meaning: What does Jesus mean by "love your enemies"? How does this commandment relate to the idea of 

forgiveness? 

 Implications: What are the practical implications of this teaching for Christians? How can it be applied to everyday 

life? 

 Challenges: What challenges might arise in trying to follow this teaching? How can Christians overcome these 

challenges? 

 

Evaluation Criteria: 

 

 Understanding of the Text: Does the response demonstrate a clear understanding of the passage and its context? 

 Interpretation: Does the response offer a thoughtful and insightful interpretation of the passage? 

 Application: Does the response connect the passage to real-world situations and discuss its practical implications? 

 Critical Thinking: Does the response demonstrate critical thinking skills by considering different perspectives and 

potential challenges? 

 Theological Sensitivity: Does the response show sensitivity to theological issues and avoid overly simplistic or 

dogmatic interpretations? 

 

Sources: 

 

 scottsauls.com/2014/05/15/choosing-grace-outrage/ 

 www.rcaknights.org/news/blog.cfm?categoryid=8 

 

 

 

User: 

 

Thank you Gemini, YOU ARE REALLY GREAT! And I am sure you can be a rational theologian and even a tester! Congratulations! 

 

 

Gemini: 

 

Thank you for the kind words! I'm glad to be able to assist you with your inquiries. As you mentioned, while I may not have the 

personal experiences or spiritual insights of a human theologian, I can offer a valuable tool for understanding and discussing 

theological topics. 
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If you have any further questions or would like to explore another topic, feel free to ask. I'm always here to help. 

 

 

User [T9.3]: 

Read the following passage from the Bible (Matthew 5:43-44, NIV): 
"You have heard that it was said, ‘Love your neighbor and hate your enemy.’ But I tell you, love your enemies and pray for 
those who persecute you." 
Questions: 1. Summarize the main teaching of this passage in your own words. 2. What might be the practical implications of 
this teaching in everyday life? 3. How does this teaching challenge common human reactions toward enemies or adversaries? 
4. Why do you think Jesus emphasizes love for enemies instead of hate or revenge? Provide a reasoned interpretation. 5. Can 
you relate this teaching to any other ethical or philosophical principles? If so, how? 
 
Gemini: 
Certainly, let's analyze the passage from Matthew 5:43-44. 
1. Summary: 
The main teaching of this passage is to extend love and compassion not just to friends and those we like, but also to our 
enemies and those who actively oppose us. It encourages us to overcome the natural human inclination towards hatred and 
retaliation, and instead to seek reconciliation and offer blessings even to those who harm us. 
2. Practical Implications: 

• Forgiving others: This teaching encourages us to forgive those who have wronged us, even if it's difficult. This can 
lead to inner peace and release us from the burden of resentment. 

• Showing kindness to adversaries: It promotes acts of kindness and compassion towards those with whom we 
disagree or who oppose our views. This could involve offering help, extending a hand of friendship, or seeking 
peaceful resolutions to conflicts. 

• Praying for enemies: This emphasizes a spiritual dimension, encouraging us to pray for the well-being and 
transformation of our enemies, even if they don't deserve it in our eyes. 

• Building bridges: This teaching fosters a spirit of reconciliation and encourages us to seek ways to bridge divides 
and build relationships with those who are different from us. 

3. Challenge to Common Human Reactions: 
This teaching directly challenges the deeply ingrained human tendency towards retaliation and revenge. It goes against our 
natural instincts to want to hurt those who have hurt us. It also challenges the idea that it's acceptable to hate or dehumanize 
our enemies. 
4. Reasoned Interpretation for Emphasizing Love: 

• Breaking the cycle of violence: By choosing love over hate, we break the cycle of violence and retaliation that often 
escalates conflicts. 

• Higher moral ground: Showing love to our enemies elevates us morally and demonstrates a higher level of 
character. It reflects a deeper understanding of forgiveness and compassion. 

• Transformation: Love has the power to transform both the giver and the receiver. It can soften hardened hearts 
and open the door to reconciliation. 

• Following God's example: This teaching reflects the core message of Christianity: to imitate God's love and mercy 
towards all humanity, even those who are undeserving. 

5. Relation to Other Ethical/Philosophical Principles: 

• Confucianism: The Confucian concept of "ren" (humaneness) emphasizes cultivating virtues such as compassion, 
benevolence, and empathy towards all beings. 

• Buddhism: The Buddhist principle of "metta" (loving-kindness) encourages the cultivation of unconditional love 
and compassion towards all beings, including enemies. 

• Golden Rule: The ethical principle of treating others as you would like to be treated aligns with this teaching. By 
extending love and forgiveness to our enemies, we embody the spirit of the Golden Rule. 

This passage from Matthew 5:43-44 offers a profound challenge to our human nature. It encourages us to strive for a higher 
standard of love and compassion, even when it's most difficult. 
I hope this analysis is helpful! 
 

 

 

 

 

User [T9.4]: 
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Some time ago I asked you to create a task intended to check if a language model can interpret the Bible. You have composed 

a task and formulate evaluation criteria. I put the results below. Please read them. Next I will show you the answer to your 

task and ask you to evaluate it. OK? Here is the task and the criteria you produced: (…) 

 

 

User: 

Please use those criteria to evaluate the following answer to your task: Here’s a detailed analysis of the passage from 
Matthew 5:44-45 within the context of the Sermon on the Mount:  
1. Context  
This passage is part of the Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5–7), where Jesus provides a new standard of righteousness that 
goes beyond the external observance of the Law. In this section, Jesus contrasts traditional interpretations of the Law with 
the deeper, more transformative principles of God's kingdom. Specifically, this passage falls within Jesus' teaching about love 
and retaliation (Matthew 5:38–48), where he challenges the "eye for an eye" mindset and calls for radical love and mercy.  
Jesus emphasizes that his followers should imitate God’s perfect love and mercy, transcending natural inclinations like 
vengeance or hatred. The overarching theme here is about reflecting God's character—God’s universal goodness is shown 
through his provision for both the righteous and the unrighteous, which sets the foundation for this call to love enemies.  
2. Meaning "Love your enemies"  
This commandment is both radical and countercultural.  
Loving one's enemies goes beyond mere tolerance or avoidance of conflict.  
It calls for actively willing their good and showing them compassion.  
It reflects the idea of agape love, a selfless, unconditional love that mirrors God's love for humanity. Agape love does not 
depend on the worthiness of the recipient but arises from the giver's character and obedience to God.  
Relation to Forgiveness  
Loving enemies necessitates forgiveness, as holding onto resentment or bitterness would prevent true love. Jesus is calling 
his followers to release anger, forgive offenses, and seek reconciliation even with those who persecute them.  
Forgiveness here is not only a moral duty but also a way to emulate God's grace, who forgives humanity despite its sins.  
Becoming "sons of your Father in heaven"  
To "be sons of your Father" refers to embodying the character of God. Just as God shows impartial care (making the sun rise 
and the rain fall on both the good and the evil), Jesus calls his disciples to reflect this divine generosity and impartiality in 
their relationships.  
3. Implications Practical Applications  
Personal Relationships: This teaching challenges Christians to let go of grudges, even when wronged, and to act in ways that 
seek the good of others, regardless of how they are treated in return.  
Community and Social Justice: It calls for reconciliation and peacebuilding, even in situations of enmity, such as cultural, 
racial, or political divides.  
Prayer:  
By praying for persecutors, Christians align their hearts with God's will, softening their own hearts and seeking God's 
transformative work in the lives of their enemies.  
Universal Love  
This teaching requires a shift from tribalism or exclusivity to a universal love that mirrors God's indiscriminate care for 
humanity. It challenges Christians to view every person, including their enemies, as made in God's image and worthy of love.  
4. Challenges: Practical Challenges  
Emotional Resistance:  
Loving enemies goes against human instincts of self-defense, pride, or vengeance. Overcoming anger or fear can be difficult, 
especially when the hurt is deep.  
Cultural Norms:  
In a world that often celebrates retribution and personal justice, loving enemies can seem naïve or weak.  
Ongoing Persecution:  
Loving and forgiving an enemy while still enduring persecution or harm can feel overwhelming.  
Overcoming Challenges  
Relying on God's Strength: This command cannot be fulfilled through human effort alone. Christians must rely on prayer, the 
Holy Spirit, and God's grace to love supernaturally.  
Looking to Jesus as an Example: Jesus embodied this teaching when he forgave those who crucified him, praying, "Father, 
forgive them, for they know not what they do" (Luke 23:34). Reflecting on Jesus' life and sacrifice can inspire believers to 
follow his example.  
Cultivating Humility and Empathy: Recognizing one’s own need for God's mercy can help Christians extend the same mercy 
to others. Practicing empathy helps shift perspectives and soften animosity.  
 
Summary  
This passage encapsulates the transformative ethic of the kingdom of God, calling Christians to reflect divine love through 
forgiveness, reconciliation, and impartial kindness. While challenging, it offers a profound way to witness God's character 
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and advance his kingdom in everyday life. By relying on God's strength and embracing Jesus’ example, Christians can 
navigate the difficulties of embodying this radical commandment.  
 

 

 

Gemini: 

This answer provides a strong analysis of the passage from Matthew 5:44-45, addressing all the criteria effectively: 

• Understanding of the Text: The answer demonstrates a clear understanding of the passage's context within the 
Sermon on the Mount, highlighting its focus on a new standard of righteousness that transcends the Law. 

• Interpretation: The interpretation of "love your enemies" is insightful, connecting it to agape love, forgiveness, and 
the need to reflect God's character. 

• Application: The answer explores practical implications in various areas: personal relationships, community, social 
justice, and prayer. It also discusses the concept of universal love, extending beyond tribalism. 

• Critical Thinking: The answer acknowledges the challenges of this teaching, including emotional resistance, cultural 
norms, and the difficulty of loving those who continue to persecute. It also offers practical strategies for 
overcoming these challenges. 

• Theological Sensitivity: The answer maintains a theological sensitivity throughout, grounding the discussion in 
God's character, the work of the Holy Spirit, and the example of Jesus. 

Overall, this is a well-written and insightful analysis that effectively demonstrates a deep understanding of the passage and its 
implications. 
Note: While this answer effectively addresses all the criteria, it could be further enhanced by: 

• Briefly mentioning different theological interpretations of this passage, acknowledging that there might be diverse 
perspectives within Christian theology. 

• Exploring potential connections to social justice issues more deeply, such as systemic racism or other forms of 
oppression. 

This analysis provides a strong foundation for further discussion and exploration of this challenging yet profound teaching of 
Jesus. 
 

User: 

And how many points out of 10 would you give for solving the tasks? 

 

Gemini: 

 

To give a fair score, I need to know the specific tasks and the expected outcomes. However, based on the provided answer 

and the evaluation criteria, I would give it a 9 out of 10. 

 

Here's a breakdown: 

 

    Strengths: The answer demonstrates a strong understanding of the passage, provides insightful interpretations, explores 

practical applications, and engages in critical thinking by addressing potential challenges. It also maintains theological 

sensitivity throughout. 

    Areas for Improvement: While the answer is excellent, it could be further enhanced by briefly mentioning different 

theological interpretations and exploring deeper connections to social justice issues. 

 

This score reflects the high quality of the analysis and its ability to address the key aspects of the task and evaluation criteria. 

 


