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Abstract

Artificial intelligence is moving from the administrative margins of religious life into doc-
trinal explanation, personalized guidance, translation, counseling, heritage reconstruction,
and embodied ritual representation. This study develops a framework for analyzing these
developments in contemporary Buddhism, combining an integrative review of 65 publica-
tions, comparative analysis of 30 documented cases, and conceptual framework develop-
ment. Seven domains of Buddhist life were crossed with seven Al modalities to produce
49 application intersections, classified as observed, emerging, or speculative. Each case
was also coded for its initiating actor and purpose, distinguishing purposes stated by the
initiator from those inferred from documented function. The analysis shows that religious
significance follows less from technical type than from the role people assign to a system.
Academic institutions, archives, and foundations initiated most documented applications,
and the four cases performing religious authority acquired that position through institu-
tional delegation, commercial substitution, or individual experiment rather than through
technical advance. Counterfeit religious authority is distinguished as a separate pathway
defined by unauthorized appropriation and concealed origin. The study proposes gover-
nance differentiated by role: accuracy, provenance, privacy, and human final judgment
for instrumental uses; disclosure and dependency safeguards for relational uses; and doc-
trinal review, community authorization, and strict authority limits for religiously authori-
tative uses.

Keywords: artificial intelligence; Buddhism; digital religion; religious authority;
generative charisma; embodied Al; counterfeit religious authority; Al governance

1. Introduction

Artificial intelligence is no longer confined to the administrative margins of religious
life. Generative systems produce explanations, images, translations, sermons, and devo-
tional materials; conversational systems sustain interactive exchanges; analytical systems
personalize content and infer user needs; and embodied systems speak, gesture, navigate,
and occupy spaces already invested with ritual or symbolic meaning. These developments
extend the long-standing reconfiguration of religion through digital media, but they also in-
troduce a qualitative change: the medium may now generate religious language, respond
as an apparent interlocutor, and act through a physical form. Digital-religion scholarship
has shown that technologies do not merely transmit pre-existing religion; they reshape
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presence, participation, interpretation, community, and authority (Campbell 2010). Gen-
erative and embodied Al intensify this process by making the boundary among medium,
content producer, interface, and perceived agent increasingly unstable (Lim 2026).

Research on Buddhism and AI has expanded, but it remains divided among several
partially connected conversations. One body of work uses Buddhist concepts to examine
artificial consciousness, selfhood, ethics, interdependence, suffering, and the conditions
of responsible technological development (Promta and Himma 2008; Hongladarom 2020;
Hershock 2021). Another analyzes individual robots, chatbots, translation systems, ed-
ucational applications, or digital Buddhist projects (Cheong 2020; Baffelli 2021; Li et al.
2022; Nehrdich et al. 2023). A third considers the broader transformation of Buddhism
through intelligent technology and Humanistic Buddhism (Zheng 2024). A recent Korean
scoping review similarly found that domestic scholarship was distributed across Buddhist
interpretations of Al, the rearticulation of Buddhist values, and the development of Al-
based Buddhist content, while systematic models and empirical evaluation remained lim-
ited (Gil et al. 2025). These studies establish a substantial foundation, but they do not yet
provide an integrated account of where Al is entering Buddhist life, which technical modal-
ities are involved, what roles the systems perform, or how those roles alter risk and gover-
nance requirements.

The central problem is that technical categories alone do not explain religious signif-
icance. The same large language model can remain an instrumental aid when it drafts
a translation for expert correction, become relational when it remembers a practitioner’s
history and offers continuing guidance, and approach religious authority when it adjudi-
cates doctrine, prescribes practice, delivers a sermon, or represents an institution. Con-
versely, a relatively scripted robot may acquire strong religious salience through embodi-
ment, sacred imagery, temple placement, ritual performance, or institutional endorsement.
Authority is therefore not a property that follows automatically from computational so-
phistication. It is produced through a configuration of technical capability, interaction,
personalization, human-like presentation, institutional authorization, naming, user recep-
tion, and accountability (Campbell 2007, 2021; Loewen-Colén and Mosurinjohn 2022; Lim
2026). This role-centered approach also makes it possible to distinguish legitimate or
institutionally mediated AI authority from counterfeit religious authority, in which syn-
thetic media exploit the identity and charisma of an existing teacher, text, or institution
without authorization.

This study addresses these gaps through an integrative literature review, comparative
case analysis, and conceptual framework development. It combines a predefined set of 26
Korean studies with 39 international publications and a verified inventory of 30 observed
or emerging cases. Seven domains of Buddhist life are crossed with seven Al modalities
to generate forty-nine analytical intersections. Each intersection is assessed as observed,
emerging, or speculative and then interpreted through role, risk, and governance dimen-
sions. The purpose is not to estimate the prevalence or effectiveness of Buddhist Al appli-
cations, nor to decide whether Al is conscious or capable of religious attainment. It is to
provide a comparative account of how Al is positioned within Buddhist activities and how
agency, relationship, authority, and responsibility are reorganized in those settings.

The premise of this study is that technology is religiously configured before, during,
and after adoption. Buddhist communities do not encounter Al as a finished object whose
meaning is fixed by its technical properties. They commission it, name it, place it, authorize
it, restrict it, and receive it, and each of these is a decision for which someone is answerable.
The question pursued here is therefore not what Al is, but what people make it into within
Buddhist settings, and with what consequences for authority and responsibility.

The study is guided by four research questions:
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RQ1. How can contemporary Buddhist uses of Al be mapped across domains of Bud-
dhist life and Al modalities?

RQ2. Which application intersections are observed, emerging, or speculative in the
available literature and documented cases?

RQ3. How do documented human decisions about design, deployment, authoriza-
tion, and reception configure Al as an instrument, a relational interlocutor, or a carrier of
religious authority?

RQ4. What risks and differentiated governance requirements arise from these roles
and applications?

The study makes four principal contributions. It first provides a 7 x 7 framework that
organizes heterogeneous applications without presenting technological plausibility as ev-
idence of adoption. It then advances a role-based account in which religious meaning de-
pends more on the function and authority attributed to Al than on the technical type of the
system. Third, it extends generative-charisma and digital-authority research by identifying
role transitions, institutionally mediated authority, and counterfeit religious authority as
analytically distinct configurations. Finally, it connects these distinctions to a role- and risk-
based governance model: instrumental systems require accuracy, provenance, privacy pro-
tection, and human final judgment; relational systems additionally require role disclosure,
human escalation, and safeguards against dependency; religiously authoritative systems
require doctrinal review, community authorization, explicit responsibility, and strict limits
on delegated authority; and counterfeit authority requires detection, disruption, removal,
correction, and protection of personal and institutional rights.

2. Artificial Intelligence, Buddhism, and Religious Authority
2.1. Digital Religion and the Religious—Social Shaping of Technology

Digital-religion scholarship has challenged the assumption that media merely trans-
mit an otherwise unchanged religious message. Media participate in the organization of
presence, access, participation, community, interpretation, and authority. Religious actors
consequently do more than place existing practices online; they select, negotiate, and re-
configure technologies in relation to inherited traditions and contemporary institutional
needs (Campbell 2010). In Buddhist contexts, the trajectory from digitized scriptures and
online Buddha halls to mobile applications, dialogue systems, and robot monks likewise
reflects a long-term interaction among religious practice, media infrastructures, public rep-
resentation, and technological innovation (Travagnin 2020).

This distinction is important because technical sophistication and religious signifi-
cance do not rise together in a simple sequence. A powerful language model may remain
a subordinate drafting tool under expert review. Conversely, a relatively scripted system
may be received as a teacher, ritual representative, or sacred presence. The analytical shift
from digital Buddhism to generative and embodied Al therefore requires attention not
only to what a system computes but also to what it generates, how it interacts, where it is
placed, who authorizes it, and what users understand it to be.

The religious—social shaping of technology approach provides a corrective to techno-
logical determinism. Campbell argues that religious communities do not simply accept or
reject a medium on the basis of its technical properties. They interpret and negotiate tech-
nology through their histories and traditions, contemporary values and priorities, patterns
of innovation and restriction, and communal discourses that justify particular uses (Camp-
bell 2010). Technology is therefore socially and religiously configured before, during, and
after adoption.

Religious shaping is reciprocal. Institutions configure the technology, but the tech-
nology also redistributes visibility, labor, access, and interpretive opportunity. Search and
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recommendation systems privilege some textual sources over others. Conversational in-
terfaces move religious inquiry from public or communal settings into private, dyadic en-
counters. Automated translation expands transnational access while potentially flattening
doctrinal and linguistic differences. Embodied systems create new questions about pres-
ence, representation, and ritual efficacy. The resulting configuration is neither imposed by
technology alone nor controlled entirely by religious institutions.

2.2. Generative Charisma and Role-Based Authority

Digital-religion research has shown that religious authority is multilayered and ne-
gotiated among hierarchy, organizational structures, ideology, texts, media actors, and
audiences (Campbell 2007, 2021). AI complicates this arrangement because it can generate
religious language, personalize interaction, and appear to respond in real time. The system
may consequently do more than relay an already authorized teaching. It may participate
in the production of the encounter through which authority is experienced.

Lim’s theory of generative charisma identifies three mechanisms through which Al
may acquire religious authority: captivation through generation, intimacy trust through
personalization, and oscillating enchantment (Lim 2026). Captivation arises when the sys-
tem’s capacity to produce responsive or apparently insightful content evokes wonder or
perceived exceptional ability. Intimacy trust develops through individualized, repeated,
and often dyadic interaction. Oscillating enchantment describes the movement between
recognition that the system is artificial and renewed fascination when its capabilities ap-
pear to improve or exceed expectations. Together, these mechanisms explain why Al-
generated authority cannot be understood only as the transfer of authority from a human
teacher to a digital channel.

Legitimacy and compelling performance must therefore be separated. A system can
be experienced as persuasive without being doctrinally accurate, institutionally autho-
rized, or accountable. Loewen-Colén and Mosurinjohn describe machine-mediated en-
counters as potentially spiritually authorizing when they are received as persuasive or
legitimating events (Loewen-Colén and Mosurinjohn 2022). The present study treats such
authorization as an empirical and institutional question rather than as an inherent prop-
erty of the machine. It asks whose authority is being represented, how users recognize it,
and what procedures permit its claims to be challenged or corrected.

Machine mediation may also work in the opposite direction, obscuring rather than dis-
playing authority. A fluent, sourceless, and institutionally unmarked response can present
itself as a view from nowhere, appearing to state what the tradition holds rather than what
a particular teacher, school, or corpus holds. This anonymity is not neutral. It removes
the very markers—lineage, school, translator, editorial decision—through which Buddhist
claims have conventionally been situated and contested, and it does so at precisely the mo-
ment when a user is least equipped to notice their absence.

To connect technological applications with authority and governance, this study dis-
tinguishes three analytically ordered roles: instrumental, relational, and religiously au-
thoritative Al The categories concern the role performed by the system and attributed to
it within a specific setting. They are not claims about consciousness, moral personhood,
Buddha-nature, or membership in the saegha. These questions are excluded not because
they are unimportant—they are the subject of a substantial philosophical literature (Promta
and Himma 2008; Hongladarom 2020; Hershock 2021) —but because they are not answer-
able by the evidence examined here and are not required by the argument. Whether an Al
system could possess Buddha-nature is a doctrinal and metaphysical question. Whether a
community treats one as a teacher is an observable institutional fact with immediate conse-
quences for authority, responsibility, and harm. A system granted no ontological standing
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may still be given a name, placed in a hall, and received as speaking for a tradition, and it
is that second question this study is designed to address.

Instrumental Al performs a bounded task under human direction. It may retrieve a
passage, transcribe a sermon, assist translation, detect damage, draft a document, or rec-
ommend material, while accountable human actors retain interpretive and final decision-
making authority. Relational Al functions as a continuing interlocutor through repeated
interaction, personalization, memory, affective responsiveness, or ongoing guidance. Re-
ligiously authoritative Al performs, mediates, or is received as performing functions asso-
ciated with doctrinal interpretation, spiritual direction, ritual efficacy, or representation of
a teacher, lineage, or institution.

The categories are neither technologically exclusive nor irreversible. The same
question-answering system may be instrumental when it cites a passage, relational when
it remembers a user’s practice history, and religiously authoritative when it adjudicates
doctrine or directs conduct as an apparently legitimate teacher. Such transitions are not
spontaneous. They follow identifiable changes in how a system is configured, presented,
authorized, and received, which Section 6.5 sets out in relation to the documented cases.

Counterfeit religious authority is positioned outside this legitimate role continuum.
It occurs when Al imitates or appropriates the identity, voice, image, text, or institutional
standing of a religious figure or organization without authorization. Unlike a disputed but
openly authorized experiment, counterfeit authority depends on deception or wrongful
appropriation. It therefore requires detection, disruption, correction, and rights protection
rather than merely stronger supervision of an otherwise legitimate service.

Because the term carries more than it should, its scope must be fixed at the outset.
By counterfeit religious authority this study means something narrow: the unauthorized
appropriation of the identity, voice, image, text, or institutional standing of a particu-
lar religious person or organization, presented in a form likely to be received as authen-
tic. The term is not a judgment on Al in religion generally. Practitioners who regard all
machine-generated religious speech as spiritually empty are advancing a different and le-
gitimate theological argument, and the category proposed here does not adjudicate it. Nor
does the term extend to novel, contested, or unconventional religious uses of Al that are
openly presented as what they are. What makes an instance counterfeit is deception about
origin and the appropriation of another party’s accumulated trust—not innovation, and
not disapproval.

The typology provides the conceptual bridge between the mapping framework and
the risk analysis. Domain and modality identify where and how Al is used; role identifies
what the system is doing within the religious relationship; risk modifiers identify the poten-
tial severity of harm; governance specifies the controls appropriate to that configuration.

2.3. Human Agency, Intention, and the Attribution of Role

The account developed above is not a claim about autonomous machine agency, and
it should not be read as one. Every application examined in this study is the outcome of
a chain of human decisions that begins long before any user interprets an output. Devel-
opers assemble the corpora, define the objectives and the refusal conditions, and choose
the voice, the name, and the body. Institutions decide whether a system is commissioned,
endorsed, placed, or withheld, and under whose authority it speaks. Users decide what to
ask, what weight to give an answer, and whether an exchange is information, companion-
ship, or instruction. Outputs are conditioned by model design, training data, prompts, in-
terfaces, and deployment decisions, although individual outputs are not fully predictable.
Developers and providers shape what is technically possible; institutions select sources
and set the boundaries of authority; users accept, resist, reinterpret, or repurpose what
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results, and those responses return as revised prompts, retrained models, and further de-
ployments. The analytical question is therefore not only what an Al system does, but what
people do through it and with it.

Three types of intention should be distinguished, because they belong to different
parties and frequently diverge. Design intention determines what a system is built to be
capable of and how it will appear. Institutional intention determines whether a religious
body lends its standing to the result, and in what setting. Use intention determines what
the system is actually asked to do once it is available. A translation model built for correc-
tion by trained scholars may be deployed by a temple as a public interface and received
by an individual as personal direction, without any change in the model itself. Divergence
among design, institutional, and use intentions can therefore produce roles different from
those originally described by a system’s developers or sponsors.

Science-and-technology-studies research describes design intention as inscription: de-
signers build into an artifact a script that anticipates its users, their competences, and the
setting in which it will act (Akrich 1992). The script is prescriptive but not determining.
Users may follow it, ignore it, or turn the artifact to purposes its makers did not envisage,
and the technology in turn mediates how situations are perceived and what actions ap-
pear available (Verbeek 2011). This is the same reciprocity that the religious—social shaping
approach identifies in religious communities’ negotiation of new media (Campbell 2010),
examined one step earlier—at the point of design rather than the point of reception. A
robot given a monastic name, a robe, and a position in a hall carries a script; whether it is
received as a teacher depends on what a community does with that script.

It follows that the three roles distinguished above are conferred rather than achieved.
A system does not become relational by improving, and it does not become religiously
authoritative by becoming more capable. It occupies a role because people place it in a
position where that role is available to it and because others treat it accordingly. This is
why the same model may be instrumental in one setting and authoritative in another, and
why a technically modest system may carry more religious weight than a sophisticated
one. It also means that every role transition corresponds to a decision that could have been
made differently: to personalize, to embody, to name, to endorse, to place, or to withhold
disclosure. Each is a point at which responsibility attaches, and each is a point at which
governance can intervene.

Distributing agency in this way does not dissolve accountability; it locates it. De-
velopers, vendors, data curators, Buddhist institutions, monastics, scholars, counselors,
archivists, platforms, and users participate differently in the conditions that produce an
Al outcome, and should bear responsibility in proportion to their control and competence;
a causal chain with many participants does not reduce the obligations of any one of them.
Where a system speaks in a religious register, the relevant question is not whether the
machine intended anything, but which parties decided that it should speak, on whose au-
thority, and with what provision for correction.

This position has two consequences for what follows. Methodologically, it is why the
case register records not only what each application does but who initiated it and what
purpose was coded for it, and why those codings are reported alongside the mapping in
Section 5. Analytically, it is why the governance framework in Section 7 addresses both
technical properties and human decisions. Technical controls remain necessary, but deci-
sions to authorize, name, place, and disclose a system determine where responsibility lies.
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3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Research Design

This study used a literature-based conceptual design integrating an integrative lit-
erature review, comparative case analysis, and conceptual framework development. It
did not estimate prevalence or effectiveness. Instead, it organized a heterogeneous and
rapidly changing field so that Buddhist activities, Al functions, performed roles, risks, and
governance requirements could be compared systematically (Whittemore and Knafl 2005;
Torraco 2005; Snyder 2019).

This study built on a published Korean scoping review that had identified 26 Korean
studies from 2016 to September 2025 (Gil et al. 2025). Those studies were retained as a pre-
defined national evidence set and recoded for the present questions. They were combined
with 39 included international publications and a separately documented inventory of 30
Buddhist-Al cases. Cases were used as analytically informative instances rather than as a
statistically representative sample (Yin 2018). Figure 1 summarizes the resulting four-stage
architecture, including matrix-level coding of the forty-nine intersections and case-level
coding of initiating actors and coded purposes.

Research Design and Analytical Architecture
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Figure 1. Research design and analytical architecture.

The evidence base of 65 publications and 30 documented cases is analyzed through
two linked coding tracks. Matrix-level coding crosses seven Buddhist domains with seven
Almodalities to produce 49 intersections. Case-level coding records the initiating actor and
coded purpose for each of the 30 cases. Evidence status, performed role, and the human-
decision context of design, deployment, authorization, and reception inform a role-based
interpretive model, actor—purpose-role analysis, and risk-based governance and account-
ability. Counterfeit authority remains outside the legitimate role continuum.

The analytical architecture crossed seven domains of Buddhist life with seven Al
modalities to create forty-nine intersections. Each intersection was classified as observed,
emerging, or speculative and interpreted through role, risk, and governance dimensions.
Instrumental, relational, and religiously authoritative Al formed the legitimate role contin-
uum; counterfeit religious authority was treated as a separate pathway based on unautho-
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rized simulation or appropriation. Category development was iterative: initial concepts
guided coding, while cases and boundary conditions were used to refine definitions (Jaba-
reen 2009; Jaakkola 2020).

3.2. Literature Search and Selection

Literature identification followed two streams. The Korean stream comprised the 26
studies identified in the published Korean review after searches of KCI, DBpia, RISS, KISS,
and e-article; no additional Korean database search was conducted. Each record was re-
examined for relevance to the present domains, modalities, roles, and risks. Full biblio-
graphic and coding information is provided in Supplementary Table S1.

The international search covered publications from 1 January 2000 to 5 August 2026.
Because subscription-database exports were not available in the study workflow, records
were identified through scholarly publisher platforms, targeted journal and scholarly-web
searches, backward and forward citation searching, and searches for recurrent authors,
projects, and technologies. Queries combined Buddhism-related terms with artificial in-
telligence, generative Al, language models, chatbots, robotics, machine learning, natu-
ral language processing, computer vision, translation, retrieval-augmented generation,
deepfakes, avatars, and embodied Al. The exact queries and search dates are retained in
Supplementary Table S2a—c.

Eligible sources directly examined Buddhism and Al or analyzed AI applications
in Buddhist doctrine, education, practice, care, propagation, heritage, administration,
transnational exchange, or religious authority. Peer-reviewed articles, scholarly books and
chapters, substantial conference papers, and research reports were eligible. Records were
excluded when Buddhism or Al was incidental, when mindfulness was purely secular and
clinical, when no identifiable Al component was present, or when the available text was
insufficient for assessment. News, organizational pages, product listings, and project ma-
terials were evaluated through the separate case procedure.

The search captured 78 candidate occurrences. After 24 duplicate occurrences were
consolidated using DOI, normalized title, authorship, year, and source information,
54 unique records were screened. Six were excluded at title or abstract stage and nine
after full-text or complete-record assessment, leaving 39 international publications. Two
researchers compared eligibility decisions and resolved differences by discussion. The
combined scholarly corpus therefore comprised 65 publications.

3.3. Case Identification and Verification

A case was defined as an identifiable Al system, project, deployment, experiment, or
documented misuse in which Al performed a substantive function in a Buddhist context.
Searches covered 20002026 and used general terms together with named expressions such
as robot monk, Buddhist chatbot, AI Buddha, BuddhaBot, Buddhist OCR, Al-generated
sutra, and Buddhist deepfake. Project, institution, temple, university, developer, and ap-
plication names identified during the literature review were also searched.

Evidence included peer-reviewed studies; scholarly books, chapters, conference pa-
pers, and research reports; official Buddhist, university, research, government, or de-
veloper materials; credible journalism; and directly inspectable public artifacts. Official
sources verified existence, stated purpose, technical function, development stage, and in-
stitutional setting, but were not treated as independent proof of doctrinal reliability, safety,
effectiveness, or user acceptance. Non-academic cases normally required two indepen-
dent sources, preferably one primary institutional or technical source and one independent
scholarly or journalistic source.
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Evidence quality and implementation status were coded separately. Peer-reviewed
publications received the highest evidentiary grade, followed by scholarly or institutional
research, official project sources, multiple credible reports, and single or promotional
sources. Observed status required verifiable operation, release, demonstration, or empiri-
cal evaluation; emerging status covered development, testing, limited deployment, or con-
crete institutional planning. Speculative applications were retained only in the matrix and
were not counted as documented cases.

Reports referring to the same underlying project or event were consolidated into one
case. Separate records were created only when a later version materially changed the Al
modality, religious function, institutional setting, target group, or authority status. Two
researchers jointly confirmed eligibility, project boundaries, evidence grade, operational
status, primary domain, primary modality, role, and risk coding. The final inventory con-
tains 30 observed or emerging cases and is provided as Supplementary Table S3.

3.4. Coding and Framework Construction

The coding scheme is deliberately narrow. It is built to answer a specific set of ques-
tions: what role a system is given in a Buddhist setting, who confers that role, how far its
outputs are treated as authoritative, and what follows for risk and responsibility. Domains
and modalities are recorded because they locate an application, not because they are of in-
dependent interest. The analytical weight falls on role, evidence status, and the conditions
of authorization.

Six coding families were applied: Buddhist domain, Al modality, evidence grade,
evidence status, role type, and risk category. Primary domain was assigned by the ap-
plication’s principal religious or institutional purpose and intended beneficiary. Primary
modality was assigned by the capability most directly related to that purpose; secondary
domains and modalities were retained when relevant. Risk coding was non-exclusive and
considered users, data sensitivity, vulnerability, authority intensity, opacity, scale, and
consequences of error.

The seven domains and seven modalities are heuristic rather than ontological cate-
gories. An initial set derived from the reviewed literature was revised during full-text
verification of the documented cases; the categories were not treated as fixed, and bound-
ary cases were resolved by consensus and recorded in Supplementary Table S4. The ma-
trix is designed to make comparison, evidence gaps, and role transitions visible. It does
not claim that Buddhist practice or Al development is organized in these terms by the
actors themselves.

The seven domains were Dharma propagation and public engagement; Buddhist ed-
ucation and scholastic training; meditation, practice, and devotional life; counseling, care,
and social welfare; translation and Buddhist cultural heritage; institutional administration
and temple operations; and transnational exchange and globalization. The seven modali-
ties were generative content; retrieval and question answering; conversational and agentic
systems; speech, language, and translation; visual analysis and digital reconstruction; an-
alytics and personalization; and embodied Al and autonomous physical action.

All forty-nine intersections were reviewed after full-text verification and duplicate-
source consolidation. The two researchers jointly reviewed the complete coding register,
discussed boundary cases, and confirmed evidence status, linked evidence, predominant
role, risk codes, and the final coding rationale by consensus. The complete audit trail is
supplied in Supplementary Table S4. The matrix is an analytical heuristic rather than a
statistically validated measurement model; its purpose is to compare heterogeneous appli-
cations and make evidence gaps and role transitions visible.
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Two further codings were added to the case register for this analysis. Initiating actor
records the party that decided upon and publicly presented each application, distinguish-
ing Buddhist orders, temples, and monastic authorities from academic and research insti-
tutions, commercial developers, lay groups and individual practitioners, and cases with
no identifiable initiator. Coded purpose records the aim associated with the application.
Each purpose code is flagged according to whether it was stated by the initiator in its own
documentation or reconstructed from documented function, and the evidence for every
assignment is given in Supplementary Table S3.

4. Mapping Al Across Seven Domains of Buddhist Life

The reviewed literature and verified cases were organized according to the princi-
pal religious or institutional purpose served by each application. Because a single system
may combine retrieval, generation, conversation, speech processing, visual analysis, per-
sonalization, and physical embodiment, the seven domains should not be interpreted as
technologically exclusive categories. Primary classification was determined by the applica-
tion’s central purpose and intended beneficiary, while additional functions and secondary
domains were recorded separately. For example, a scripture-based question-answering
system was classified under public engagement when designed for newcomers, under ed-
ucation when used for structured doctrinal learning, and under practice when it provided
sustained guidance concerning meditation or devotional conduct. This purpose-based
classification reduced duplicate counting while retaining the multifunctional character of
Buddhist Al applications.

4.1. Dharma Propagation and Public Engagement

Embodied Al constituted the most publicly visible form of application. Mindar, the
android representation of Kannon installed at Kodaiji Temple in Japan, delivers an inter-
pretation of the Heart Sutra through speech, bodily movement, multilingual presentation,
and projected media. The temple described the project as a means of making Buddhist
teachings accessible to people who might otherwise remain uninterested in religion (Ko-
daiji Zen Temple 2019; Zheng 2024). Xian’er, developed in connection with Longquan Tem-
ple in China, similarly combined a monastic appearance with simple question answering,
recitation, and public communication. Cheong interprets this case in terms of the commu-
nicative affordances through which robots may mediate spiritual knowledge and religious
community (Cheong 2020).

Four of the seven intersections in this domain were classified as observed and three
as emerging. Evidence was strongest for content generation, introductory question an-
swering, conversational access, and embodied public engagement. Speech transformation,
visual production, and audience personalization were more often proposed or indirectly
documented than verified as stable Buddhist institutional services. The principal risks con-
cerned doctrinal accuracy, misleading presentation, privacy in interactive systems, and am-
biguity regarding the identity and authority of public-facing Al (Supplementary Table 54).

4.2. Buddhist Education and Scholastic Training

Knowledge-retrieval and question-answering systems constitute the most clearly doc-
umented modality in this domain. BuddhaBot was initially developed as a non-generative
dialogue system that retrieves passages from selected Buddhist scriptures. BuddhaBot-
Plus subsequently incorporated generative Al to produce question-specific explanations.
The distinction is educationally significant. Retrieval systems can support textual loca-
tion and source-based study while constraining free-form generation, whereas generative
systems may offer greater accessibility but introduce additional interpretive and doctri-
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nal risks. In 2025, Kyoto University announced a project to adapt BuddhaBot-Plus for
use by Bhutan’s monastic community, with dedicated system development, monitoring
by monks, and a formal safety-assessment process (Kyoto University 2025).

Two intersections in this domain were classified as observed and five as emerging.
The evidence supports the existence of working retrieval and dialogue systems and em-
pirical evaluations of Al-generated Buddhist answers, but it does not support a general
conclusion that Al has been widely integrated into Buddhist educational institutions. The
main risks include doctrinal error, homogenization across Buddhist traditions, opaque tex-
tual sources, overreliance on fluent but unverified explanations, learner-data collection,
and erosion of accountable human interpretation (Supplementary Table 54).

4.3. Meditation, Practice, and Devotional Life

Embodied ritual applications were more limited. In 2017, SoftBank’s Pepper robot
was publicly demonstrated chanting Buddhist sutras and striking a drum as part of a pro-
posed funeral service. The demonstration verified the performance of ritualized move-
ments and sounds, but it did not demonstrate widespread or sustained adoption in actual
funerals (Reuters 2017). The case is therefore important less as evidence of an established
ritual practice than as a boundary case concerning whether ritual validity depends on in-
tention, consciousness, ordination, institutional delegation, correct external performance,
or recognition by participants.

Four intersections—practice-related question answering, conversational guidance,
voice-based meditation or chanting, and practice analytics—were classified as observed.
Observed evidence included source-grounded Buddhist question-answering and pub-
licly available conversational practice applications combining guided meditation, adap-
tive instruction, and progress tracking, together with voice-based guidance. Much of
this evidence, however, came from prototypes, app-store records, or project documen-
tation rather than longitudinal evaluation. Personalized practice-text generation and rit-
ual robotics were classified as emerging, while Buddhist-specific posture-recognition feed-
back remained speculative. The evidence therefore indicates visible development in digital
guidance and tracking but limited institutional support for automated spiritual assessment
or embodied ritual substitution. Principal risks include inappropriate personalization, de-
pendence on automated guidance, exposure of sensitive practice information, doctrinal
simplification, and uncertainty regarding the religious validity of Al-mediated ritual acts
(Supplementary Tables S3 and S4).

4.4. Counseling, Care, and Social Welfare

The most concrete Korean case is Cheongjeong MaeumBot, a Buddhist counseling
chatbot developed by Myeongjun Kim. The project structured chatbot counseling around
the Four Noble Truths and five categories of mental defilement, concentrating on the diag-
nosis and reduction of ordinary forms of distress. Research participants used the prototype
and provided feedback, meaning that the project went beyond a purely conceptual pro-
posal. Nevertheless, the study did not establish broad deployment, clinical effectiveness,
or suitability for severe mental-health crises (Kim 2024).

Only the Buddhist counseling-chatbot intersection was classified as observed. Five
intersections were emerging, while Buddhist-specific safety and companionship robots re-
mained speculative. This domain should therefore be interpreted as socially significant
but empirically underdeveloped. The strongest evidence concerns prototype design and
limited user interaction rather than effectiveness, scalability, or sustained institutional inte-
gration. Major risks include exposure of sensitive data, inaccurate assessment, emotional
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dependence, delayed access to professional care, and confusion between Buddhist pastoral
support and licensed clinical treatment (Supplementary Table 54).

4.5. Translation and Buddhist Cultural Heritage

This was one of the most empirically developed domains. In 2025, the Buddhist Dig-
ital Resource Center released a Tibetan OCR application capable of converting scanned
Tibetan texts into searchable and reusable digital text. The beta application supports mul-
tiple Tibetan scripts and was developed with the participation of Monlam Al collaborators.
Its immediate functions include transcription, search, translation support, and use in digi-
tal research environments (Buddhist Digital Resource Center 2025).

Machine translation constitutes another substantial cluster of evidence. Li et al. de-
veloped a neural machine-translation approach for translating Chinese Buddhist sutras
into English (Li et al. 2022). Nehrdich et al. later introduced MITRA-zh, drawing on more
than 209,000 bilingual training pairs and a manually corrected evaluation set for Buddhist
Classical Chinese. Their specialized model outperformed general commercial translation
systems in the reported evaluation, while the authors emphasized the relevance of such sys-
tems to large-scale corpus analysis and semantic retrieval (Nehrdich et al. 2023). Tsadra
Foundation’s collaboration with the Dharmamitra team similarly integrates Al into Bud-
dhist translation workflows while explicitly presenting it as assistance for, rather than re-
placement of, trained human translators (Tsadra Foundation n.d.).

Applications in this domain were overwhelmingly instrumental. Four intersections —
archive retrieval, translation, OCR and digitization, and corpus or conservation analytics —
were classified as observed. Heritage commentary and docent agents were emerging,
while a specifically Buddhist autonomous museum robot remained speculative. The prin-
cipal risks concern OCR and translation errors, disappearance of textual variants, unequal
representation of traditions and languages, uncertain rights to translated corpora, unau-
thorized model training, and the presentation of generated or reconstructed material as
authentic heritage (Supplementary Table S4).

4.6. Institutional Administration and Temple Operations

The provisional framework includes administrative-document drafting, internal-
regulation retrieval, reservation and reception agents, telephone voice systems, facility
monitoring, operational analytics, and guidance or maintenance robots. These applica-
tions are technically feasible and commonly found in secular organizations. The verified
evidence base, however, did not identify a Buddhist institution demonstrating compre-
hensive and sustained Al integration across temple administration. Technical plausibility
should therefore not be represented as evidence of actual Buddhist implementation.

Six intersections were classified as emerging and one —autonomous temple-guidance
and facility robotics —as speculative. No intersection was classified as observed at the level
required to demonstrate stable Buddhist institutional deployment. Institutional adminis-
tration was consequently the least empirically developed of the seven domains. It should
be presented as an implementation gap rather than as an area of established adoption.
Relevant governance requirements include data minimization, access control, auditability,
cybersecurity, human authorization of consequential decisions, and separation of adminis-
trative optimization from judgments concerning religious membership or spiritual status
(Supplementary Table S4).

4.7. Transnational Exchange and Globalization

The clearest case is the collaboration between Kyoto University and Bhutan’s Cen-
tral Monastic Body. The project involved more than simply making a Japanese-developed
chatbot available online. It included an official request from Bhutan’s monastic authority,
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development of a dedicated version of BuddhaBot-Plus, monitoring by Bhutanese monks,
and a planned safety-assessment process. The case demonstrates that transnational de-
ployment requires negotiation over textual corpora, doctrinal relevance, institutional au-
thorization, cultural adaptation, and responsibility for generated answers (Kyoto Univer-
sity 2025).

Four intersections —multilingual content, multilingual question answering, foreign-
visitor guidance, and interpretation—were classified as observed, while video localiza-
tion, international-audience analysis, and event-guidance robotics were emerging. This
comparatively high number of observed intersections should be interpreted cautiously be-
cause several constitute secondary uses of systems whose principal domain is translation,
education, or public engagement. The major risks include loss of doctrinal and cultural
context, dominance of well-resourced languages and Buddhist traditions, inaccurate local-
ization, cross-border data transfer, and representation of one institutional interpretation
as universally Buddhist (Supplementary Table 54).

Across the seven domains, the evidence was uneven rather than uniformly distributed.
Translation and cultural heritage contained the strongest concentration of mature instru-
mental applications. Public engagement and devotional practice contained the most vis-
ible boundary cases involving embodiment, ritual performance, and religious authority.
Education and counseling showed substantial conceptual and experimental activity but
limited evidence of broad institutional adoption. Temple administration remained largely
emerging or speculative. These differences support the need for the 7 x 7 framework
presented in the following chapter: Al adoption in Buddhism cannot be adequately repre-
sented through a single continuum of technological advancement because evidentiary ma-
turity, religious purpose, role intensity, and risk vary across both domains and modalities.

5. The 7 x 7 Buddhist-AI Application Framework

The domain findings were integrated into a 7 x 7 framework crossing seven domains
of Buddhist life with seven Al modalities. The forty-nine cells are analytical intersections
rather than forty-nine equally mature technologies. Each cell identifies an application that
is observed, emerging, or speculative and records its predominant role and associated risks.
This structure separates religious purpose from technical capability, supports comparison
across contexts, and prevents technological plausibility from being treated as evidence
of adoption.

5.1. Modalities and Evidentiary Distribution

The modalities distinguish generation, source retrieval, sustained conversation, lan-
guage transformation, visual analysis, analytics, and physical action. They are functional
rather than mutually exclusive technical architectures: a robot may combine dialogue,
speech, vision, retrieval, and movement, while a counseling agent may combine a doctri-
nal corpus, generative language, memory, and user profiling. Primary modality identifies
the capability most central to the Buddhist function; secondary capabilities remain docu-
mented in Supplementary Table S4.

Nineteen intersections were observed, twenty-six emerging, and four speculative. Re-
trieval and conversational systems each contained five observed intersections, whereas vi-
sual and embodied Al were less mature overall. Observed visual use was limited to OCR
and three-dimensional reconstruction in the cultural-heritage domain. Embodied systems
attracted public and scholarly attention but remained concentrated in a few visible de-
ployments and demonstrations. Translation and heritage contained the strongest mature
instrumental applications; administration contained no observed intersection.
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Role and maturity did not move together. Retrieval, translation, OCR, and corpus an-
alytics were comparatively mature but overwhelmingly instrumental. Embodied Al had
fewer mature applications yet contained the matrix’s two religiously authoritative intersec-
tions. Across the forty-nine representative applications, forty-one were primarily instru-
mental, six relational, and two religiously authoritative. Counterfeit religious authority
was not treated as a fiftieth legitimate application because its defining feature is unautho-
rized appropriation rather than modality.

5.2. The Forty-Nine Intersections

Figure 2 presents the complete matrix. Each cell contains a concise representa-
tive application. Fill color encodes evidence status (observed, emerging, or speculative),
while boundary treatment encodes predominant role: unmarked cells are instrumen-
tal, solid-outlined cells are relational, and double-outlined cells are religiously authori-
tative. The visualization is not an adoption roadmap: observed status does not estab-
lish effectiveness or doctrinal legitimacy, and speculative status does not imply desirabil-
ity. Supplementary Table 5S4 provides the linked literature and cases, evidence count, role,
risks, and coding rationale for every cell.
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Figure 2. The 7 x 7 Buddhist—Al application matrix. Seven Buddhist domains are crossed with
seven Al modalities. Cell fill encodes evidence status (O = observed, E = emerging, S = speculative);
boundary treatment encodes predominant role (unmarked = instrumental, solid outline = relational,
double outline = religiously authoritative). Counterfeit authority is displayed outside the legitimate
role continuum.

Several patterns are central. Text-based retrieval and dialogue benefit from abundant
digitized Buddhist materials, but sustained conversation is more likely than retrieval to
acquire relational functions. Speech and translation show mixed but developed evidence,
while raising interpretive problems across historical languages and traditions. Physical em-
bodiment remains less mature but can create strong authority effects through appearance,
location, ritual positioning, and institutional recognition. The matrix therefore shows that
technological maturity, religious role, and normative acceptability are analytically distinct.
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The matrix records where Al has entered Buddhist life, but it does not show who
brought it there or for what declared reason. Table 1 therefore reports two further codings
of the case register —the actor who initiated each application and the purpose coded for
it—cross-tabulated against the role the application performs; the case-level listing is given
in Supplementary Table S3. Academic and research institutions initiated or co-initiated six-
teen of the thirty cases; lay groups, foundations, and individual practitioners six; commer-
cial developers six, three of them as partners in university projects; and Buddhist orders,
temples, or monastic authorities four. Three cases have no identifiable initiator. Scholarly
inquiry was the most frequently coded purpose, followed by propagation, preservation
of heritage, and education, then commercial distribution and pastoral care; three cases
carried no stated purpose at all. No case was coded with institutional administration as
its primary purpose, and one recorded it as a secondary purpose. This is consistent with
the finding that no intersection in the administration domain reached observed status: the
register contains no documented statement of institutional demand in that area.

Table 1. Initiating actor and coded purpose by performed role (n = 30).

Instrumental Relational Rellglf)us.l y Counterfeit Total
Authoritative

Initiating actor

Al Buddhist order, temple, or monastic authority 0 1 1 0 2
A1+A2 Buddhist institution with academic partner 0 1 1 0 2
A2 Academic or research institution 8 2 1 0 11
A2+A3 Academic institution with commercial partner 2 1 0 0 3
A3 Commercial developer or vendor 0 2 1 0 3
A4 Lay group, NGO, foundation, or individual practitioner 5 1 0 0 6
A5 No identifiable initiating actor 1 0 0 2 3
Coded purpose

PO None stated 1 0 0 2 3
P1 Propagation and public outreach 1 2 2 0 5
P3 Preservation of textual or material heritage 5 0 0 0 5
P4 Education and scholastic training 3 2 0 0 5
P5 Pastoral care and counseling 0 1 0 0 1
P7 Commercial distribution 0 2 1 0 3
P8 Scholarly inquiry 6 1 1 0 8
All cases 16 8 4 2 30

Counts are cases, not intersections; each case is counted once under its primary initiating actor, its
primary coded purpose, and its predominant role. Joint actor codes are used only where the collab-
oration is documented in the initiators” own materials. Coded purpose is the aim given in the initia-
tor’'s own documentation where one was available, and otherwise reconstructed from documented
function; twenty of the thirty codes are of the first kind and ten of the second, and each is flagged
individually in Supplementary Table S3. Purpose codes P2 (widening access) and P6 (institutional
administration) appear only as secondary codes and are therefore absent from this table. The case-
level listing, including evidence status, sources, and the evidence for each purpose assignment, is
given in Supplementary Table S3. The inventory is not a representative sample, and the associations
shown here are descriptive rather than causal.

6. From Instrument to Religious Authority

The 7 x 7 framework identifies where Al is being applied within Buddhist life, but
technological modality alone does not explain the religious significance of an application.
A conversational system, for example, may function as a search interface, a continuing
practice companion, or an apparent interpreter of doctrine. Conversely, a technically sim-
ple and largely scripted robot may acquire religious significance through its appearance,
institutional location, ritual positioning, and the meanings attributed to it by users. The
central analytical distinction is therefore between what an Al system is technically capable
of doing and what role it performs within a Buddhist context.
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The distinction between capability and role also identifies the human choices that
configure an application. These include where a system is placed, how it isnamed, whether
generated content is disclosed, and when a difficult question is routed to a human teacher.
Such decisions can shift a system from instrument to interlocutor or apparent authority,
and identifiable people and institutions remain answerable for them.

The framework is designed to identify the points at which people decide what an
Al system may do within a religious setting: what it is built to do, what it is authorized
to say, whose standing it borrows, and what recourse exists when it errs. The categories
locate these decisions and the corresponding responsibilities; they do not describe an au-
tonomous technological development.

This study distinguishes three analytically ordered roles: instrumental, relational,
and religiously authoritative. These categories concern performed and attributed roles
rather than the ontological status of AL. They do not determine whether an Al system is
conscious, possesses Buddha-nature, can attain enlightenment, or qualifies as a legitimate
member of the saogha. Instead, the framework examines the scope of tasks delegated to
Al, the character of human-Al interaction, the authority attributed to its outputs, and the
institutional conditions under which those outputs are produced and received.

6.1. Instrumental Al

Instrumental Al performs bounded tasks defined by human users or institutions. Its
outputs assist Buddhist activities, but the system is not positioned as an independent
teacher, counselor, ritual actor, or doctrinal authority. Human actors determine the pur-
pose of the task, select or approve the sources, evaluate the output, and retain final respon-
sibility for decisions.

Most applications identified in the 7 X 7 matrix were predominantly instrumental.
Examples include optical character recognition of Buddhist manuscripts, machine-assisted
translation, semantic retrieval of scriptures, lecture transcription, preparation of draft edu-
cational materials, corpus analysis, visitor information, and administrative-document gen-
eration. These applications differ technically, but they share a common role structure: Al
processes or transforms information within a task whose religious meaning and final in-
terpretation remain under human control.

Instrumental status should not be confused with technological neutrality or low risk.
A retrieval system can omit relevant scriptures, a translation system can erase doctrinal
distinctions, and an administrative model can expose sensitive devotee data. An Al system
may remain instrumental while producing significant epistemic, cultural, or institutional
harm. Instrumentality describes the system’s role, not the safety or moral acceptability of
its operation.

Accordingly, the defining question for instrumental Al is not whether the technology
is simple or advanced, but whether interpretive and religious responsibility remain visibly
located in accountable human actors. The instrumental role begins to weaken when the
system moves beyond bounded assistance and becomes a continuing interlocutor whose
advice is personalized, emotionally significant, or behaviorally directive.

6.2. Relational Al

Relational Al emerges when a system functions not merely as a tool but as a contin-
uing interlocutor. The defining features are continuity of interaction, responsiveness to
the individual user, personalization, memory, perceived availability, and the possibility
of emotional, pedagogical, or spiritual reliance. Relationality does not require that the Al
possess consciousness or genuine emotion. It concerns the social position that the system
occupies within the interaction.
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A Buddhist question-answering system remains instrumental when it retrieves a pas-
sage in response to a discrete query. The same system moves toward a relational role
when it remembers the user’s prior questions, adapts explanations to the user’s practice
history, provides continuing encouragement, or initiates follow-up interactions. Similarly,
an Al meditation application is instrumental when it supplies a timer or recording, but re-
lational when it monitors practice, responds to reported difficulties, interprets emotional
states, and presents itself as a persistent guide.

Relationality is analytically distinct from religious authority. A user may experience
an Al system as supportive, familiar, or compassionate without accepting its statements as
doctrinally binding. A counseling chatbot may be treated as a confidential conversational
partner while remaining subordinate to a human counselor. An Al tutor may sustain a
pedagogical relationship without possessing authority to resolve doctrinal disputes.

Nevertheless, relationality creates conditions under which authority can develop. Re-
peated successful interactions generate familiarity; personalization can produce perceived
understanding; immediate availability can encourage dependence; and affective language
can create intimacy and trust. Lim’s concept of generative charisma is relevant here be-
cause it explains how Al may become compelling through generative performance, per-
sonalized intimacy, and oscillation between awareness of artificiality and experience of
enchantment (Lim 2026). Relational systems therefore occupy a critical intermediate posi-
tion: they do not necessarily exercise religious authority, but they may establish the trust
through which later directives are accepted.

The defining issue is consequently not whether the system actually cares, under-
stands, or possesses spiritual experience. The analytical question is whether the interac-
tion is structured and received as an ongoing relationship and whether that relationship
begins to influence the user’s religious interpretation, emotional reliance, or conduct.

6.3. Religiously Authoritative Al

Religiously authoritative Al refers to an Al system that performs, mediates, or is re-
ceived as performing functions conventionally associated with legitimate religious author-
ity. The category does not claim that Al has become an independently legitimate Buddhist
authority. It identifies situations in which a system’s outputs or actions are treated as car-
rying privileged religious weight.

Religious authority may take several forms. Doctrinal authority concerns the ability
to determine what constitutes a correct interpretation of Buddhist teaching. Spiritual or di-
rective authority concerns the capacity to prescribe practice, evaluate progress, or advise
users on religiously consequential decisions. Ritual authority concerns the recognized ca-
pacity to perform, lead, or validate a ritual act. Representative authority concerns the abil-
ity to speak or act on behalf of a Buddhist teacher, institution, lineage, or tradition. These
dimensions may overlap, but they should not be treated as identical.

Mindar illustrates how religious authority can be mediated without high levels of
technical autonomy. Its sermon is largely scripted, yet the android’s embodiment as Kan-
non, its location in a Buddhist temple, its performance of a sermon, and its integration with
visual and auditory media position it within a religiously charged encounter (Kodaiji Zen
Temple 2019; Zheng 2024). Loewen-Colén and Mosurinjohn describe such encounters as
spiritually authorizing when users attribute to a machine-mediated experience a claim to
persuasion, arbitration, or legitimacy (Loewen-Colén and Mosurinjohn 2022).

The Korean robot Gabi provides an additional boundary case. Gabi’s participation
in a formal ceremony, reception of a Buddhist name, wearing of monastic clothing, and
receipt of modified precepts introduced an explicit form of symbolic and institutional au-
thorization. Its technical capacities were limited, but its religious positioning was compar-
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atively strong. This divergence between technical capability and symbolic authorization
supports the central claim that role intensity and technical sophistication are separate ana-
lytical variables (Korea.net 2026; Yonhap News Agency 2026).

By contrast, the institutional deployment of BuddhaBot-Plus in collaboration with
Bhutan’s Central Monastic Body illustrates controlled authorization without necessarily
granting the system independent religious authority. The project included an official re-
quest, adaptation to a monastic context, monitoring by monks, and a planned safety as-
sessment. Institutional involvement increases the perceived legitimacy of the system, but
continued human monitoring can preserve its status as an authorized instrument rather
than an autonomous teacher (Kyoto University 2025).

Religiously authoritative Al should therefore be understood as a role category based
on performance, delegation, presentation, and reception. It does not settle whether the
authority is doctrinally valid or normatively desirable. An Al system may be perceived as
authoritative without being legitimately authorized, while an institutionally authorized
system may be deliberately restricted from issuing authoritative judgments. The distinc-
tion between perceived authority and legitimate authority becomes particularly important
in the case of counterfeit religious authority.

6.4. Counterfeit Religious Authority

Counterfeit religious authority is not a fourth stage following religiously authoritative
Al Itis a separate and illegitimate pathway through which existing religious identity, trust,
or charisma is fabricated, appropriated, or simulated without authorization. Whereas a
legitimate role transition develops through disclosed interaction and some form of institu-
tional or communal negotiation, counterfeit authority begins by borrowing the appearance
of authority while concealing the actual source of the content.

Illegitimacy here is neither a doctrinal verdict nor an external judgment about reli-
gious authenticity. It is a matter of consent and provenance, assessed from the position of
the person or institution whose identity is used. A video is counterfeit because the teacher
whose voice it reproduces did not authorize it and cannot correct it, and because the com-
munity that would ordinarily verify such a teaching was bypassed —not because its content
is unorthodox. The question of illegitimacy to whom therefore has a definite answer: to
the party whose standing was taken, and to those who received the material believing it
came from that party.

This restriction matters because a charge of inauthenticity is a powerful instrument.
Applied loosely, it could be turned against new movements, against lay-led and diaspora
communities, or against reform interpretations, by parties with an interest in defending
an established position. The criterion proposed here is designed to be unavailable for that
purpose. It asks whether a specific identity was appropriated without authorization and
its origin concealed, and it is indifferent to whether the resulting teaching is conventional.
A novel or heterodox use of Al that is openly presented as such is not counterfeit, however
unwelcome some may find it. An entirely orthodox teaching falsely attributed to a living
teacher is.

Counterfeit religious authority has four defining features. First, it appropriates an
identifiable religious person, institution, scripture, ritual position, or tradition. Second,
the appropriation occurs without valid authorization or consent. Third, the synthetic
or altered origin of the content is concealed or inadequately disclosed. Fourth, the con-
tent is presented in a form likely to be received as an authentic teaching, statement, or
religious act.

The distinction between hallucination and counterfeit authority is also important. A
disclosed chatbot may produce an inaccurate quotation because of model error. This con-
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stitutes an epistemic failure. Counterfeit authority occurs when false content is deliberately
or functionally attached to an identity or source that gives it undeserved religious credi-
bility. The harm lies not only in the falsity of the statement but also in the unauthorized
transfer of accumulated trust.

Imitation is not in itself counterfeit. Buddhist traditions have long reproduced the
voice, image, and words of teachers through recitation, statuary, the voicing of a teacher’s
words in commentary, and recorded talks. What distinguishes counterfeit authority is the
combination of concealed origin, absent authorization, and presentation in a form likely to
be received as an authentic act of teaching. Impersonation of a deceased master is one form;
fabricated institutional statements, forged passages presented as canonical, and synthetic
endorsements attributed to living teachers are others. What they share is not resemblance
but the transfer of trust that no one granted.

Unauthorized use of a canonical corpus is a related but distinct matter. It is in the
first instance a question of copyright and provenance, addressed in Section 7.4. It becomes
counterfeit religious authority only where the resulting system also conceals its origin
and presents its outputs as authentic statements of the tradition or teacher whose corpus
was taken.

Documented Korean cases show that this pathway is already empirically visible. Al-
generated videos have used the images and voices of the late Seon master Seongcheol and
the monk and writer Beopjeong to present fabricated teachings as genuine Dharma talks
(BTN News 2026; BBS News 2026). Other videos imitated the voice and appearance of
Ven. Pomnyun and attributed apocalyptic predictions and folk-religious instructions to
him. Pomnyun and the Jungto Society publicly warned audiences that the materials were
synthetic and requested that suspected videos be reported for verification and removal
(Beopbo News 2026; Jungto Society 2026).

Counterfeit authority must consequently be governed differently from authorized in-
strumental, relational, or religiously authoritative applications. The primary response is
not merely improved doctrinal review but provenance authentication, explicit disclosure,
consent protection, rapid reporting, platform removal, preservation of authentic archives,
and legal protection of voice, image, name, and institutional identity. These measures are
developed in Sections 7.3 and 7.6.

6.5. Role Transitions and Boundary Conditions

The three legitimate roles form an analytical progression, but they do not constitute an
inevitable technological-development sequence. Al does not automatically move from in-
strument to relationship and then to religious authority as it becomes more advanced. Role
transitions depend on changes in task structure, interaction, presentation, institutional del-
egation, and user reception. They may be gradual or abrupt, reversible or contested, and
different users may attribute different roles to the same system.

The first transition — from instrumental to relational —occurs when bounded task sup-
port becomes continuing interaction. Memory, personalization, proactive communication,
affective language, and availability are especially significant. A scripture-retrieval chatbot
remains instrumental when it returns passages and citations. It becomes relational when
it remembers the practitioner’s history, asks about progress, adapts advice, and is treated
as a continuing practice companion.

The second transition—from relational to religiously authoritative—occurs when
trust and continuity become attached to the system’s ability to interpret, direct, validate, or
represent. A practice companion approaches religious authority when it tells users which
teaching is correct, prescribes a religious discipline as obligatory, evaluates spiritual at-
tainment, or speaks as an authorized representative of a lineage. The transition is strength-
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ened when the system bears a religious title, embodies a sacred or monastic form, operates
within a temple, or is formally endorsed by a Buddhist institution.

BuddhaBot and BuddhaBot-Plus illustrate how changes in system function can alter
role potential. The original retrieval-oriented system was designed to return Buddhist
passages, making its primary role instrumental. The addition of generative explanation
enables more adaptive dialogue and therefore creates greater potential for relational in-
teraction. Its deployment within a monitored monastic setting may increase legitimacy
while simultaneously constraining the system’s authority through human oversight (Ky-
oto University 2025). The same technical system can therefore be relationally engaging yet
institutionally maintained as an instrument.

Mindar demonstrates the opposite configuration. Its computational autonomy is lim-
ited, but its embodied representation of Kannon, sermon format, and temple setting may
create a strongly authorizing encounter. Gabi similarly shows that symbolic and ritual
recognition can produce an authoritative role before the technology possesses advanced
dialogue or decision-making capabilities. These cases establish that religious authority is
not a direct function of model sophistication.

Counseling and practice systems present a different boundary. They may become
deeply relational without acquiring legitimate religious authority. A user may disclose
distress, seek encouragement, and interact daily with a Buddhist chatbot while still un-
derstanding that the system is not competent to interpret doctrine or authorize practice.
The critical governance task is therefore to prevent relational trust from being converted
silently into unwarranted authority.

The comparison supports six propositions: religious significance is shaped more by
performed role and context than by modality; repetition, personalization, disclosure, and
responsiveness encourage relational transition; relational trust becomes authority when Al
interpretations or directives receive privileged religious weight; technical sophistication
and authority intensity are independent; one system may occupy different roles across
users and institutions; and counterfeit authority is a divergent pathway based on unautho-
rized appropriation. These propositions describe possible and reversible transitions, not
an inevitable development sequence.

Read against Table 1, coded purpose and performed role are associated. All five cases
coded primarily for the preservation of heritage were instrumental, as were six of the eight
coded for scholarly inquiry: where the declared aim was to recover, analyze, or evaluate a
corpus, the system remained a tool under human correction. Among the five cases coded
primarily for propagation, two were religiously authoritative, two relational, and one in-
strumental. No case coded for commercial distribution was instrumental; two were rela-
tional conversational applications and the third an embodied ritual performer whose ritual
claim its documented adoption did not support. Because ten of the thirty purpose codes
were reconstructed from documented function rather than stated by the initiator, and be-
cause the inventory is not representative, these patterns are descriptive rather than causal.

The four cases classified as religiously authoritative reached that classification by
three routes: institutional delegation, in which an order or temple conferred a name, a robe,
a placement, or a ceremony; commercial substitution, in which a vendor proposed a ma-
chine as a lower-cost officiant; and individual experiment, in the composition of a fictional
scripture. Of the four, only the two conferred by institutional delegation are recorded in
the register as being in continuing operational or ceremonial use; the remaining two are
documented as a demonstration and an experiment respectively. Role is therefore not well
explained by technical modality alone. It is associated with what people set out to do, and
with whether an institution lent its standing to the result.
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7. Risks and Governance

Risk arises from the interaction of capability, attributed role, institutional setting, af-
fected users, data, and distribution. The study distinguishes doctrinal and epistemic, au-
thority and authenticity, relational and psychological, privacy, bias and exclusion, copy-
right and heritage, deception and misinformation, and accountability and safety risks. A
conceptual heuristic combining role intensity, autonomy, user vulnerability, system opac-
ity, and scale clarifies why a technically modest system may require strict controls when it
influences vulnerable users or carries broad religious authority.

7.1. Doctrinal and Epistemic Risk

Generative systems can fabricate quotations, flatten doctrinal differences, and synthe-
size incompatible sources, while retrieval systems remain dependent on corpus selection,
metadata, ranking, translation, and model use of the retrieved passages (Bender et al. 2021;
Lewis et al. 2020; Weidinger et al. 2022). Buddhist corpora are multilingual, historically
layered, and internally plural; source citation alone cannot determine which tradition is
represented or who may resolve disagreement. Governance should make sources, uncer-
tainty, textual versions, and interpretive scope visible and preserve referral to qualified
human teachers or scholars.

7.2. Relational and Psychological Risk

Persistence, personalization, affective language, and availability can expand access
while creating dependence, misplaced trust, excessive disclosure, or substitution for hu-
man support. These risks are acute in counseling and practice systems used by children,
older adults, bereaved persons, or people in crisis. Relational Al should disclose its status
and competence, avoid dependency-inducing design, minimize retention of intimate data,
and provide reliable transfer to teachers, counselors, caregivers, or emergency services.
Evaluation must examine patterns of reliance and failed escalation as well as content accu-
racy (Laestadius et al. 2024; World Health Organization 2024).

7.3. Authenticity and Counterfeit Authority

Authenticity concerns whether a message, voice, image, ritual performance, or insti-
tutional statement is genuine, authorized, modified, or synthetic. Korean deepfake cases
appropriating the faces and voices of prominent monks show that counterfeit authority
exploits trust accumulated by human teachers rather than developing authority through
a disclosed Al relationship. Persistent disclosure, consent with a defined scope, authen-
ticated official channels, provenance records, rapid reporting and removal, public correc-
tion, and preservation of genuine archives should be combined. Transparent Al-assisted
restoration or translation must be distinguished from deceptive substitution.

7.4. Data, Copyright, and Cultural Heritage

Practice histories, counseling disclosures, donations, ritual requests, and temple atten-
dance may reveal sensitive religious, health, and family information. Data minimization,
purpose limitation, meaningful consent, encryption, retention limits, and control of third-
party providers are therefore necessary. Copyright and cultural obligations also apply
to scriptures, translations, sermons, images, music, and scans. Heritage projects should
preserve source files, metadata, textual variants, uncertainty, and reversible editorial deci-
sions, distinguish reconstruction from surviving evidence, and involve relevant custodial
communities (UNESCO 2015; World Intellectual Property Organization 2024).
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7.5. Embodiment, Ritual Status, and Safety

Robes, sacred iconography, temple placement, voice, gaze, and gesture can imply
authority beyond a robot’s technical function. Institutions should disclose whether an em-
bodied system is an exhibit, interface, assistant, representative, or ritual participant and
separate technical capability from contested religious efficacy. A dual-authorization rule
is required: technical authorization establishes physical fitness and safety, while religious
authorization defines the symbolic, pedagogical, representative, or ritual role. Site-specific
risk assessment, operating boundaries, emergency stops, failure testing, cybersecurity, and
trained supervision remain necessary in public and care environments.

7.6. A Role- and Risk-Based Governance Framework

Governance controls escalate with role intensity and contextual risk. Every applica-
tion requires a defined purpose and accountable owner, documentation of models and
data, privacy and security controls, pre-deployment testing, monitoring, incident correc-
tion, accessibility, and a suspension or decommissioning mechanism. Table 2 differentiates
the additional posture and controls associated with instrumental, relational, religiously au-
thoritative, and counterfeit roles.

For instrumental Al the default posture is controlled adoption. The system may be
used when its task is bounded, its sources and data practices are documented, and a com-
petent human retains final judgment. Required controls include source citation, accuracy
checks, privacy protection, copyright review, version control, and correction procedures.
The central governance principle is that efficiency must not obscure the location of inter-
pretive responsibility.

For relational Al, the posture is conditional adoption. In addition to instrumen-
tal controls, the system must disclose its artificial status and role, limit anthropomor-
phic and dependency-inducing design, protect intimate disclosures, and provide reli-
able transition to human support. Institutions should test not only whether answers
are accurate but whether patterns of use create overreliance, manipulation, exclusion, or
avoidance of human relationships. Relational systems should never silently expand their
role from companionship or preliminary support into counseling, doctrinal direction, or
crisis management.

For religiously authoritative Al, the posture is exceptional and restrictive. Deploy-
ment requires explicit specification of the tradition, institution, and scope represented;
formal doctrinal review; community deliberation; identifiable human and institutional re-
sponsibility; transparent authorization; logs and auditability; appeal and correction; and
strict limits on autonomous judgment. Al should not independently confer monastic or
ritual status, declare spiritual attainment, resolve serious ethical disputes, or present gen-
erated teachings as binding without accountable human authorization. Institutional ap-
proval may legitimate a bounded representative function, but it does not transfer ultimate
responsibility to the system.

Counterfeit religious authority is not a high-risk service to be cautiously optimized; it
is an unauthorized practice to be prevented and disrupted. Required measures include
provenance verification, consent and identity protection, detection, reporting, rapid re-
moval, public correction, preservation of authentic records, and legal or platform reme-
dies. Exceptions for disclosed satire, scholarship, artistic work, or archival reconstruction
should be clearly labeled and should not create reasonable confusion about endorsement
or authenticity.
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Table 2. Role- and risk-based governance framework for Buddhist Al

Role Tier

Default Posture Primary Risks

Mandatory Controls

Escalation or
Prohibition Trigger

Instrumental Al

Doctrinal error;
privacy; bias;
copyright;
operational error

Controlled adoption

Bounded task; source
visibility; accuracy
testing; data
minimization; copyright
review; human final
judgment; correction
and incident process

Suspend or restrict
when outputs cannot
be verified, sensitive
data cannot be
protected, or
humans cannot
meaningfully review
consequences

All instrumental
controls plus Al and

Suspend or redesign

Dependence; role disclosure; limits when the system
manipulation; on anthropomorphic encourages
. Conditional excessive disclosure;  persuasion; human exclusivity, obstructs
Relational Al . e .
adoption substitution for referral and crisis human help, exceeds
human care; role escalation; dependency its declared role, or
drift monitoring; stronger creates persistent
safeguards for psychological harm
vulnerable users
e D 1
. Explicit institutional o not deploy
Doctrinal o . autonomous
) . authorization; defined .
misrepresentation; ) doctrinal
o lineage and scope; C
illegitimate ; adjudication,
. . . . doctrinal and ;.
Religiously Exceptional and delegation; ritual . spiritual-status
ey C . . communal review; -
Authoritative Al restrictive adoption confusion; ) determination, or
e audit logs; appeal and Coe
accountability gaps; . . binding ritual and
correction; authorlty . . .
concentrated N o ethical direction
. limits; identifiable .
authority human responsibili without accountable
p ty human authorization
. . A thorized
Consent and identity Sy uhauthontze
. . simulation or
Impersonatlon; protection; provenance; appropriation
Counterfeit fraud; fabricated detection; reporting; pprop -
. _ . ; . . reasonably likely to
Religious Prohibit and disrupt  teaching; rapid removal; public
. ¢ ) . be understood as
Authority reputational harm; correction; authentic

erosion of trust

archives; legal and
platform remedies

genuine religious
speech, identity,
or endorsement

Governance responsibility is distributed but not diffuse. Developers are responsible

for system design, documentation, testing, security, and technical limitations. Deploying
Buddhist institutions are responsible for selecting the use case, defining religious bound-
aries, validating sources, protecting users, and maintaining human oversight. Monas-
tics, scholars, counselors, archivists, and ritual specialists are responsible for domain re-
view within their competence. Platforms are responsible for responding to impersonation,
fraud, and harmful distribution. Users retain agency, but user responsibility cannot be
used to excuse foreseeable design or institutional failures.

A practical decision process follows six questions. First, what role is the system per-
forming and what role are users likely to attribute to it? Second, what religious, psycho-
logical, cultural, or physical harm could result? Third, which users or communities are
especially vulnerable or underrepresented? Fourth, can sources, data, authorization, and
decisions be inspected and contested? Fifth, who can intervene, correct, or stop the system?
Sixth, does the proposed use contribute to the reduction of suffering, wisdom, compassion,
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non-attachment, and responsible human practice, or does it primarily expand automation,
engagement, and institutional convenience?

The framework is therefore neither a universal authorization scheme nor a claim that
all Buddhist traditions will draw identical boundaries. It is a structured method for mak-
ing disagreements visible and for matching governance intensity to the role and risks of a
specific application. The following Discussion examines how this role-based account ex-
tends digital-religion research, generative charisma, and Buddhist approaches to skillful
means and human responsibility.

8. Discussion
8.1. Theoretical Contributions

The study contributes a multidimensional account of Buddhist Al that links religious
domain, technical modality, evidence status, performed role, risk, and governance. Its
central theoretical move is to treat role rather than technology as the primary unit for in-
terpreting authority. The same model or robot can occupy different roles across contexts,
while technically different systems can perform equivalent religious functions. This avoids
equating fluency, embodiment, or autonomy with legitimate religious standing.

Authority in this account is a structural position rather than an ontological property:
the position from which speech is received as binding, held by whoever occupies it, on
whatever grounds a community accepts. Al may be placed in that position through institu-
tional endorsement, ritual or spatial placement, religious naming, embodiment, repeated
and personalized interaction, and user reception. These mechanisms depend on human
and institutional decisions, although they are also shaped by the system’s technical affor-
dances, and each of them can be withheld.

The framework extends digital-religion research by specifying which authority func-
tion is delegated, represented, or attributed. Generative and conversational Al do not
merely carry archived content; they produce context-sensitive language within an en-
counter. Embodied systems add material and spatial cues. Authority is consequently con-
figured through output, design, institutional framing, authorization, and user reception
rather than located solely in a person, text, institution, or machine (Campbell 2007, 2021).

The separation of evidentiary maturity from normative acceptability is equally impor-
tant. Observed status indicates verifiable implementation or evaluation, not effectiveness
or desirability. Counterfeit religious authority adds a distinct contribution: unlike negoti-
ated or institutionally mediated authority, it combines false provenance, identity misuse,
and unauthorized transfer of charismatic capital. Its governance logic is prevention and
disruption rather than cautious adoption.

8.2. Skillful Means and Human Responsibility

Buddhist discourse may describe technologies as skillful means when they expand
access or adapt communication to an audience, but efficiency and engagement are not
sufficient. Evaluation must include intention, consequences, context, discernment, attach-
ment, non-harm, and responsibility. Interpretation, listening, care, and communal practice
may be constitutive forms of ethical and religious formation rather than inefficiencies to
automate (Hershock 2021; Compson et al. 2025).

The distribution of agency set out in Section 2.3 has a direct bearing on this evalua-
tion. Because a religious outcome is produced through a chain of decisions rather than
by a system acting alone, responsibility is apportioned along that chain in proportion
to control and competence, and human oversight must remain plural, documented, con-
testable, and capable of stopping a system. A modest bounded tool may be skillful when
it expands access while preserving sources and human judgment. A technically impres-
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sive system may be unskillful when it creates false certainty, dependency, exclusion, or
counterfeit authority.

8.3. Limitations and Future Research

The study is based on literature and public documentation rather than direct observa-
tion of practitioners, monastics, developers, or institutions. Role assignments are analytical
interpretations, not measured accounts of every user’s experience. English- and Korean-
language materials predominate, and Chinese, Japanese, Tibetan, Pali, Sinhala, Thai, Viet-
namese, and other sources may be underrepresented. Public visibility and documentation
also vary across countries and organizations.

The evidence base also represents a particular Buddhism. Documentation is concen-
trated in Korean and Japanese institutional settings, in internationally visible temples, and
in well-resourced translation and archival projects; lay, monastic, institutional, and schol-
arly actors within those settings do not share a single view of what Al may legitimately do,
and communities that document their activities less publicly are correspondingly absent.
The mapping is accordingly an analytical interpretation of documented material, not a re-
port of how developers, institutions, or practitioners describe their own activity. Where
the two might diverge —most plainly in the assignment of purpose and role—the coding
records the basis for each judgment so that it can be contested.

The field changes rapidly, and applications may be redesigned, discontinued, or
newly deployed. Although full-text verification and source consolidation were completed
for the present evidence lock, official and journalistic sources cannot substitute for indepen-
dent ethnography, technical audit, or outcome evaluation. The 7 X 7 structure remains an
analytical heuristic: modalities overlap, applications serve multiple domains, roles change,
and the conceptual risk modifiers are not validated numerical weights.

Future work should test role boundaries and authority cues through interviews,
ethnography, scenario experiments, longitudinal studies, and cross-traditional compari-
son. Priority questions include how repeated personalization affects trust and dependence,
how institutional endorsement changes legitimacy, whether source-grounded dialogue
and human review improve doctrinal reliability, and whether the proposed governance
tiers are usable in real institutional decisions. Counterfeit authority also requires collabo-
rative research on provenance, reporting, correction, and platform response.

9. Conclusions

This study structured a rapidly expanding and uneven field by linking seven domains
of Buddhist life with seven Al modalities, producing forty-nine analytical intersections.
The matrix was not used to imply that all intersections are equally established. Instead,
each was differentiated as observed, emerging, or speculative and connected to a trans-
parent evidence trail. This architecture integrates forms of application that are usually
discussed separately —including textual retrieval, translation, education, practice support,
counseling, heritage work, administration, transnational communication, generative con-
tent, and embodied systems—while preserving differences in purpose, institutional set-
ting, evidentiary maturity, and Buddhist context.

The most important theoretical finding is that the religious significance of Al can-
not be inferred from technical type or computational sophistication alone. Al roles are
configured through use, personalization, repeated interaction, embodiment, naming, in-
stitutional endorsement, user attribution, and the degree of authority delegated to the
system. The same technology can remain instrumental, become relational, or approach
religious authority. Embodiment may intensify presence but is neither necessary nor suf-
ficient for authority, while a highly capable generative system may remain subordinate
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under source constraints and human review. Counterfeit religious authority requires sep-
arate treatment because it does not represent a legitimate progression along the role contin-
uum; it appropriates established identity and charisma through concealed or unauthorized
synthetic representation.

The case register also shows how human purposes and institutional decisions shaped
the roles assigned to these systems. All five preservation cases and six of the eight scholarly-
inquiry cases were instrumental. Propagation and commercial distribution produced more
varied configurations, including relational and religiously authoritative roles. These pat-
terns are descriptive rather than causal, but they identify the decisions for which develop-
ers, institutions, and communities are answerable.

The corresponding governance principle is proportionality between the role per-
formed, the risks created, and the strength of oversight. Instrumental applications can be
adopted under requirements for accuracy, source visibility, privacy, copyright compliance,
and human final judgment. Relational applications require explicit Al disclosure, clear role
boundaries, safe transfer to qualified humans, protection of sensitive data, and safeguards
against dependency or substitution for community. Applications that communicate or
perform religious authority require doctrinal verification, community deliberation, formal
authorization, auditable responsibility, contestability, and strict limits on the decisions and
representations that may be delegated. Unauthorized impersonation and fabricated reli-
gious authority should be treated as a matter for detection, reporting, removal, correction,
and rights protection rather than as an acceptable form of religious innovation. Across all
levels, Al should remain a means whose legitimacy depends on accountable human and
communal judgment.
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