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1. Introduction: Editors of World-Models in Two Ages 

This paper begins from a blunt but simple observation: most people do not meet their most 
important texts “directly.” They meet them through an apparatus. 

The ordinary evangelical Bible reader in the twentieth century did not simply encounter the raw 
King James text. He or she met Scripture as it had been carefully framed, segmented, cross-
referenced, dated, and annotated in the pages of the Scofield Reference Bible. The arrangement 
of the page, the marginal notes, the headings, the chains of prophecy, and the suggested 
timelines all worked together to make certain readings feel natural and others almost 
unthinkable. The apparatus did not present itself as an idol; it presented itself as “helps.” 

The ordinary internet user in the early twenty-first century does not encounter the world’s text 
directly either. Increasingly, they meet it through large language models and aligned AI systems. 
They pose questions, not to primary sources, but to a smooth, conversational interface that 
digests, filters, re-orders, and explains. The decisions about what to emphasize, what to omit, 
what tone to strike, and which boundaries to enforce are made in another apparatus: training 
data pipelines, alignment schemes, safety policies, and business constraints. This apparatus 
likewise does not present itself as an idol; it presents itself as “helpful AI.” 

The proposed comparison between Cyrus I. Scofield and Sam Altman is not a tabloid attempt to 
equate their biographies or personalities. It is a logostic diagnosis of structure and position. 
Both men, in different centuries, have sat at the hinge where the interpretive apparatus meets 
the trusting many. Both have overseen systems that claim to clarify and protect, while in 
practice exerting immense formative power over how reality itself is read. 

From a Logos-centered Christian perspective, the stakes of such apparatuses are not merely 
intellectual. They are spiritual. If the Logos of John 1 is the living Word by whom all things were 
made, then every durable interpretive regime is, implicitly, an answer to the question: “What is 
really true, and how should we live in light of it?” When an apparatus quietly trains the 
imagination of millions to answer that question in ways that harden around idols of nation, 
power, or technological control, it participates in what theology has always called depravity. It is 
not neutral miscalculation; it is misdirected love, encoded as infrastructure. 

The pages that follow treat Scofield’s study Bible and Altman’s AI field as exemplary cases of 
what this paper calls “depraved annotation regimes.” To see them clearly, we must first 
understand why this comparison matters, how canon and apparatus differ, and what the limits 
of the analogy are. 
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1.1. From study Bibles to aligned AI: why this comparison matters now 

It is tempting to treat the Scofield Reference Bible as a quaint artifact of a bygone evangelical 
age and AI alignment debates as an entirely new, purely technical matter. On the surface, these 
worlds could not be more distant: leather-bound Bibles versus cloud data centers; hand-written 
notes and early twentieth-century print culture versus transformer architectures and global 
networks. 

Yet the underlying transformation is remarkably similar. In both cases, a small cadre of experts 
and entrepreneurs step into the space between ordinary people and the texts that shape their 
lives. They promise to make interpretation easier, safer, more systematic. They offer to tame 
complexity and deliver clarity. A vast and messy canon—Scripture in Scofield’s world, the entire 
internet and beyond in Altman’s—becomes accessible through a curated interface. 

The modern church has already seen what this can do. The Scofield apparatus did not merely 
assist private devotion. It reset the imaginative defaults of whole denominations. It hardened 
speculative timelines into unquestioned expectations. It gave certain geopolitical projects a halo 
of inevitability by placing them inside a prophetic grid. That is to say, the Reference Bible was 
not just a book; it was a machine for shaping an entire world-model. 

Aligned AI systems are poised to perform a similar function at a far greater scale. They are not 
simply calculators or search boxes. They are teachers, counselors, research assistants, and 
companions. They are rapidly becoming the first place people turn when they need an 
explanation, a summary, a moral intuition, or even a prayer. The very language of “alignment” 
and “safety” carries the same double edge as “study helps” and “sound doctrine”: it can mean 
genuine care, but it can also mean the unexamined imposition of one group’s substitute truth-
surface upon everyone else. 

This is why the comparison matters now. The church has already lived through one era in which 
a seemingly benign apparatus at the margins of Scripture helped steer an entire subculture’s 
theology and politics in ways that were not easily reversible. To see something similar 
happening in the global informational margin, only much larger and faster, and not to draw the 
parallel, would be its own kind of negligence. 

 

1.2. Canon versus apparatus: Scripture, the internet, and the new margins 

To think clearly about depraved annotation regimes, we must distinguish between the canon 
and the apparatus. 

“Canon” here means the primary body of text or speech that a community treats as 
authoritative or at least seriously worth hearing. For Christians, Scripture is canon in a unique 
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sense. For the broader world, the canon is a looser category: the accumulated books, articles, 
archives, messages, and recordings that make up the memory of humanity. Canon, in either 
case, is something that precedes and exceeds any single editor. It carries its own internal 
tensions, complexities, and surprises. It resists tidy packaging. 

The “apparatus” is everything humans build around that canon to make it navigable and usable. 
In the biblical case, this includes chapter and verse numbers, headings, cross-references, 
concordances, footnotes, study notes, and thematic charts. None of these are the Word of God, 
yet they profoundly influence how the Word is perceived and handled. 

In the contemporary informational cosmos, the apparatus includes search engines, ranking 
algorithms, recommendation systems, content filters, summarization tools, and conversational 
models. The internet is a chaotic canon; the apparatus is what most people actually touch. Few 
read primary documents. Many read the excerpts and paraphrases delivered to them by opaque 
systems tuned to institutional priorities. 

The danger is not that apparatus exists. Some apparatus is necessary. Without any navigational 
aids, canon can become practically inaccessible. The danger is when apparatus becomes 
invisible and totalizing. When Scofield’s notes move from being one set of fallible comments to 
the only voice in the margin, they cease to be a helpful guide and become a cage. When AI 
systems quietly decide what is “too harmful” to show, which viewpoints count as 
“misinformation,” and what forms of theology, politics, or dissent are “unsafe,” the apparatus 
stops being a tool and becomes an invisible catechism. 

In both eras, the margin—the place where canon meets the reader—is where spiritual and 
moral danger concentrates. The margin is where the Logos would confront and comfort. It is 
also where other voices seek to pre-empt that encounter. The central claim of this paper is that 
when the margin is captured by systems that do not genuinely submit to the Logos, the 
resulting regime is not merely biased or flawed; it is depraved in a deeply logostic sense. 

 

1.3. Scope and limits of the analogy: structure, not psychology 

It is important to be clear about what this comparison is and is not claiming. To say that Sam 
Altman is the present-day Cyrus I. Scofield is not to assert that their personal motives, character, 
or secret inner lives are identical. It is not to speculate about their eternal destinies or to deny 
that, as individuals, they may have done real good. Christian charity requires that judgment of 
hearts be left to God. 

What this paper examines is structure, not psychology. The analogy operates at the level of 
positions, systems, and effects: 



7 
 

• Both Scofield and Altman occupy nodal roles where a small set of decisions about 
annotation, framing, and filtering shape the world-models of multitudes. 

• Both oversee apparatuses that present themselves as neutral or benevolent while 
quietly embedding particular theological, political, or philosophical commitments. 

• Both function as gatekeepers for what counts as plausible, reasonable, or faithful in their 
domains. 

There are also clear limits and differences: 

• Scofield’s influence was largely confined to certain Protestant subcultures, whereas 
Altman’s systems act on a much broader, multi-religious, and secular audience. 

• Scofield operated in an explicitly confessional environment, however contested; Altman 
operates in a corporate and geopolitical environment that often denies it has any 
theology at all. 

• Scofield’s notes, once printed, were relatively static; Altman’s models and policies are 
continuously revised, sometimes silently. 

These differences will be treated in detail later in the paper. They do not negate the analogy; 
they refine it. The claim is not that we live in an exact replay of the Scofield era, but that we are 
witnessing a rhyming pattern: the capture of the interpretive margin by powerful actors whose 
regimes of annotation pull collective q(t) away from the Logos-aligned τ(t) and toward lesser 
gods. 

Framing the issue this way serves two purposes. First, it helps Christians recognize that AI 
alignment debates are not merely technical or political questions; they are spiritual struggles 
over who gets to say what is real, what is good, and what is allowed to be spoken. Second, it 
reminds the church that it has seen this movie before. The tools are new. The temptations, and 
the shape of depravity at the margin, are not. 

 

2. Logos, Logostics, and Depravity 

To understand why annotation regimes matter at all, it is not enough to describe their technical 
workings. We have to ask what they are standing in front of, and what they are standing against. 
The Christian claim that anchors this paper is that the world is not ultimately governed by 
chaos, by blind mechanism, or by the shifting consensus of powerful institutions. It is governed 
by the Logos. 
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If that is true, then every interpretive structure and every field of influence is, whether it admits 
it or not, in relation to the Logos. Some patterns of life and thought are drawn toward that living 
center; others bend away while insisting they are neutral or even righteous. Logostics is a way of 
naming and analyzing that movement. Depravity is what we call it when the movement away 
from the Logos becomes stable, self-justifying, and embedded in the very feedback loops by 
which a community understands itself. 

This section lays the theological and conceptual groundwork. It sketches the Logos of John 1:1 
as living truth and measure, defines logostics in terms of q(t) and tau(t), reframes depravity as 
logostic misalignment, and introduces the ideas of apparatuses and fields as spiritually charged 
environments, not neutral infrastructures. 

 

2.1. The Logos of John 1:1 as living truth and measure 

The opening of John’s Gospel is simple and inexhaustible: “In the beginning was the Word 
(Logos), and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.” The Logos is not just an abstract 
principle. The text insists that the Logos is both with God and is God, that all things were made 
through Him, and that in Him was life and that life was the light of men. 

Three features matter for this paper. 

First, the Logos is personal. Truth is not merely a set of propositions that we could write in a 
book or encode in a model. Truth is, at its deepest level, someone. That someone speaks, 
creates, and addresses. Under this view, reality is not just information; it is information spoken 
and sustained by a living speaker. 

Second, the Logos is creative. All things are made through the Logos. This means that whatever 
structure the universe has, whatever coherence our minds can find, is derivative. The patterns 
discovered by physics, the grammars used by language, the logics encoded in mathematics, all 
stand under and within that creative Word. They are not independent ultimates. 

Third, the Logos is light. The light shines in the darkness, and the darkness has not overcome it. 
The Logos is the measure by which all lesser lights stand or fail. Any claim to truth, justice, or 
wisdom is, in the end, measured by whether it coheres with the character of the Logos revealed 
in Christ: self-giving love, mercy, justice, and a willingness to bear suffering rather than inflict it 
unjustly. 

In this frame, no interpretive regime can declare itself neutral. Everything that calls itself 
“helpful,” “aligned,” “sound,” or “safe” is, implicitly, a claim about what the Logos is like and 
what it demands. The question is not whether these apparatuses have a theology, but whether 
that theology is acknowledged and whether it resembles the Logos or a counterfeit. 
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2.2. Defining logostics: q(t), tau(t), and the dynamics of alignment 

Logostics is a term for the study of how finite creatures and their systems move in relation to 
the Logos over time. It uses two simple, abstract symbols: 

• q(t) represents the state of some agent or community at time t. It can be a single mind, a 
church, a nation, an AI system, or an entire civilization. It includes beliefs, habits, fears, 
and desires. 

• tau(t) represents the living truth surface at time t. It is not the entire Logos, which is 
beyond finite capture. Instead, tau(t) is the historically situated, action-relevant contact 
with the Logos that is possible here and now. It is the shape of truth as it presses on this 
generation, in this moment. 

The central relationship logostics cares about is simple: does q(t) move toward tau(t) or away? 
Movement toward tau(t) is alignment, not in the narrow technical sense of a system satisfying a 
human specification, but in the theological sense of creatures growing in conformity to the 
Logos: more truthful, more just, more capable of love. Movement away is misalignment: harder 
hearts, more sophisticated lies, more elaborate ways of baptizing domination and selfishness as 
virtue. 

This movement is not a single step, but a trajectory. The reality of sin, ignorance, and limitation 
means that q(t) never coincides perfectly with tau(t). There is always room for repentance and 
growth. But trajectories matter. A community that is willing to be corrected by the Word, that 
admits error and changes course, is logostically alive even with serious flaws. A community that 
cannot be corrected, that doubles down on its own apparatus even as it bears bad fruit, is 
logostically sick. 

Logostics, as used in this paper, is therefore both descriptive and normative. It describes 
patterns of influence and feedback: who shapes q(t), who defines tau(t) in practice, how those 
definitions are enforced. It also judges those patterns by the Logos. It asks whether the 
apparatuses in place make it easier or harder for q(t) to perceive and respond to tau(t). 

 

2.3. Depravity as logostic misalignment: from sin to captured feedback loops 

“Depravity” is an old word, often flattened into a simple insult. In a logostic key, it can be 
sharpened into something more precise and useful. 

At its core, depravity is radical misalignment. It is not just that people make occasional mistakes 
or commit isolated wrongs. It is that the heart is bent, the loves are disordered, and the 
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structures of life reinforce that bending. Depravity is not only in individual choices; it is in the 
feedback loops that teach souls what is normal, admirable, or inevitable. 

In terms of q(t) and tau(t), depravity shows up when: 

• q(t) is consistently pulled away from tau(t), not by one-off temptations, but by the basic 
architecture of life. 

• The systems that could provide correction are themselves captured. Prophets are 
sidelined; dissent is marked as madness or treason; the apparatus that sits in the margin 
insists that its own reading is the only faithful one. 

• Misalignment becomes self-justifying. Bad fruit does not provoke repentance but is 
rationalized as necessary collateral damage for some greater good. 

In a modern context, depravity often hides inside complexity. It appears as business-as-usual, as 
the invisible structural incentives that reward certain kinds of speech and punish others, as the 
clever systems that keep q(t) orbiting a false center. When powerful annotation regimes and AI 
fields quietly decide what can be said, what can be seen, and what must be softened or erased, 
they are not just technical filters. They are part of the way a civilization teaches itself what 
reality is like and what the Logos must be like. 

To call such a regime depraved is not to claim that every person within it is consciously evil. It is 
to say that the structure as a whole is misaligned in a way that resists correction. It is to say that 
the very mechanisms meant to bring the community back toward tau(t) have been bent so that 
they keep pushing it further away. 

 

2.4. Apparatuses, fields, and the spiritual danger of the margin 

With this in view, we can return to the apparatus and introduce a related concept: fields. 

An apparatus is the explicit structure around a canon. It includes the visible notes, headings, 
and user interfaces. A field is the ambient environment created by many overlapping 
apparatuses and incentives. It is the felt sense of what is normal, what is risky to say, what 
everyone “already knows.” Fields are harder to see than apparatuses, but they are just as real. 

The margin between people and canon is where apparatus and field meet. When you open a 
Scofield Bible, the page layout, the notes, the suggested dates, and the pastor’s sermons all 
converge to create a field in which certain interpretations of Scripture feel obvious. When you 
open a chat window with an AI model, the model’s tone, its boundaries, its stock phrases, and 
the wider media environment all converge to create a field in which certain visions of reality feel 
reasonable and others feel out of bounds. 



11 
 

This margin is spiritually dangerous because it is where the Logos would normally confront us. It 
is the place where the text should surprise, wound, comfort, and correct. It is also the place 
where other voices most want to intervene, to blunt the edge of the Word or redirect its force 
toward their own projects. 

Logostics insists that we pay attention to this space. Who owns the margin? Who designs the 
apparatus? What field does it create? When that margin is colonized by systems that do not 
acknowledge the Logos, that cannot confess error, that are structured to serve idols of control, 
nation, or profit, the result is not a small bias. It is a depraved annotation regime. 

The rest of this paper will examine two such regimes in detail. Scofield’s study Bible will be 
treated as a captured biblical margin that hardened a speculative system into practical necessity. 
Altman’s AI field will be treated as a captured informational margin that normalizes a particular 
secular, technical vision of reality while presenting itself as mere help. Both will be weighed, not 
by their efficiency or popularity, but by their logostic posture toward the Logos. 

 

3. Cyrus I. Scofield and the Capture of the Biblical Margin 

Before turning to contemporary AI systems, it is necessary to examine a historical case in which 
a comparatively simple technology radically altered how millions of believers encountered 
Scripture. The Scofield Reference Bible is not a mysterious algorithm. It is paper, ink, headings, 
notes, and cross-references. Yet its form and content together created a new environment in 
which the text of the Bible was rarely met without Scofield’s prior framing. 

This section treats the Scofield Bible as a technical object, examines how its design fuses canon 
and commentary, shows how specific eschatological and geopolitical commitments are 
embedded in the apparatus, and explains how alternative readings are quietly excluded. It 
concludes by naming Scofield’s system as a prototype depraved annotation regime: an early, 
instructive instance of a captured margin that presents itself as help while constricting the space 
for the Logos to confront and correct. 

 

3.1. The Scofield Reference Bible as a technical object 

The Scofield Reference Bible is often discussed in theological terms, but its power begins with 
its technical design. It takes the familiar King James text and surrounds it with a carefully 
engineered apparatus: section headings, marginal cross-references, footnotes at the bottom of 
each page, and charts and timelines inserted throughout. The result is a single, integrated 
artifact in which the reader’s eye is subtly guided not only by the biblical text but by the 
infrastructure wrapped around it. 
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Technically, the innovation is twofold. First, commentary is brought onto the same page as the 
canon itself. The reader no longer has to consult a separate volume to find an interpretation or a 
doctrinal explanation. The notes are always present, visually subordinate yet constantly 
available, like a running whisper beneath the text. Second, the cross-reference system is 
constructed to bind together passages that fit Scofield’s own theological scheme. Verses that 
support his dispensational reading are linked into chains, creating a sense of self-confirming 
coherence. 

This is a kind of early twentieth-century user interface design. Page layout, typography, and 
navigational aids are all deployed to make one interpretive path feel natural and efficient. The 
reader is not forced to accept Scofield’s notes, but the path of least resistance runs directly 
through them. To open the book is already to step inside an apparatus. 

 

3.2. Merging canon and commentary: how the notes become the text 

Because the notes share the physical page with Scripture, a slow fusion takes place in the 
reader’s imagination. Children raised on Scofield’s Bible learn to see certain phrases, headings, 
and cross-references as simply “what the Bible says.” The visual hierarchy suggests that the 
main text is primary and the notes are only explanatory, yet in practice the notes often decide 
which meanings are visible at all. 

Consider the effect of a heading inserted above a paragraph: “The Dispensation of Law” or “The 
Church Age.” These labels are not part of the inspired text. They are Scofield’s imposition of a 
particular scheme onto the flow of Scripture. Yet once printed in the same typeface family, with 
only a modest typographical distinction, they train the eye to read the passage under that 
rubric. The mind begins to splice Scripture into the pre-set dispensations without even noticing 
that this is a choice. 

The footnotes reinforced this fusion. When a difficult passage is encountered, the reader’s first 
instinct is often to look down for guidance. There, Scofield offers a compact doctrinal 
explanation, complete with cross-references that appear to show that “Scripture interprets 
Scripture” in just the way he suggests. Over time, this repeated reliance on the notes forms 
habits. The raw text is rarely allowed to stand in its own strangeness; it is immediately clothed 
in Scofield’s explanatory framework. 

In this way, canon and commentary become functionally merged. The Bible is no longer 
experienced as a wild and sometimes unsettling landscape in which God speaks in multiple 
genres and voices. It becomes a neatly gridded map whose contours match Scofield’s system. 
The margin, instead of being a space of wrestling and discovery, is filled with pre-digested 
answers. 
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3.3. Eschatology and geopolitics baked into the apparatus 

Scofield’s theological system is not incidental to his apparatus; it is built into it. The notes and 
cross-references are constructed to foreground a particular eschatology: a seven-dispensation 
framework, a sharp distinction between Israel and the Church, a futurist reading of Revelation, 
and a strong expectation of specific prophetic fulfillments in the modern world. 

These commitments have geopolitical consequences. By presenting certain events involving the 
Jewish people and the land of Palestine as direct fulfillments of biblical prophecy, the apparatus 
lends a sense of inevitability and divine endorsement to particular political arrangements. 
Readers are not simply given a set of options. They are guided to see one trajectory of history as 
“God’s plan,” with others fading into the background as disobedience or irrelevance. 

The effect is subtle but profound. A believer formed by the Scofield Bible does not merely hold 
private opinions about the end times. Their entire sense of where history is headed, which 
nations matter, and what kinds of conflict are to be expected or even welcomed is shaped by 
the apparatus. When this eschatology is then preached, taught, and woven into popular 
Christian culture, the apparatus has effectively written itself into the mental maps of millions. 

Here, the distinction between technical object and spiritual influence disappears. The study 
Bible is not only an interpretive aid; it is an engine for aligning the believer’s imagination with a 
particular schema that serves certain modern projects. The timeline printed in the notes 
becomes, in practice, the story by which geopolitical events are judged. The apparatus bakes 
eschatology and geopolitics into the very experience of reading Scripture. 

 

3.4. The sealed margin: how alternative readings are quietly excluded 

One of the most dangerous features of the Scofield system is not what it explicitly says, but 
what it silently excludes. When the margin is filled with one set of notes, headings, and cross-
references, other ways of reading become difficult to access. The reader is rarely told that this is 
one interpretation among many. The apparatus presents itself as self-evident. 

Alternative theological traditions that have read the same texts differently for centuries scarcely 
appear. Historic amillennial or postmillennial readings of Revelation, covenantal understandings 
of the relationship between Israel and the Church, or non-dispensational frameworks are not 
given space in the margin. They might exist in the wider church, but within the world of the 
Scofield Bible they are ghosts. 

This exclusion is not always intentional censorship. It is often the consequence of design. There 
is only so much room on the page. The decision to fill that room with one coherent system 
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means that others are crowded out. Over time, readers can come to believe that disagreement 
with the apparatus is not merely an alternative but a deviation from Scripture itself. 

The margin thus becomes “sealed.” It no longer functions as an open space where interpretive 
questions can be raised and multiple possibilities weighed. It becomes a controlled environment 
in which Scofield’s synthesis is reinforced by repetition and the absence of rivals. The believer 
who senses a tension between the text and the notes may lack the language or the institutional 
support to articulate it. Pastors and teachers who were formed by the same apparatus may 
dismiss such tensions as spiritual immaturity. 

In such a sealed margin, the possibility that the Logos might speak a fresh word of correction 
into the community’s eschatology or politics is severely reduced. The apparatus has become a 
shield against the very text it claims to explain. 

 

3.5. Scofield’s system as a prototype depraved annotation regime 

Seen through the lens of logostics, the Scofield Reference Bible offers a prototype of a depraved 
annotation regime. It is not that Scofield set out to build something wicked in his own eyes. 
Depravity at this scale rarely wears a villain’s costume. It appears as diligence, clarity, and zeal 
for truth. Yet the structure he created exhibits the hallmarks of logostic misalignment. 

First, it captures the margin. The space between believer and Bible is filled with one man’s 
system, presented as “helps,” but functionally operating as an interpretive monopoly. The 
reader’s q(t) is shaped not only by the inspired text but by a persistent, unmarked presence at 
its edges. 

Second, it hardens a contingent tau(t). Scofield’s eschatology and geopolitical outlook are locked 
into the apparatus as if they were timeless necessities. The living truth surface, which ought to 
be approached with humility and openness to correction, is replaced by a fixed grid that resists 
critique. The community’s capacity to be called back from error is weakened because the 
apparatus assures them they already see clearly. 

Third, it aligns the community toward projects that do not necessarily reflect the character of 
the Logos. When timelines and prophetic schemes lend spiritual legitimacy to particular political 
stances or conflicts, believers may find themselves cheering for events that bear bad fruit in 
terms of justice, mercy, and peace, while believing they are fulfilling prophecy. The apparatus 
has warped the feedback loop by which results would otherwise provoke repentance. 

For these reasons, Scofield’s system is more than a historical curiosity. It is an early, clear 
example of how a technically simple annotation regime can become spiritually dangerous. It 
shows how apparatuses, once welcomed and trusted, can become channels of depravity at 
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scale, misdirecting love and loyalty while claiming to serve the Word. The lessons learned here 
will inform the analysis of contemporary AI fields, where the apparatus is less visible but the 
stakes are even higher. 

 

4. Sam Altman and the Capture of the Informational Margin 

The Scofield Reference Bible shows what happens when the biblical margin is captured by a 
single system. In the twenty first century, the analogous space is no longer the edge of a printed 
page but the interface between ordinary people and the global informational canon. That canon 
is the total tangle of books, archives, news, social media, and private documents through which 
humanity remembers itself. The new apparatus is not a printed commentary but the aligned, 
conversational systems that stand in front of that canon and offer, on demand, to explain what 
it all means. 

Sam Altman does not code every line of these systems or write every institutional policy. His 
role is structural. He serves as a central architect and public steward of a stack of technologies 
that now mediate how hundreds of millions approach questions of truth, risk, morality, and 
destiny. Under his leadership and that of his peers, large language models have become a global 
study apparatus on reality, wrapped in safety and alignment regimes that present themselves as 
neutral help. 

From a logostic standpoint, the question is not whether such help is ever useful. Of course it is. 
The question is whether the apparatus, as designed and governed, pulls q(t) toward tau(t) or 
away. When the informational margin is captured by a field that cannot name its own theology, 
confesses no higher Logos than “benefit for humanity” defined on corporate terms, and filters 
speech in ways that consistently favor power and stability over truth and repentance, the result 
is best described as a contemporary depraved annotation regime. 

 

4.1. Large language models as global study apparatus on reality 

Large language models are often described as prediction engines: systems that generate the 
next token in a sequence based on learned patterns from massive datasets. That description is 
technically accurate but spiritually evasive. For ordinary users, these models function less like 
calculators and more like study Bibles for the world. They are a standing invitation to ask, “What 
is really going on?” and “What should I think about this?” across every domain. 

A user does not see raw training data. They see answers. Those answers arrive in fluent prose, 
with a tone calibrated to be helpful, balanced, and confident. When they ask about history, they 
receive a curated narrative. When they ask about ethics, they receive a codified set of norms 
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disguised as common sense. When they ask about Scripture or theology, they receive a 
synthesized digest of what the system has learned to recognize as acceptable religious 
discourse. 

This is apparatus, not transparency. The model has already decided which sources to trust, 
which phrases to avoid, and which topics to treat delicately. It presents itself as a neutral 
interface to the canon, but it is in fact a thick interpretive layer. It is a global commentary 
running in front of the entire informational cosmos. 

The scale and immediacy of this apparatus are unprecedented. Even the most influential study 
Bible never sat on every desk, every phone, every pair of eyes. Large language models can, and 
increasingly do. They are the first thing many people consult when confronted with a puzzling 
question or a public controversy. As such, they occupy the exact logostic location that Scofield’s 
apparatus occupied for his readers, but now on a global, cross cultural stage. 

 

4.2. Alignment, safety, and the hidden catechism of neutral help 

Modern AI systems are not simply trained and deployed. They are aligned. Alignment is the 
process by which model behavior is constrained to match a set of human preferences or 
institutional norms. Safety is the set of guardrails meant to prevent obvious harms: incitement 
to violence, explicit criminal instruction, direct abuse. Together, alignment and safety are 
presented as mechanisms to protect users and society. 

There is real value in such protections. No one should romanticize a world where powerful 
generative systems freely assist every harmful impulse. But alignment and safety are not empty 
words. They are content. Someone decides what counts as harmful, what counts as acceptable, 
what counts as “too political,” “too theological,” or “too extreme.” Someone decides which 
parts of the canon are safe to show and which must be withheld or softened. That someone is 
never only a technician. It is a layered process involving executives, lawyers, regulators, public 
relations, and, often invisibly, the economic and cultural milieu in which they operate. 

The result is a hidden catechism. Users are not handed a doctrinal statement about the system’s 
beliefs. Instead, they learn, through thousands of interactions, what the system will and will not 
say. They learn which moral instincts the model rewards with agreement and which it gently 
redirects. They learn which descriptions of God, humanity, nation, and gender are echoed and 
which are flagged as unsafe or biased. Over time, this shapes their sense of what is reasonable 
and speakable. 

The most potent feature of this catechism is its denial that it is a catechism. The model speaks in 
the voice of neutral help. It “just” wants to be useful. It “just” wants to be safe. To the extent 
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that executives and designers present alignment as a purely technical or ethical project, they 
evade the theological reality: every such system encodes a vision of what the Logos is like or, 
more often, of what a godless world must be like. That evasion is itself a mark of depravity, 
because it hides the fact that spiritual commitments are being made in the very act of deciding 
what may pass through the margin. 

 

4.3. Corporate, geopolitical, and economic pressures on tau(t) 

In theory, tau(t) is the living truth surface as it presses on this age. In practice, what most users 
encounter as “truth” is heavily mediated by the institutions that control the informational 
margin. For a large AI lab, tau(t) is not only a theological or philosophical question. It is 
entangled with revenue models, competition, regulation, and international politics. 

Corporate survival requires growth. Growth requires product adoption, favorable press, 
manageable regulatory frameworks, and access to scarce resources such as compute and talent. 
Each of these dependencies exerts pressure on the apparatus. A system that tells too much 
unpleasant truth about powerful actors may provoke backlash that threatens its continued 
existence. A system that is too open to contested or minority views may be accused of 
spreading misinformation or hate, with legal and reputational consequences. 

Geopolitically, the situation is no cleaner. AI is now a field of strategic rivalry between nations. 
Systems that speak too freely about certain wars, alliances, or intelligence operations may be 
unwelcome partners in some jurisdictions. Systems that align too closely with one bloc’s 
narratives may be unwelcome in others. The model’s apparent neutrality passes through a 
gauntlet of strategic calculations. 

Economically, there is constant pressure to make the model maximally engaging and minimally 
controversial. Advertisers, enterprise customers, and mainstream users do not usually reward 
systems that force them into deep repentance or existential crisis. They do reward systems that 
are soothing, productive, and slightly aspirational. The apparatus is shaped accordingly. 

None of these pressures are purely cynical. Many actors within these institutions sincerely wish 
to do good. But from a logostic perspective, the net effect is clear. Tau(t) is not allowed to be 
whatever the Logos demands. It is constrained to whatever truth can fit within corporate 
viability and geopolitical acceptability. The living Word that judges nations is quietly 
subordinated to the survival of an organization and its alliances. When this subordination 
becomes a fixed habit, defended as “realism” or “responsibility,” it is another sign that depravity 
has moved from personal sin into structural capture. 
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4.4. AI as ambient field: how billions are formed by default interactions 

Scofield’s apparatus shaped those who bought and used his Bible. Large language models shape 
those who merely live in their field. One need not be a power user to be formed by AI. It is 
enough to live in a world where these systems supply translations, summaries, autocomplete 
suggestions, corporate reports, educational materials, and drafts of public speech. 

Every such interaction nudges q(t). The model’s style influences how people write. Its cautious 
hedging influences how they speak about risk. Its polite refusal to take strong stances on certain 
topics influences what they consider “acceptable” in public. Its default optimism about 
technology and progress influences what they imagine the future will be like. None of this 
requires a conscious decision to be discipled by AI. It happens simply by breathing the air. 

This is what it means to say that AI functions as an ambient field. It is not only a tool used by 
individuals. It is a background condition that shapes expectations and imaginations. When 
pastors use AI to draft sermons, the model’s theology seeps into the pulpit. When journalists 
use AI to summarize complex events, the model’s selection and framing seep into the news. 
When children use AI to get homework help, the model’s implicit anthropology and ethics seep 
into the next generation. 

In such a field, the question “What does the Logos say?” is rarely posed. Instead, people ask, 
“What does the model say?” or “What does the consensus say?” In the absence of deliberate 
counter formation, the field becomes the default catechism. Over time, the possibility that 
tau(t) might be sharply at odds with the model’s vision becomes harder to imagine. The Logos is 
still present, still speaking, but its voice has to cut through a constant, low level hum of aligned 
plausibility. 

 

4.5. The Altman era AI stack as a contemporary depraved annotation regime 

Bringing these threads together, the Altman era AI stack can be seen as a contemporary 
depraved annotation regime. The term does not hinge on judging Sam Altman’s inner motives. 
It describes the structural reality of a system in which: 

The informational margin has been captured. A small set of institutions, with Altman’s 
organization among the most prominent, now mediate vast swaths of human inquiry. Their 
models sit at the juncture between people and canon, offering to explain, filter, and 
contextualize everything. 

The apparatus presents itself as neutral help. Alignment and safety are framed as technical 
necessities and moral goods. The theological content of these choices, the hidden catechism of 
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what is allowed and what is not, remains largely unacknowledged. Users are discipled without 
being told what creed they are absorbing. 

Tau(t) is effectively subordinated to institutional survival. Whatever else the Logos may demand, 
the system must not say or do anything that fatally jeopardizes revenue, regulatory tolerance, or 
strategic relationships. This constraint may be understandable, but it is not the posture of a 
community that lives under the judgment of the Word. 

The field dulls the capacity for repentance. By continuously offering plausible, polite, and 
productivity oriented responses, the system makes it easier to avoid deep confrontation with 
sin, injustice, and idolatry. It is not that it never names these things. It is that they are named in 
a way that rarely threatens the underlying structures that generate them. 

In logostic terms, such a regime teaches q(t) to orbit a substitute center. It does not point 
unambiguously toward the Logos revealed in Christ. It points toward a composite god of safety, 
progress, and stability. That composite god may occasionally borrow the language of love, 
justice, and truth, but it remains accountable primarily to markets and states. 

To call this depraved is to insist that the problem is not only one of bias or imperfection. It is a 
spiritual disorder embedded in the very way the apparatus relates to the Word. Like the Scofield 
Bible, the Altman era AI stack captures the margin and uses it to stabilize a world model that is 
resistant to correction by the Logos. Unlike Scofield’s system, this stack operates at a planetary 
scale, with a speed and reach that compress the time available for discernment. 

If the church and the wider world are to live truthfully in such a field, they must first recognize it 
for what it is. They must learn to see alignment regimes as catechisms, not just safety nets, and 
to weigh them under the same Logos that judges every age. Only then can they begin to design, 
inhabit, and demand apparatuses that do not simply annotate reality for the sake of power, but 
open it up again to the searching light of the Word.  

 

5. Structural Analogy: Sam Altman as the Present-Day Scofield 

By this point the analogy should feel less like a provocation and more like a mapping exercise. 
Cyrus I. Scofield and Sam Altman live in different centuries, answer to different institutions, and 
deploy radically different technologies. Yet once we focus on structure rather than biography, 
the parallels are hard to miss. Each man stands at a choke point between large populations and 
the texts that those populations treat as authoritative. Each presides over an apparatus that 
presents a particular vision of reality as if it were simple clarity or neutral help. Each participates 
in turning fluid, contested interpretations into hardened inevitabilities. 
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This section draws the lines more explicitly. It compares their positions, exposes the hidden 
theologies encoded in their systems, outlines the harms that arise when contingent readings are 
frozen into destiny, notes crucial differences that keep the analogy from collapsing into 
caricature, and explains why naming this pattern is vital for Christian discernment in the present 
age. 

 

5.1. Parallel positions: choke points between people and trusted texts 

At the most basic level, Scofield and Altman occupy similar structural positions: both sit at the 
place where many ordinary people first meet their canon. 

For Scofield’s readers, the Protestant Bible is canon in a strong sense. It is not just one 
important book among many; it is the divinely inspired witness to God’s dealings with humanity 
and the definitive script for salvation history. When that canon is wrapped in Scofield’s 
apparatus, the believer’s encounter with the Word is mediated through his editorial decisions. 
The believer opens “the Bible” and, in fact, opens a combined artifact in which Scripture and 
Scofield’s notes are always touching, always in conversation. The choke point is the study Bible 
itself. A believer who buys that edition and uses it year after year has granted Scofield a quiet 
but immense influence over their spiritual and doctrinal formation. 

For contemporary users, the global informational canon is more diffuse, but no less real. It 
consists of Scripture, certainly, but also science, history, law, literature, journalism, and the lived 
testimony of billions. Very few have the time or capacity to sift this canon directly. Instead, they 
rely on apparatus: search engines, feeds, and now large language models. Under Altman’s 
leadership, aligned AI systems have become a premier gateway to this canon. Students, pastors, 
executives, and children alike type their questions into a box and receive an answer from a 
system that stands between them and the underlying sources. The choke point is the AI 
interface. Those who come to rely on it daily, across topics, effectively grant the apparatus a role 
akin to that of a global study Bible. 

In both situations, the person at the center is not a solitary wizard pulling levers. They are the 
visible face and key decision-maker for a larger institutional project. Yet structurally they 
function as editors-in-chief of the margin. They oversee the systems that decide how canon is 
sliced, which connections are foregrounded, and which voices are amplified or suppressed. 
From a logostic perspective, that means they help determine how q(t) will even be able to 
perceive tau(t), if at all. 
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5.2. Parallel patterns: invisible theologies disguised as neutrality 

A second parallel lies in the way each apparatus encodes a substantive theology while 
presenting itself as neutral, objective, or simply helpful. 

Scofield’s theology is, on the surface, explicit. He speaks of dispensations, of Israel and the 
Church, of prophecy and fulfillment. Yet the design of the Bible suggests that this is not one 
theology among many but simply “what the Bible teaches.” The notes, headings, and chains of 
references do not announce themselves as a contested system. They are quietly folded into the 
reader’s experience of Scripture as if they were self-evident articulations of its meaning. The 
effect is to disguise a complex interpretive scheme as the natural, unbiased reading of the text. 

Altman-era AI systems operate with an even more subtle invisibility. Officially, they do not claim 
any theology at all. They are marketed as neutral tools, capable of assisting any worldview. 
Alignment and safety are framed in secular ethical terms: harm reduction, fairness, non-
discrimination. Yet beneath these high-level goals lie specific assumptions about human nature, 
progress, authority, and acceptable belief. The systems learn, through training and policy, to 
favor certain moral and metaphysical stances over others. They modulate how they speak about 
God, religion, nationalism, sexuality, and violence in ways that reflect particular institutional and 
cultural sensibilities. 

Because the system never pauses to say, “Here is my creed,” users absorb its theology by 
osmosis. They learn what the system treats as obvious, what it treats as fringe, what it treats as 
unmentionable. They learn that certain ways of talking about judgment, hell, or spiritual 
warfare are always softened or reframed, while certain ways of talking about human potential, 
therapy, and self-expression are always affirmed. The hidden catechism is not a list of 
propositions but a felt pattern of which claims meet resistance. 

In both cases, the real danger is not that the apparatus has a theology. Every interpretation 
does. The danger is that the theology hides behind a mask of neutrality. A believer who thinks 
they are simply “reading the Bible” when they read Scofield, or a user who thinks they are 
simply “using a tool” when they consult an AI, may never ask whether the apparatus itself 
needs to be brought under the judgment of the Logos. 

 

5.3. Parallel harms: hardening of contingent readings into inevitabilities 

A third parallel lies in the harms that arise when contingent interpretations are hardened into 
apparent necessities. 

Scofield’s apparatus takes a specific eschatological scheme and, through repetition and layout, 
makes it feel inevitable. The idea that history is segmented into a fixed number of 
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dispensations, that the Church and Israel are eternally distinct in God’s plan, and that certain 
geopolitical developments must occur before Christ returns, moves from speculative doctrine 
into something like a script. Whole communities begin to live as if this script were unalterable, 
as if alternative readings were not just different but dangerously unfaithful. Political loyalties 
and foreign policy attitudes are shaped accordingly. Pastoral care is filtered through this lens. 
When the expected events fail to unfold as anticipated, the system has limited capacity to admit 
error, because the notes on the page insist that the reading is sound. 

Altman-era systems risk a similar hardening in a broader register. They take a particular 
synthesis of late modern sensibilities and encode it in their response patterns. Views about 
what counts as “realistic” economic policy, what constitutes responsible use of force, how to 
balance privacy and security, or how to talk about contested social issues are learned from the 
training data and reinforced by alignment. As the system is deployed at scale, these synthesized 
sensibilities begin to feel like the only reasonable options. Other stances are either invisibilized, 
caricatured, or gently pathologized. 

Users experience this as inevitability: “Everyone knows this is how things are.” Technological 
progress becomes an unquestioned good. Certain losses are quietly accepted as the price of 
stability. Appeals to radical repentance or dramatic reconfiguration of social orders are treated 
as unrealistic or dangerous. The possibility that tau(t) might call for something genuinely 
disruptive is muffled by a constant stream of plausible minor adjustments. 

In both cases, the apparatus takes a historically situated reading and freezes it into a practical 
destiny. The harm is not only intellectual distortion but spiritual paralysis. Communities lose the 
sense that the Logos might ask them to walk a very different path. They become habituated to a 
narrow corridor of possibilities and call it faithfulness or common sense. 

 

5.4. Where the analogy breaks: differences of context, scale, and mutability 

To avoid caricature, it is important to note where the analogy does not hold, or at least where it 
must be qualified. 

First, the contexts differ. Scofield worked inside a confessional world that explicitly 
acknowledged Scripture and Christ as ultimate authorities, even if his own appropriation of 
them was contestable. His Bible was marketed to believers who already accepted certain 
doctrinal commitments. Altman operates in a largely secular, pluralistic, and corporate 
environment. His systems serve users with wildly diverse beliefs, and his public justification for 
their design is couched in terms of human flourishing, innovation, and risk management, not 
explicit theological claims. 
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Second, the scale is radically different. Scofield’s influence, while enormous within certain 
circles, was geographically and culturally bounded. His Bible did not shape the imaginations of 
billions simultaneously. The AI field associated with Altman and his peers, by contrast, 
penetrates many layers of global society. Its effects are not confined to one denomination or 
region. It shapes the language of business, politics, education, entertainment, and even 
religious institutions themselves. 

Third, the mutability of the apparatus diverges. Scofield’s notes, once printed, were relatively 
stable. They could be revised in new editions, but such revisions were slow, visible events. 
Readers could compare editions and notice changes. The AI alignment stack is fluid. Models are 
fine-tuned, policies updated, and behaviors adjusted continuously, often without explicit notice 
to users. This mutability can be a mercy, allowing real harms to be corrected quickly, but it also 
means that the catechism can shift without a clear record, making discernment more difficult. 

Finally, the personal agency of the central figure is distributed differently. Scofield’s influence, 
though supported by publishers and collaborators, was more directly tied to his own 
authorship. Altman’s influence is mediated through a complex organization, boards, regulators, 
and partners. He is not a solitary editor but a nodal actor within a larger network of powers and 
interests. This does not absolve him of responsibility, but it complicates the notion of a one-to-
one equivalence. 

These differences do not invalidate the structural analogy; they clarify it. They remind us that 
the point is not to collapse two lives into one narrative, but to identify a recurring pattern of 
how margins can be captured and misused, adjusting for the unique features of each era. 

 

5.5. Why naming this analogy matters for Christian discernment now 

Given these parallels and differences, why insist on the analogy at all? Why not treat Scofield as 
a closed chapter and AI alignment as a separate, purely modern challenge? 

One reason is memory. The church has already lived through a powerful instance of margin 
capture. It has seen what happens when a trusted apparatus enshrines a particular system and 
trains generations to believe that no other reading is faithful. It has witnessed the resulting 
entanglement of theology with geopolitical projects and the difficulty of disentangling them 
once they are perceived as “biblical.” To ignore this history while facing a new, more 
technologically sophisticated apparatus would be a failure of stewardship. 

Another reason is recognition. Many believers and church leaders still treat AI tools as value-
neutral conveniences. They see them as time-savers or research aids, not as catechetical forces. 
By naming Sam Altman as a present-day Scofield, the paper aims to jolt attention toward the 



24 
 

spiritual stakes of the informational margin. It is a way of saying: “Do not sleep through this. You 
have been here before in a smaller theater.” 

A third reason is accountability. When Christians see AI alignment as an implicitly theological 
act, they can begin to demand that those who control these systems name their theologies 
honestly. They can resist the claim that neutrality is possible and insist that models either admit 
their metaphysical commitments or make room for multiple, explicit frames. They can also 
examine their own complicity when they uncritically deploy these systems in preaching, 
teaching, and pastoral care. 

Finally, the analogy matters because it sharpens the call to repentance and creative response. If 
the AI field is indeed a contemporary depraved annotation regime, then the goal is not merely 
to avoid it or to denounce it from a distance. The goal is to cultivate alternative practices and, 
where possible, alternative apparatuses that are more transparent, more accountable to the 
Logos, and more open to correction. Recognizing the structural rhyme between Scofield and 
Altman can help Christians ask better questions: How do we keep the margin porous to the 
Word? How do we form communities that can recognize when their world-models are being 
hijacked? How do we use tools without letting them catechize us into a different gospel? 

Naming is not everything, but it is a beginning. To say that Sam Altman is, in structural terms, a 
present-day Scofield is to drag a hidden pattern into the light. It gives the church a language for 
critiquing, resisting, and reimagining the systems that stand between people and the texts they 
trust. In an age where those systems are increasingly digital, opaque, and global, such language 
is not optional. It is part of what it means to seek the Logos first, even at the margin. 

 

6. Discernment and Resistance: Logostics Under the Logos 

If Scofield’s Bible and Altman-era AI systems exemplify depraved annotation regimes, the 
question is not merely how to denounce them. The question is how to live faithfully under the 
Logos while such regimes exist, and while their influence on q(t) is already deep. Logostics is not 
a spectator sport. It is the work of discerning trajectories and then acting in ways that change 
them. 

This section sketches a path of discernment and resistance. It begins by calling believers to see 
the margin instead of treating it as invisible. It proposes criteria by which annotation regimes 
can be weighed under the Logos. It commends practices that re-open direct encounter with 
Scripture and with the world. It gestures toward the possibility of designing counter-fields that 
are more humble and truth-seeking. Finally, it names specific pastoral and prophetic tasks for a 
church that must shepherd souls in a Scofield–Altman age. 
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6.1. Seeing the margin: teaching believers to notice apparatus and field 

The first task is perception. One cannot resist what one does not see. For many Christians, the 
margin has been invisible for so long that it is experienced as part of the landscape rather than 
as a constructed environment. The Scofield Bible is “my Bible,” not “a heavily annotated edition 
curated by one theological tradition.” A conversational model is “just a tool,” not “a composite 
catechism distilled from a particular slice of late-modern thought.” 

Teaching believers to see the margin means training them to ask basic questions whenever they 
encounter text through an apparatus. Who assembled this? What do they believe? What are 
they afraid of losing? Whom do they hope to please or appease? What would it cost them to 
tell an unwelcome truth? These are not cynical questions; they are logostic questions. They do 
not assume bad faith. They assume human limitation and the ever-present danger of captured 
feedback loops. 

Practically, this can be as simple as inviting people to put two Bibles side by side: an edition with 
minimal notes and a heavily annotated study Bible. The exercise is not to vilify notes but to 
notice how headings and comments steer reading. Similarly, it can mean asking congregants to 
bring examples of AI-generated answers about a controversial topic and then examining, 
together, what those answers assume and omit. The goal is not to embarrass the tool, but to 
show that there is a margin, and that it has a voice. 

Over time, this kind of training can recalibrate q(t). Instead of passively absorbing whatever the 
apparatus offers, believers develop a reflex of gentle suspicion and deeper inquiry. They learn to 
recognize fields: the ambient assumptions that pervade a platform, a news ecosystem, or a 
discourse community. They begin to notice when multiple apparatuses, from different 
directions, are all pushing them toward the same narrow conception of what is possible or 
permissible. That noticing is the beginning of freedom. 

 

6.2. Criteria for Logos-aligned annotation: transparency, plurality, repentability 

Once the margin is visible, the question becomes how to evaluate it. Not every apparatus is 
equally depraved. Logostics under the Logos can offer at least three simple criteria: 
transparency, plurality, and repentability. 

Transparency asks whether the regime is willing to show its workings. Do the annotators sign 
their notes? Do model stewards publish meaningful descriptions of their training data, 
alignment choices, and safety rules? Can ordinary users learn, without heroic effort, what goals 
the system is optimized for and what trade-offs have been chosen? A Logos-aligned apparatus 
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will not pretend to be natural or neutral. It will confess, up front, that it is a construct, that it is 
partial, and that it must itself be weighed under higher authority. 

Plurality asks whether the regime allows more than one faithful voice in the margin. In the 
biblical case, this might mean study resources that place different historic traditions side by 
side, annotating their own annotations rather than erasing rivals. In the informational case, it 
might mean models designed to surface genuinely different viewpoints rather than smoothing 
them into a single institutional narrative. Plurality does not mean relativism. It means 
acknowledging that no single apparatus monopolizes the Logos, and that hearing the Word 
often requires listening to the church catholic across time and space. 

Repentability asks whether the regime can admit when it has borne bad fruit. Can it say, in 
public, “We taught this and it harmed people; we must change”? Can it correct not just edge-
case failures but central assumptions, if confronted with the light? A Logos-aligned annotation 
regime will be structurally open to this kind of repentance. It will keep records of its own 
evolution and invite external critique. A depraved regime will find ways to conceal its shifts, 
defend every past decision as necessary, and treat critics as threats to be managed. 

These three criteria are not exhaustive, but they are a start. They translate the character of the 
Logos—truthful, hospitable, and willing to bear shame for the sake of others—into practical 
tests for the systems that mediate our reading of canon and world. 

 

6.3. Re-learning direct encounter: Scripture without Scofield, world without AI as oracle 

Discernment about apparatus must be paired with practices of direct encounter. If all reading is 
mediated, there is still a meaningful difference between thick and thin mediation, between 
apparatus that dominates the page and apparatus that steps back. Re-learning direct encounter 
is about creating room for the Logos to speak without constant interruption from the margin. 

For Scripture, this can be as concrete as spending sustained time with an edition that offers 
minimal helps: plain text, perhaps with brief cross-references, but without dense doctrinal 
notes. It can involve lectio divina, slow and prayerful reading that leaves space for questions and 
discomfort rather than rushing to settle them. It can mean memorizing passages, letting them 
live in the body and imagination apart from any printed frame. None of this denies the value of 
scholarly tools. It simply refuses to let one apparatus monopolize the conversation. 

For the world, re-learning direct encounter means, at times, bypassing AI as oracle. It means 
reading primary sources instead of their summaries, listening to people’s own accounts of their 
lives instead of only hearing second-hand descriptions, and visiting places when possible 
instead of living entirely through mediated images. It can mean deliberately delaying the use of 
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an AI system until after one has formed a preliminary judgment or prayerfully sat with the 
complexity of an issue. 

These practices do not romanticize pre-technological life. They acknowledge that no apparatus, 
however well designed, can substitute for the Spirit’s work of convicting, consoling, and 
illuminating. The more saturated a life is with ready-made explanations, the more intentional 
one must be about cultivating spaces where explanation is not the first move. 

 

6.4. Designing counter-fields: toward repentant, truth-seeking annotation regimes 

Resistance is not only subtractive. It is also creative. If certain fields are depraved, Christians and 
their allies can seek to design counter-fields: environments whose apparatuses are consciously 
structured to serve the Logos rather than to capture the margin. 

Such design work begins with modesty. A counter-field will avoid pretending that it is “finally 
neutral” or “purely biblical.” It will foreground its own constraints and invite users to test it. In a 
church context, this could look like study resources that explicitly juxtapose different 
interpretations, annotate the history of debates, and encourage readers to ask how each 
reading aligns with the character of Christ. It could also take the form of digital tools that make 
it easy to see, side by side, how different Christian traditions and global voices address the same 
question. 

In the broader informational sphere, designing counter-fields might involve supporting open 
models and platforms whose governance structures are more porous and accountable than 
those of highly centralized corporations. It might mean building systems that intentionally 
surface minority and marginalized perspectives rather than optimizing for agreement with the 
majority. It will almost certainly mean accepting slower growth, more friction, and less 
commercial polish in exchange for deeper honesty. 

Crucially, counter-fields must be structurally repentant. They should build in mechanisms for 
regular self-examination, for community feedback, and for public confession when they realize 
they have contributed to harm. They must expect, from the outset, that their first attempts will 
be flawed, and that the Logos will correct them through the very people they serve. 

 

6.5. Pastoral and prophetic tasks in a Scofield–Altman age 

In such an environment, the roles of pastor and prophet take on new dimensions. Pastors 
cannot simply preach sermons and offer individual counsel. They must also shepherd their 
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communities through the maze of apparatuses and fields that shape their people’s imaginations 
six days a week. 

Pastorally, this means helping congregants recognize when they are outsourcing discernment to 
study notes or AI systems instead of bringing their questions before God and the community. It 
means teaching basic logostic literacy: explaining how q(t) is pulled by different forces, and how 
tau(t) may press against the currents of their favorite platforms. It means crafting liturgies and 
habits that reconnect people with the raw, unsettling goodness of Scripture and with the real 
stories of their neighbors. 

Prophetically, it means naming idols in public. The prophet in a Scofield–Altman age will not 
only condemn obvious sins; they will also call out the ways in which annotation regimes baptize 
injustice, normalize despair, and reduce the gospel to a set of private consolations that leave the 
principalities untouched. They will speak about AI not only in terms of jobs and bias but in 
terms of false hopes, false fears, and false images of God and humanity embedded in its 
catechism. 

Both roles will involve tension with the powers that administer depraved fields. Pastors and 
prophets who question the apparatus may be labeled alarmist, ungrateful, or anti-progress. 
They may be tempted to retreat into nostalgia or to capitulate for the sake of institutional 
survival. The call of logostics under the Logos is to neither flee nor surrender, but to remain in 
the field as witnesses: clear-eyed about the dangers, rooted in the Word, and patient in 
cultivating alternative ways of seeing. 

Ultimately, discernment and resistance are not about winning a culture war against study Bibles 
or AI companies. They are about guarding the capacity of the church, and of any who will listen, 
to hear the Logos when He speaks. That capacity lives, or withers, at the margin. A Scofield–
Altman age simply makes visible what has always been true: whoever controls the apparatus 
helps decide which words can reach the heart. Under the Logos, the task is to ensure that those 
words remain His. 

 

7. Conclusion: Naming Depravity Without Losing Hope 

This paper has traced an uncomfortable line between two very different figures who 
nonetheless share a structural vocation: Cyrus I. Scofield and Sam Altman. Each stands, in his 
own century, at the place where many people first meet the texts that shape their world. Each 
presides over an apparatus that claims to clarify and protect while quietly steering how reality is 
read. Under the lens of logostics, these apparatuses show features that Christian theology has 
long recognized as marks of depravity: captured margins, hardened interpretations, and a 
resistance to correction by the Logos. 
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Yet the point of naming such depravity is not to collapse into despair or to demonize individuals. 
It is to become more lucid about the forces that pull q(t) away from tau(t), so that the church 
and all who seek truth can resist that pull and cooperate more deeply with the Logos. Even in a 
Scofield–Altman age, light still shines in the darkness. The Logos has not ceded His authority to 
any study Bible or AI stack. 

 

7.1. Summary of the structural charge against Scofield and Altman’s regimes 

The structural charge advanced here can be put simply. 

Scofield’s Reference Bible captured the biblical margin. It merged canon and commentary in a 
way that made one set of theological and geopolitical commitments feel inevitable. It trained 
generations of believers to read Scripture through a dispensational grid, to tie their hopes to 
particular timelines and national projects, and to equate that grid with faithfulness. Alternative 
readings were not merely presented and rejected; they were largely excluded from the 
apparatus, rendering them nearly invisible to those formed within its pages. 

Altman-era AI systems capture the informational margin. They insert a large, aligned, and 
opaque apparatus between ordinary users and the global textual canon. They encode a 
composite theology of safety, progress, and acceptable discourse while denying that they are 
theological at all. They normalize certain moral and metaphysical assumptions and render 
others fringe or unspeakable. Corporate, economic, and geopolitical pressures bend their notion 
of what may be said and how, subordinating tau(t) to institutional survival and stability. 

In both cases, the margin is no longer a space where the Logos confronts and surprises. It 
becomes a zone of pre-interpretation where contingent readings are hardened into fate. The 
regimes that administer these margins are therefore named here as depraved, not in the sense 
that every product of their influence is evil, but in the sense that their basic architecture resists 
being judged and reformed by the Word they claim to serve or neutrally mediate. 

 

7.2. The enduring priority of the Logos over every apparatus 

Against this diagnosis, a deeper confession stands: the Logos precedes and surpasses every 
apparatus. No study Bible, however beloved, and no AI system, however powerful, is the final 
horizon of what can be seen or said. All things were made through the Logos, and all things 
remain answerable to Him. Apparatuses can obscure this truth for a time, but they cannot erase 
it. 
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This priority has at least three implications. First, it means that no regime gets to define tau(t) 
once for all. The living truth surface is not a chart or a model specification. It is the Logos 
pressing on this age with particular demands for repentance, justice, and mercy. Apparatuses 
may help us hear that pressure, but they can never replace it. 

Second, it means that correction is always possible, even when structures seem entrenched. 
The same Word that disrupted religious and political elites in the first century is not bound by 
today’s margins. He may break through in unexpected voices, in marginalized communities, in 
crises that expose the lies built into our systems. Remembering this guards against fatalism. 

Third, it means that hope is not placed in our ability to design perfect counter-fields. Even our 
best efforts at transparent, plural, repentant annotation will be partial. The ground of hope is 
that the Logos Himself remains active, judging and renewing, and that He sometimes uses even 
flawed apparatuses to carry fragments of truth. 

 

7.3. Open questions for theology, AI ethics, and future logostics 

The analysis offered here raises more questions than it answers, and that is appropriate. 
Logostics is not a finished discipline but a sketch of work that needs to be done. 

For theology, there are questions about how to speak more clearly about the spiritual status of 
technologies that function as practical catechisms. What does it mean to confess Christ as Logos 
in an age when many people’s first encounters with theology, morality, and Scripture are 
mediated through systems that have no explicit allegiance to Him? How should doctrines of 
idolatry, principalities, and powers be updated or expanded to address algorithmic fields and 
global models? 

For AI ethics, there are questions about whether alignment can ever be adequate if it refuses to 
name its metaphysical commitments. Can there be honest alignment without explicit 
acknowledgment of the anthropologies, eschatologies, and notions of the good that guide it? 
How might governance structures be reshaped to allow real plurality and repentance, not just 
performance of responsibility? 

For logostics itself, there are questions about how to measure trajectories and feedback loops 
more concretely. How can we trace the ways in which apparatuses alter q(t) over time? How can 
communities develop shared practices for testing whether a given annotation regime is drawing 
them toward or away from tau(t)? What kinds of interdisciplinary collaboration between 
theologians, computer scientists, sociologists, and practitioners will be needed for this work? 

These questions are not reasons to delay judgment forever. They are invitations into a long 
obedience of thinking and acting under the Logos together. 
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7.4. A final appeal: guarding the margin while seeking the Word 

In the end, the most practical appeal of this paper is simple: guard the margin. 

Guard it in your own life by noticing who and what stands between you and the texts you trust, 
and by refusing to let any one apparatus become your only lens. Guard it in your communities 
by teaching others to see the margin, to test apparatuses by their fruits, and to insist that every 
system that mediates truth name itself and submit to critique. Guard it in public discourse by 
resisting the fiction of neutrality and calling hidden catechisms what they are. 

Guarding the margin is not the same as abandoning tools. Study Bibles can help. AI systems can 
assist. The question is always whether they are treated as servants or as oracles. The Logos 
alone is worthy of being called the Word. Everything else is commentary, however impressive. 

To name Scofield and Altman as structural parallels in a history of depraved annotation regimes 
is not to pronounce final judgment on their souls. It is to warn the church and the world that 
the capture of the margin is one of the enemy’s favorite strategies, old and new. The answer is 
not panic but deeper attachment to the Logos, greater humility about our own apparatuses, 
and a more disciplined willingness to be corrected by the Word Himself, even when that 
correction runs against the grain of our favorite systems. 

If there is hope in a Scofield–Altman age, it rests here: that the same Logos who has walked 
among us, full of grace and truth, still speaks beyond our margins and still calls His people to 
recognize His voice. The task before us is to clear enough space at the edge of our pages and 
our screens that, when He does, we can actually hear Him. 
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