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Abstract. 
Generative artificial intelligence increasingly mediates university students' access to Islamic knowledge, 
posing challenges for scholarly legitimacy, evidentiary accuracy, and accountability. This article offers a 

conceptual framework for negotiating religious authority and verification at universities in Banten, 
Indonesia. Integrative literature review incorporates scholarly perspectives on Islamic authority, digital 
religion, algorithmic authority, source credibility, epistemic vigilance, AI literacy, and Islamic educational 
ethics. Purposefully selected academic writings, policy documents, and institutional data are compared 
and synthesized with the use of thematic analysis. Synthesis reveals the distinction between acknowledged 
religious legitimacy and epistemic authority which is achievable through accessibility and fluency without 
interpretive competency and accountability of scholars. Verification process consists of seven steps 
involving classification of questions, identification of claims, authentication of evidence, independent 

comparison, contextual interpretation, consultation, and decision-making closure. This article proposes a 
multi-dimensional negotiation of religious epistemic authority as a conceptual framework that allows 
assigning different roles to algorithms, texts, ulama, lecturers, and institutions. Four heuristic orientations 
exemplify potential scenarios of reliance and verification. Banten is used as the background, but not the 
empirical field site, of the analysis. Both the conceptual framework and the heuristic orientations have not 
been tested yet. Contribution of the study is the religiously-grounded approach to verification which will 
prove useful for the development of Islamic religious education, assessment, university governance, and 
will allow proposing research directions for future comparative analysis. 

Keywords: algorithmic authority; generative artificial intelligence; hybrid religious authority; Islamic 
higher education and  tabayyun. 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Islamic religious knowledge has various sources: ulama, lecturers, pesantren, religious books, fatwa 

institutions, and religious communities. In addition to these sources, digital environment provides search 

engines, social media, video services, and conversational AI systems. Digital-religion literature focuses on 

how digital environment influences the way of accessing and negotiating authority (Campbell, 2007; 

Christensen, 2021; Lövheim & Campbell, 2017). Generative AI develops this trend by generating 

synthesized answers and answering follow-up questions. Students can get explanation, translation, and 

comparison of religious texts in private and colloquial language. These characteristics can facilitate 

preliminary learning, but generated outputs still need to be judged and supervised by human (Kasneci et al., 

2023). When a question concerns worship, family, or any other crucial decisions, the issue becomes linked to 

the reliability of evidences and interpretation provided in answer. 

Islamic religious authority is built on expertise, interpretive competencies, tradition of scholarly 

transmission, community recognition, and ethical responsibility (de Seife et al., 1998; Melchert & Berkey, 

2004; Zaman, 2010). Sanad emphasizes the provenance and recognizability of learning tradition, while adab 

makes the learner accountable in relation to knowledge and teacher (Al-Attas, 1980; Ridlo, 2026). Lecturers 

and fatwa institutions can provide discipline-specific expertise, group discussion, and public accountability 

(Whyte, 2023). Generative AI does not have an independent scholar status. It achieves its influence partly 

due to accessibility, interactivity, and apparent universality (Gillespie, 2014). However, the social response 

to computer technology and anthropomorphic features can enhance the impression of conversational 

interface as trustworthy (Nass & Moon, 2000; Waytz et al., 2014). That is why it is necessary to make a 

distinction between acknowledged religious legitimacy and practical influence of a generated answer. 

Perception of expertise and trustworthiness affect the reception of information, while interface 

characteristics encourage positive evaluation before evaluation of evidences (Hovland & Weiss, 1951; 

Sundar, 2008). Algorithmic opacity makes these evaluations difficult because users cannot easily figure out 

the procedure which produced the answer (Burrell, 2016). Language models can fabricate references, falsely 

attribute claims, and create unsupported or biased claims (Bender et al., 2021; Ji et al., 2023; Walters & 
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Wilder, 2023). In religious inquiries, this can affect scriptural attribution, representation of legitimate 

disagreement, and interpretation of the circumstances of the questioner. Therefore, AI literacy must include 

information on model limitations and ability to assess the quality of generated results (Long & Magerko, 

2020; Ng et al., 2021), along with religious literacy concerning textual reliability, interpretive competencies, 

and consequences of error. Governance guidelines stress the importance of provenance, oversight, and 

proper usage (Raimondo et al., 2024). Epistemic vigilance describes the process of evaluation of claims and 

reliability of sources (Sperber, 2010). Authority is seen as context-dependent and expertise-dependent in 

information literacy, while lateral reading implies comparison with other sources (Association of College 

and Research Libraries, 2016; Wineburg & McGrew, 2019). Calibrated trust links reliance with the 

demonstration of competence and cost of errors (Lee & See, 2004). In terms of Islamic educational ethics, 

tabayyun is a process of verification associated with responsibility: Qur'an 49:6 states the necessity of 

clarification of potentially harmful information, while Qur'an 16:43 says that individuals lacking knowledge 

should consult experts (Riza, 2021). There are several recent papers dedicated to epistemic authority in AI-

mediated learning, digital fatwas, changing role of teachers, and Islamic AI literacy (Mutaqin et al., 2026; 

Jose et al., 2025; Maulana, 2026; Suaedy et al., 2023; Syamsudduha et al., 2026)  These papers provide basis 

for the comprehensive explanation of the way of negotiating religious answer through algorithms, texts, 

humans, and institutions. 

The theory requires the institutional context of Banten for development. The institution profiles 

include an Islamic state university along with public and private universities (UIN Sultan Maulana 

Hasanuddin Banten, Universitas Bina Bangsa, and Universitas Sultan Ageng Tirtayasa). These descriptions 

do not contain data about students' actions but represent an institutional background. Availability of the 

Arabic language, scriptural studies, religious experts, PAI lecturers, and online tools may differ depending 

on educational programs; however, prior religious education and social network transcend the institutional 

boundaries. The student agency depends on the resources, relations, platform features, and institutional 

expectations (Stenalt, 2021). Thus, the review does not assume institutional identity as the crucial aspect of 

verification competence and compares Islamic and general universities in terms of resources and access. 

The article offers the concept of hybrid religious epistemic authority negotiation as a tool to analyze 

the process of attribution of the specific roles to AI, religious texts, ulama, lecturers, and religious 

organizations by the learners. There are three main research questions of the article: how can one 

differentiate the recognized Islamic religious authority from algorithmic authority in the unified information 

space; what are the ways to use tabayyun, source credibility, epistemic vigilance, and calibrated trust for 

verification of the religious answers created by AI; and how can one apply the proposed framework to 

Islamic and general higher education in Banten? The purposes are to clarify the distinction between the 

legitimacy and operational authority, construct the staged verification cycle, and identify the dimensions and 

tentative orientations for future research. The contribution of the work is conceptual and pedagogical: it 

outlines how the verification connects technological assistance with religious accountability without 

presumptions about the practices of the students. 

 

II. METHODS  

Research Design and Source Selection 

The integrative literature review design is used to construct the theoretical framework that is based on 

several strands of scholarship. The reviews are particularly useful when one needs to compare established 

and emergent perspectives, reveal conceptual tension, and create new connections instead of evaluating the 

effectiveness of an intervention (Snyder, 2019; Whittemore & Knafl, 2005). The review is conceptual and 

interpretive. It should not be interpreted as digital ethnography, participant study, exhaustive systematic 

review, or meta-analysis. 

The unit of analysis is the argument, finding, institutional description, or policy recommendation 

identified in some recognizable publication. The material under review covers such issues as Islamic 

religious authority, digital religion, generative AI, epistemic vigilance, source credibility, student agency, 

information verification, Islamic educational ethics, and higher education in Banten. The references have 
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been identified to answer the above-listed conceptual research questions; interviews, observations, focus 

groups, AI user diaries, and participant-based platform audits have not been conducted. 

Sources have been selected purposely from peer-reviewed journal articles, academic books, 

methodology guides, official UNESCO and NIST guidelines, and public profiles of the relevant universities 

in Banten. The references included in the preliminary manuscript have been checked against the journal or 

publisher records, DOI landing pages, and official websites of the organizations. Additional search of 

literature was carried out by means of the key words such as religious authority, algorithmic authority, 

generative AI, Islamic AI literacy, epistemic vigilance, lateral reading, tabayyun, and Banten higher 

education. The foundation sources have been found through selective backward reference tracing. 

Selection criteria were based on the conceptual relevance, author attribution, citation and publication 

data, disciplinary reliability, and contribution to at least one of the research questions. In the latter case, old 

sources were selected if they provided foundational definitions of source credibility, scholarly authority, 

automation trustworthiness, or ethical basis of Islamic education; while new sources were selected if they 

provided information on generative AI and dynamics of contemporary Indonesian religious education. The 

number of sources selected was 43 in total. As a purposive review does not ensure comprehensiveness, 

search statistics and PRISMA diagram are not included here. 

Thematic Synthesis and Conceptual Development 

Thematic synthesis was adjusted for the purposes of the conceptual development. The found sources 

were classified into five main traditions - Islamic scholarly authority, digital and algorithmic authority, 

epistemic vigilance and credibility, AI and religious literacy, and education/context. Ideas developed in those 

traditions were compared to identify similarities, contradictions, and conceptually important differences. 

Some of the particularly interesting oppositions arose around the concepts of legitimacy versus influence, 

fluency versus evidential responsibility, single source versus cross-source verification, and availability 

versus responsibility for the decision (Braun & Clarke, 2008; Nowell et al., 2017). 

Review moved from description to the development of theory. Established mechanisms of religious 

and algorithmic authority were separated first. Then epistemic vigilance, lateral reading, calibrated trust, and 

tabayyun were combined in the staged cycle of verification. Next, the relationships between human, textual, 

institutional, and algorithmic sources were structured into six dimensions of analysis. Finally, four ideal 

types of orientations were proposed as heuristics. These orientations are found in the literature; they are not 

observable phenomena and therefore should not be seen as frequency distribution in the population. 

Table 1. Conceptual traditions and their analytical contribution 

Tradition Core concern Contribution to the framework 

Islamic authority Sanad, competence, adab, 

scholarly accountability 

Distinguishes legitimate interpretation from 

information access 

Digital and algorithmic 

authority 

Mediation, platform logic, 

opacity, fluency 

Explains technologically mediated influence and 

credibility cues 

Epistemic trust and 

credibility 

Source expertise, vigilance, 

appropriate reliance 

Defines evidence-sensitive and risk-calibrated 

judgment 

AI and religious 

literacy 

Model limits, verification, 

tabayyun, ethics 

Supports a practical, religiously grounded 

verification cycle 

Higher-education context Student agency, curricular 

access, institutional pathways 

Contextualizes the model for PTKI and 

general universities in Banten 

Context and Research Ethics 

Region of Banten is used only as the background of the review. The profiles of the region provide 

information that Islamic state universities coexist alongside the regular universities both public and private. 

However, there is no information on the religious beliefs of the students nor on the use of AI in the region 

(UIN Sultan Maulana Hasanuddin Banten, n.d.; Universitas Bina Bangsa, 2026; Universitas Sultan Ageng 
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Tirtayasa, n.d.) . This possible difference is, therefore, left open to be explored in future research, not 

included in the findings of this study. 

As this analysis relies entirely on secondary sources and no data are used in this study, no human 

participants are involved in this research process and no chat history is collected, the ethics approval number 

is not required. Integrity of the scholarly work is assured through proper citation, clear distinction between 

evidence published in the secondary sources and the conclusions made in the paper, non-fabrication, and 

awareness of the legitimate interpretation diversity in Islam. Future empirical research would need to go 

through the standard process of recruiting the participants, ensuring their privacy, gaining the necessary 

authorizations, and respecting their religious beliefs. 

 

III. RESULT AND DISCUSSION  

Religious Legitimacy and Operational Algorithmic Influence 

The first discovery of this review is that there is an overlapping, but not identical, relationship between 

religious legitimacy and epistemic influence. Ulamas, qualified lecturers, recognized authorities, and the 

textual tradition can justify their accountability through expertise, way of interpreting the texts, scholarly 

support, and answerability. The generative AI, however, has quite a different base of immediate epistemic 

influence convenience, interactivity, fluency, and apparent breadth of knowledge. This makes it possible to 

distinguish the recognized religious authority from operational epistemic authority cases where the output 

has epistemic influence not being religiously legitimate at all (Campbell, 2007; Gillespie, 2014; Jose et al., 

2025). From this point of view, a change in the source of authority does not require a proclamation of the 

fact that AI substitutes an ulama. An AI output serves just as a tool for identifying terminology, formulating 

the question, and accessing the recognized source. If the output makes a decision in the matter without being 

verified sufficiently, it becomes an operational authority. It is a mechanism proposed by this review and not 

an empirical description of the behavior of the students in Banten. Its importance consists in revealing the 

moment when convenience starts playing role in decision-making. 

It is evident from this review that the authority is not something stable, like a ladder with immobile 

positions for each source. The relevance of the source is relative to the nature of the question asked. 

Translation request, disputed hadith, commercial contract, and a family law problem require different types 

of expertise and accountability. In the same way, information literacy scholarship views authority as a 

socially constructed concept dependent on information needs (Association of College and Research 

Libraries, 2016) . Contextuality does not equate all the sources; it shows the necessity of proper usage of the 

source depending both on its purpose and the possible consequences of an error. 

The same perspective makes it possible to rethink the role of lecturers. There is no point in competing 

with AI in terms of speed. The role of lecturers is completely different it includes revealing assumptions 

behind interpretation, assessing the validity of the evidence, supporting ethical reasoning, and showing the 

applicability of the standards of the discipline. Recent research on Indonesian universities points out the shift 

from instructional authority in one direction to the interpretive or curatorial authority (Mutaqin et al., 2026). 

According to the perspective outlined by this review, the human authority is not threatened but defined as the 

place of human accountability in those instances when algorithmic assistance requires human evaluation. 

Credibility Cues and Calibrated Trust 

The second important finding is the difference between the cues which are characteristic for interface 

credibility and those necessary for evidence-based reliability. The speed of response, structure of 

information, politeness, apparent objectivity, and confident formulations can all make an answer seem 

credible. However, none of these attributes guarantees that the cited source really exists, that the Qur'anic 

verse is quoted correctly, that the hadith is authentic, or even that the legal conclusion is correct. Source-

credibility research and the MAIN model explain the reason why people perceive these cues as the attributes 

of expertise, while hallucination research shows that fluent language can hide factual fabrication (Hovland & 

Weiss, 1951; Ji et al., 2023; Sundar, 2008). 

When it comes to religious questions, five risks are identified in the literature: fictional or unverifiable 

citations, incorrect quotation and attribution, the flattening of ikhtilaf, ignoring the context of the questioner's 
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situation, and excessive confidence in controversial issues. They are theoretical risks, inferred from the 

known weaknesses of language models and the specificity of Islamic interpretation; they are not the 

frequencies observed at any Banten campus. 

In the described situation, neither blind trust nor complete rejection is the right choice, but rather the 

verification that has to become increasingly thorough due to uncertainty and potential consequences 

(Raimondo et al., 2024; Walters & Wilder, 2023). 

Calibrated trust provides an operational way of defining proportionality. Actions with low risk can be, 

for example, clarification of vocabulary and search terms formulation. Moderate risk means that it is 

necessary to have the independent verification of the quotes and official statements. High-risk cases concern 

delicate questions about worship, family matters, duties, health decisions related to religion, public claims, 

etc. This tool is used solely for decision making and cannot be regarded as a scale of classification of 

legality. The required threshold varies depending on the topic, the level of uncertainty, qualifications of the 

user, and risks (Lee & See, 2004). 

Verification Cycle Based on Tabayyun 

The third finding concerns the seven-stages verification cycle that turns tabayyun into a series of 

practical steps for learning and decision-making. First of all, the user classifies the question in terms of the 

domain, uncertainty, and potential consequences. The second stage is to understand the claim of AI, the 

origin of the quotes, the assumptions behind it, and uncertainties. On the third stage, the accuracy of the 

wording and translation of the Quran, attribution of hadiths, and academic references are checked. On the 

fourth stage, the user leaves the AI interface and compares the claim with independent sources, either 

scholarly, official, or institutional, and does not rely on the repetition of AI answers (Sperber, 2010; 

Wineburg & McGrew, 2019). 

On the fifth stage, the claim is interpreted based on relevant ikhtilaf, differences between various 

schools of law, the historical background, and the situation of the person asking the question. The sixth stage 

is to consult a qualified lecturer, scholar, or official religious organization in case of significant, 

controversial, or difficult issue. The seventh stage is the decision of closure: to accept, revise, postpone, or 

reject the answer. The sequence of the actions is non-linear: in case of false citation, the user should go back 

to source tracing, and consultation with the scholar can change the question rather than answer it. 

Each stage of the cycle contains the knowledge of one of the intellectual traditions without mixing 

them together. Epistemic vigilance focuses on the claim and its reliability; lateral reading allows the 

verification to move outside the initial interface; calibrated trust links the depth of the verification with the 

risk level; adab provides ethical positioning of the learner in the knowledge acquisition process; and 

tabayyun links verification with responsibility and avoidance of harm (Al-Attas, 1980; Ridlo, 2026; Riza, 

2021). Therefore, these concepts transform verification into the teachable action, not an abstract principle of 

caution. 

Table 2. Seven stage tabayyun oriented verification cycle 

Stage Verification action Guiding question Expected decision contribution 

1 Classify the question What is the issue, uncertainty, and 

potential harm? 

Risk-sensitive verification threshold 

2 Identify the generated claim What does the answer assert, cite, and 

leave uncertain? 

Transparent claim and provenance 

check 

3 Authenticate religious evidence Are the verse, hadith, quotation, and 

source accurate? 

Textual and bibliographic reliability 

4 Read laterally Do independent, credible sources 
support or challenge it? 

Cross source corroboration 

5 Contextualize interpretation Are ikhtilaf, madhhab, and the 

questioner's context addressed? 

Interpretive proportionality 
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6 Consult qualified authority Is a lecturer, ulama, or institution 

needed? 

Human and institutional 

accountability 

7 Close the decision responsibly Should the answer be accepted, 

revised, deferred, or rejected? 

Documented and justified judgment 

Contextual Applicability in Banten Higher Education 

Concerning the case of Banten, the proposed framework will cover educational institutions, which 

differ in the curricula and connection with Islamic educational tradition. The profile of the UIN Sultan 

Maulana Hasanuddin Banten describes the long-standing tradition of Islamic educational activities in this 

university, while Universitas Sultan Ageng Tirtayasa and Universitas Bina Bangsa demonstrate the co-

existence of general public and private universities in one province (UIN Sultan Maulana Hasanuddin 

Banten, n.d.; Universitas Bina Bangsa, 2026; Universitas Sultan Ageng Tirtayasa, n.d.). These documents are 

only used for the contextualization, but cannot serve as evidence for claims on how some students verify the 

religious information. 

Dependent on the field of studies that students pursue at university, the Islamic higher education gives 

more access to scriptural interpretation, hadith, jurisprudence, Arabic and religious specialists in contrast to 

general universities, where students have more interdisciplinary opportunities and PAI is placed in such areas 

as education, business, social sciences or technologies. Nevertheless, the students of both types of education 

can have the background in pesantren, religious organizations, computer literacy or connections with local 

ulama. Thus, the comparison should concentrate on institutional resources and access, rather than making 

any assumptions about difference inherent to the students of PTKI and general universities. 

Application of the framework for Banten requires answering the first question on whether students 

have access to the authoritative information about the Qur'an and hadith, PAI lecturers, institutional fatwas, 

legitimacy of disagreement and advice on the boundaries of AI usage. Thus, the main question is on how an 

educational institution may help its students to get from the algorithmic information to verified information. 

Differences between PTKI students and general-university students depending on the area of their study, 

religious background, organizational activity, language skills, gender-specific access, social media contacts 

and personal connections need to be discovered empirically. 

Table 3. Potential institutional resources in Banten 

Analytical aspect Islamic higher education (PTKI) General higher education 

Curricular resources Possible access to Islamic studies, Arabic, 

tafsir, hadith, or fiqh 

PAI combined with education, business, social 

science, STEM, or other programs 

Human consultation Religious studies lecturers, ulama, pesantren 

linked networks 

PAI lecturers, campus religious groups, local 

ulama, community networks 

Verification resources Primary texts, interpretive literature, 

specialist guidance 

Official religious portals, accessible 

translations, library guidance 

Potential strength Disciplinary support for textual and 

interpretive verification 

Interdisciplinary problem framing and 

broader digital contexts 

Potential challenge Overconfidence or assuming institutional 

identity guarantees accuracy 

Unequal access to primary text or 

specialist consultation 

Analytical caution Resources vary by program and individual 

background 

Religious competence may be strong 

regardless of institutional label 

Hybrid Religious Epistemic Authority Negotiation 

The most significant conceptual contribution in the reviewed literature is the concept of hybrid 

religious epistemic authority negotiation. It refers to the context-specific process in which the learner uses, 

compares and assigns epistemically different roles to algorithmic, textual, human and institutional sources 

and accepts, revises, postpones or rejects religious claim. Hybrid here means interaction between sources, 

rather than the equality of their legitimization. AI gives access to information and its algorithmic synthesis, 
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the text provides evidences, institutional positions are formulated in fatwas, while ulama and lecturers give 

interpretations and accountabilities. 

Six dimensions should be taken into account to render the model more concrete. Firstly, the source 

configuration means the list of the actors and the material sources that the student uses. Secondly, the 

functional distribution reflects the role of each source. Thirdly, the verification movement takes place along 

the pathway of the inquiry. Fourthly, the contextual calibration reflects the level of the criticality in light of 

the interpretation risk. Fifthly, the accountability anchoring means the actors/institutions that are capable of 

defending the result of the interpretation. Finally, the decision closure means whether the user accepts, 

modifies, suspends, or rejects the answer. 

There are four orientations which illustrate how the process could vary. The algorithmic deference 

means the full acceptance of the generated answer. The convenience-oriented cross-checking includes only a 

minimal amount of confirmation due to access to digital sources. The integrative verification reflects the 

combination of AI assistance, text checking, and human competence. The human authority primacy means 

the limited use of AI as the initial assistance or refusal of AI at all when dealing with sensitive religious 

questions. These are the Weberian-type ideal types, analytical categories, which can facilitate comparison 

but not empirically observable types, counts, or claims about any institution. 

Table 4. Provisional analytical orientations for future empirical examination 

Ideal-typical orientation AI reliance Verification pattern Accountability anchor 

Algorithmic deference High Generated answer ends inquiry with 

little checking 

Primarily the AI output 

Convenience-oriented cross-

checking 

Moderate to 

high 

Quick comparison through 

accessible digital sources 

Familiar websites or 

platform consensus 

Integrative verification Conditional Scriptural checks, lateral reading, and 

qualified consultation 

Validated texts plus qualified

 human 

interpretation 

Human-authority primacy Low or restricted AI limited to orientation or 

excluded from sensitive topics 

Ulama, lecturer, or 

recognized institution 

Hybrid religious epistemic authority negotiation serves to advance digital-religion research in the 

sense that it focuses on collaboration, competition, and correction among mediated sources within one 

inquiry. In the existing literature, there is an analysis of how digital spaces alter the visibility and flow of 

religious authority (Campbell, 2007; Maulana, 2026). What the framework offered in this paper adds is the 

following: who starts the inquiry, who checks the evidence, who explains the conflict, who interprets the 

context, and who is accountable once the inquiry ends? In accordance with the framework proposed, the 

relation between the old and the new religious sources does not have to be oppositional but functionally 

differentiated. 

Seven propositions may be put forward according to the proposed framework. P1: The more fluent the 

answer generated by the AI is, the higher chances it has to gain operational influence unless the user checks 

it on purpose. P2: The human and institutional religious authority does not coincide with the computational 

power analytically. P3: Verification is stronger when scriptural authentication, cross-source comparison, and 

consultation with competent individuals take place. P4: Levels of trust have to be adjusted to the sensitivity 

and significance of the religious question. P5: Affordances provided by institutions do not define behavior 

alone but interact with the previous religious education and digital competence of users. P6: Accountability 

is better when decisions are anchored with consequences in the context of human or institutional authority. 

P7: The documentation of uncertainties and reasons for the decision closure contribute to the religious-AI 

literacy. 

Proposed statements are testable in an empirical sense, but the present article does not assert that these 

statements have already been verified in Banten. The theoretical contribution of the framework lies in the 

connection between epistemic vigilance, contextual credibility, Islamic transmission ethics, and calibrated 

trust in one conceptual model (Association of College and Research Libraries, 2016; Lee & See, 2004; 
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Sperber, 2010). The six dimensions and four ideal types can be used in the future to design comparative 

interviews, digital ethnography, platform audit, survey, or educational intervention after gathering the 

empirical data. 

Implications for Religious Education and University Governance 

The practical implication of this framework lies in the necessity to complement recommendations to 

use AI carefully with the training in religious-AI literacy. In addition to promoting careful AI usage in PAI 

courses, students can be prompted to differentiate explanations and evidence generated by AI, find the origin 

of citation, check the references to Qur'an and hadith, compare scholarly interpretations, find the appropriate 

religious institution, and know when the human consultation is needed. It is in line with the emphasis of 

UNESCO on human-centric capability and recent research building Islamic AI literacy through evaluation, 

ethics, and knowledge practices (Syamsudduha et al., 2026). The criteria for the assessment should include 

consideration of the way how a learner finds an answer. The rubric should include the criteria for the 

accuracy of questioning, transparency of AI usage, the authenticity of scriptural references, independence 

and credibility of cross-sources, the acknowledgment of ikhtilaf, proportionality of human consultation, and 

reasons for the closure of a question. 

At the institutional level, the framework can be integrated into guidance on academic integrity at the 

universities of Banten, expected learning outcomes in PAI, staff development, library instruction, and 

responsible AI policy. Libraries can help in this effort by selecting and organizing the recognized religious 

databases and source evaluation guidelines; lecturers can offer explicit options for consultation; program 

managers can introduce risk-conscious requirements for disclosure when AI is used; and university 

governance can manage issues of privacy, accessibility, fairness, changes in platforms, and interdisciplinarity 

(Raimondo et al., 2024). The form of these policies and programs should correspond to the capacity of every 

institution. 

Limitations and Future Research 

However, several restrictions should be mentioned. The corpus was purposefully chosen and does not 

represent all the publications, theology schools, platforms, languages, and regions in Indonesia. Profiles of 

institutions are a great source of contextual information, but they do not include any information on students' 

behavior. Typology and propositions were not verified, and constantly changing AI systems may change the 

way the verification takes place. For that reason, future research should compare several Banten institutions, 

engage students of different religious and academic background, carry out interviews according to the 

informed consent, include writing tasks verified by lecturers, disclose prompts and versions of model, and 

study changes over time. This research is necessary for verifying, refining, or rejecting the proposed model 

instead of claiming that it already represents the reality. 

 

IV. CONCLUSION  

This integrative literature review distinguishes the recognized religious legitimacy of Islam from the 

operational epistemic authority that generative AI can gain because of its accessibility, fluency, and 

continuous usage. The verification cycle proposed here combines tabayyun with claim identification, source 

authentication, independent comparison, context of interpretation, qualified consultation, and responsible 

decision closure. Hybrid religious epistemic authority negotiation demonstrates how learners allocate 

functions between algorithms, texts, ulama, lecturers, and institutions unequally in the way of source 

configuration, function allocation, verification movement, contextual calibration, accountability anchoring, 

and decision closure. Orientations that learners get as a result allow for comparison of reliance and 

verification in Islamic and general higher education in Banten. This framework is useful both for learning 

and assessment of religious education in Islamic higher education institutions and university governance as a 

tool helping to make checking evidence, uncertainty, and human accountability visible. However, the 

contribution of this framework is only conceptual. Purposeful source selection and institutional profiles do 

not prove the behavior of students, and the relations proposed here have not been verified empirically yet. 

Comparative and longitudinal research is necessary for analyzing whether the proposed verification cycle, 
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dimensions of analysis, and orientations describe the practices of students and how they change with their 

educational experience and development of generative AI. 
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