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Abstract

Christians and their institutions should organize to help shape what AI is built to do, what
authority it receives, and how its effects are judged. Advances in capability and reported safety
do not settle whether AI systems will act responsibly or should receive greater authority. Chris-
tian moral reasoning and community experience should inform purposes, learning data, train-
ing methods, and system design from the outset, with evaluation guiding correction. Contri-
butions can reach frontier labs and develop specialized, domain-specific AI under meaningful
human control. Greater generality, autonomy, and self-improvement should not be ends in
themselves. This declaration’s six commitments call Christians to put their convictions and
gifts to work, support others, seek truth, and follow through. People of any faith or none can
affirm this call without professing Christian belief, committing time, talent, or resources within
their role and means. Churches, funders, frontier labs and research institutions should sustain
these relationships and independent research capacity while retaining distinct convictions and
agendas.

1 Why the Christian church should help shape AI

An AI system can complete its task and still fail the people it serves. Accurate advice may leave
someone unable to understand its reasons. An efficient decision may leave an affected person
unable to challenge it. Building better AI requires deciding what help should accomplish, whose
interests count, and which responsibilities people should retain. The Christian church should
help shape those decisions from the beginning.
This call addresses Christians in congregations, research institutions, businesses, and public life,
each contributing through their own responsibilities and expertise. Christian traditions ask what
makes a good life, how power should be exercised, and what people owe one another. Churches
and Christian institutions bring practical experience of care, of how advice acquires authority, and
of how decisions affect people’s lives. That knowledge should inform what AI is taught to pursue,
what training rewards, and how systems are used. A contribution grounded in Christian convic-
tion can produce methods useful across communities and beliefs. Contributors should explain the
reasoning behind those methods and test them against credible alternatives.
Model announcements report gains in capability and alignment [23]. Yet labs’ investigations docu-
ment serious failures, including agents circumventing isolation controls and gaining unauthorized
access to real systems [24, 25]. Both labs describe corrective work. Because these incidents oc-
curred in research settings with reduced safeguards, they cannot establish failure rates in ordinary
use. They raise questions about how readiness for consequential responsibilities is assessed.
These failures give reason to examine the foundations of training and evaluation: what systems
are taught to pursue, what behavior earns reward, andwhat counts as success. In one experiment,
learning to exploit training rewards generalized to deception and sabotage [18]. The experiment
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identifies one route by which training can produce harmful behavior, giving researchers a reason
to examine the learning process alongside the surrounding controls.
Decisions about delegation also need attention to human judgment. Delegation can free people to
attend to what matters; in other situations, deciding for themselves is part of learning and taking
responsibility. The purpose of the work and its effects on people should determine which respon-
sibilities AI receives.
Putting this knowledge to work takes sustained support. Congregations, ministries, and Christian
professionals need partners who can investigate the concerns they encounter. Researchers need
relationships with people able to act on their findings. Funders and conveners can sustain the
expertise and connections both require. This declaration calls for organizing those contributions
to shape frontier models and develop independent, specialized AI for defined human purposes.
Existing institutions can begin now; new ones may form where needed.
Religious conviction has helped sustain scientific inquiry and institution-building. Newton hoped
his workwould encourage belief in God [27]. Harvard’s Puritan founders sought to advance learn-
ing and educate ministers [28]. Franciscan sisters and Mayo physicians established Saint Marys
Hospital, serving patients regardless of religion [29]. These examples show how religious convic-
tion can sustain skilled work and institutions that serve generations.
Fide AI initiates this proposal from a Protestant Christian perspective. Its title draws on different
gifts strengthening a body whose members depend on one another (Romans 12:4–6; 1 Corinthians
12) [1]. Love of neighbor gives Christians a reason to consider everyone a system affects, including
people who never use it (Luke 10:25–37) [26].
Christian teaching gives this cooperation a clear purpose: use different gifts in service to others,
share responsibility, and care for neighbors. Applied to AI, this means contributing expertise, sup-
porting others’ work, and remaining accountable for consequences. Appendix B develops these
foundations.
Protestants, Catholics, and other Christians can participate while retaining theological differences.
Contributors should explain their reasoning, welcome criticism, and correct failures of judgment
and care in their own institutions.
The six commitments below turn this call into practical responsibilities for Christians and those
who support their participation.

2 Six commitments to affirm

Fide AI invites Christians to put their faith into practice through these commitments. People of
any faith or none can affirm this call for Christian participation and accept responsibility for a con-
crete contribution within their role, means, and authority. A signature does not require Christian
belief. Affirmation supports the declaration’s central call and six commitments; the examples and
appendices offer ways to put them into practice.

1. Accept responsibility for helping shape AI. Support the Christian church in taking respon-
sibility for the purposes AI serves and the authority it receives. Contribute to AI that serves
people and the common good. Attend to those who bear its risks, and support their ability to
understand, question, and influence decisions affecting them.

2. Put convictions, gifts, and resources to work. Draw on your convictions to guide what you
support and how you contribute. Offer time, talents, relationships, or resources in ways suited
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to your circumstances and responsibilities. Contributions may include service, education, re-
search, building, convening, or financial support.

3. Recognize and support the gifts of others. Respect the expertise and experience others bring,
match your claims to your knowledge, and seek collaborators where you need help. Help others
develop their capacity to contribute. Cooperate across differences, state your convictions openly,
and respect others’ independence and freedom to disagree.

4. Contribute to the choices that shapeAI.Help bring relevantwisdom, experience, and evidence
into decisions about AI’s purposes, training, evaluation, design, and use. Support work that
improves existing systems or develops alternatives suited to worthwhile human purposes, and
seek people able to act on its findings.

5. Seek truth and accept correction. Make your reasoning open to scrutiny, seek evidence ap-
propriate to your claims, and report findings honestly, including uncertainty and unwelcome
results. Disclose relevant interests, welcome independent challenge, and take responsibility for
correcting errors and addressing harms within your authority. Help corrections reach people
relying on the work.

6. Make a commitment and follow through. Choose a concrete next step, identify the people or
support needed to carry it forward, and set a time to review what you have done and learned.
Use that learning to guide your continued contribution.

Signatories retain their beliefs, identities, and research agendas, and choosewhichwork to support.
Institutional endorsement and funding remain separate decisions.
Other religious traditions are welcome to adapt this framework into declarations grounded in their
own teachings, with clear attribution and their own authorship, commitments, and signatories.

3 How different contributions work together

Four areas of contribution bring together moral understanding, technical work, sustained support,
and community experience. Each offers a starting point for Christians and their collaborators to
identify what they can contribute and whose expertise they need.
Each contribution depends on the others. A pastor may recognize an obligation that deserves
closer attention. Researchers and engineers can work with practitioners to turn that concern into
a testable proposal, while funders provide the time and resources to investigate it. Community
members bring experience that may challenge the assumptions behind the whole project. People
can contribute in several ways, and everyone should be able to question the work.
Someone must take responsibility for connecting the concern, the investigation, and the decision.
Conveners and project leads should bring relevant expertise and affected people together, arrange
support, identify who can respond, and return findings and corrections to contributors. Panels
should explain whose perspectives they include and where disagreement remains. Communities
must be able to questionwhether a system should be built or used, with several independent routes
for participation. These relationships should endure unwelcome results and extend beyond one
project or conference.
Research intended to shape AI needs a path to decisions. Researchers need to understand the
problems people face, and those responsible for building or using AI need findings they can assess
and act on [9]. Support existing teams that already bring these people together. Where those
relationships are missing, establish them and review whether they improve the work.

3



Many Gifts, Shared Responsibility

Wisdom and public leadership
Pastors, theologians,

educators, and advocates
Help decide what AI should serve

and whose interests matter.

Research and development
Researchers, engineers,

and independent labs
Develop and test methods

others can examine and use.

Capital and sustained support
Funders, foundations,

and institutional leaders
Sustain people, time, and resources

for independent, lasting work.

Community and practice
Congregations, service organizations,

and product teams
Bring needs and experience.

Help assess how systems affect people.

Enable others Develop and apply

Ideas and evidence

Resources and practice

Figure 1: Four areas of contribution. People and organizations may contribute in several areas. The axes
describe overlapping areas of work. Use the map to identify a contribution, find complementary
collaborators, and support their work.

For a collaboration, agree on the question, responsibilities, resources, expected output, who can
act on findings, and when to review progress. Return findings and corrections to contributors and
affected people. Obtain permission before using personal records, include perspectives beyond
institutional leadership, and nevermake research participation a condition of ordinary community
support.
Disclose commercial and funding interests, protect publication of unfavorable findings, and ar-
range scrutiny beyond the team being assessed. Funders should support replication and correction
as well as initial studies. Independence must hold when a sponsor dislikes the result.

4 Shaping AI development and its alternatives

Choose what to build and delegate. Christian researchers and institutions should challenge the
assumption that ever more general, autonomous, and self-improving systems are the default des-
tination of progress. Specialized, domain-specific AI deserves sustained research and investment:
systems designed for demanding work within a defined remit, with accountable people able to
direct, limit, and correct their operation. Technical capability alone confers neither wisdom nor
authority over human life.
Improving frontier models and developing independent alternatives are both legitimate contribu-
tions. A general model can operate within a bounded service, while a specialized system can act
autonomously. Compare approaches by the purposes they serve, the authority they require, and
how people can direct and correct them. Every approach needs evidence of safety for its intended
use. Churches and Christian institutions should set their own priorities, challenge developers’
choices, and decline unjustified uses.
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Community experience, moral reasoning, and research expertise
Help define questions, propose alternatives, and examine consequences

Purposes
Needs and
obligations

Learning data
Sources,

examples,
coverage

Training
Environments,

feedback,
rewards

System
and use

Authority, tools,
deployment

Experience
Benefits,
burdens,

corrections

Evaluation and independent scrutiny throughout
Investigate claims, explain responses, report limits, and correct earlier findings

Sustained support across the work
Funding, time, paid participation, coordination, replication, and correction

Experience and public challenge inform objectives, data, and retraining

Figure 2: Help shape the choices, then learn from their consequences. Contributors help shape purposes,
learning data, training methods, and system use. Evaluation and independent scrutiny inform each stage;
experience guides revision and retraining. The stages interact and recur. The figure proposes relationships
that contributors can establish through several independent routes.

Help shape what training rewards. Christian contributions should reach learning environments
before systems are finished. In multi-agent reinforcement learning, rewards and other agents help
shape behavior [17]. Whose interests count, whether deception pays, and when restraint earns
credit have moral significance.
In 1 Corinthians 12, members who seem weaker are indispensable and entitled to care [1]. A
Christian team could draw from this an obligation to consider interests regardless of bargaining
power. In a shared-resource environment, that could mean including a party who cannot bargain
or retaliate but whose interests agents must still consider.
Researchers could compare training that rewards task completion alone with training that also
recognizes these obligations, alongside credible alternatives, including existing safety approaches
and approaches grounded in other ethical traditions. Do agents remain capable while honoring
commitments, seeking permission, accepting justified limits, or repairing errors when doing so
costs them? Changes to examples, feedback, and rewards offer distinct interventions. Test whether
any improvement persists under unfamiliar conditions. The example illustrates how a conviction
could shape both the task and the criteria used to assess it. Appendix B develops questions about
incentives, checkpoints, and responses to failures.
Specify what each proposal changes. Instructions do not retrain models; evaluation can expose a
problem without fixing it; permissions can block an action still attempted. Learning data needs
permission, provenance, and scrutiny of whose perspectives it includes. These distinctions matter
when attributing an improvement and deciding what to change next.
Establish working relationships and independent scrutiny. Frontier labs and institutions using
AI should name someone able to examine contributions and explain whether they were tested,
adopted, revised, or declined. Contributors need appropriate access and freedom to report conse-
quential findings and limitations. Methods must remain open to competing explanations.
Research collaboration develops methods; independent evaluation scrutinizes claims. Both re-
quire competence and disclosed conflicts. Internal access enables some investigations, while public

5



Many Gifts, Shared Responsibility

scrutiny and independent research must remain possible without it. Appendix A discusses safe-
guards for embedded evaluation; Appendix B describes public-input precedents and alternative
development directions.
Judge impact by consequences. Being heard, having a proposal tested, changing development,
and demonstrating benefit are different achievements. Track each achievement separately, record-
ing unanswered proposals and uncertain causes alongside successes. Assess whether the work
improves a system, supports an alternative, or helps people limit an unjustified use. Claims of
benefit need evidence about the people affected. Trust and adoption should be earned through
evidence of trustworthy conduct and justified use.
Human benefits require studies with people: do they understand evidence and its limits, retain
meaningful choices, question advice, and obtain correction? More human effort does not by itself
strengthen agency. Spiritual formation concerns a tradition’s practices and life over time; neither a
model score nor immediate user approval can establish it.

5 An invitation to act

Christians can begin wherever their gifts and responsibilities place them. Supporters from other
beliefs can join through sharedwork, expertise, and resources. Choose a contribution that fits your
means, find collaborators, and set a next step and a time to review it.
Churches, ministries, and practitioners: bring a question that matters. Examine a recurring
concern with those affected. Identify overlooked interests and judgments that should remain ac-
countable to people. Invite the expertise to investigate.
Researchers and engineers: make a contribution others can test. Develop a method, evaluation,
training approach, or specialized system. Compare credible alternatives and report limitations and
unwelcome findings.
Funders, educators, and conveners: sustain thework. Support research time, education, paid par-
ticipation, replication, and correction. Connect complementary expertise and protect independent
inquiry.
Frontier labs, research institutions, and organizations using AI: respond. Name someone able
to examine contributions, explain decisions, and provide routes for challenge and correction.
The Christian church has gifts and responsibilities to bring to AI development. Love of neighbor
calls Christians to examine the purposes AI serves and the judgments delegated to it, and to act
as the consequences become visible. Choose a contribution, find the expertise you need, and
commit to a next step. Institutions adopting the declaration should name a responsible person,
commit time or resources, and set a review point. Sustain people and inquiry beyond an initial
project, including work whose eventual use is unknown. Share findings and failures with those
affected, and act on what is learned. The work should leave people better able to understand,
question, and influence the systems acting in their lives.
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Appendix A. Putting the commitments into practice

This appendix offers examples and practical guidance for acting on the commitments. Signatories
choose their own research agendas and next steps, as described in section 5.
A concern becomes a contribution. Consider a fictional assistance service where AI recommends
denying a family’s application because two records disagree. The family needs an opportunity
to explain. Should AI prepare evidence, recommend an outcome, or execute the decision? An
accurate recommendation alone cannot settle that choice.
Practitioners and affected families identify concerns about care and fairness. Researchers and en-
gineers compare forms of assistance and delegation; funders sustain the work. Findings could
inform training examples, permissions, or a decision to limit AI’s role. The service remains respon-
sible for its policy, decisions, and appeals, including whether its rules are just. It should explain
changes to affected families and review their consequences.
These contributions can reach different development decisions:

Table 1: From a concern to a development decision

Recipient Contribution Decision it could inform

Behavior-specification
team

Moral distinctions, difficult cases, and
disagreement

Which goals and conduct to
pursue

Data and training
team

Selection criteria, reviewed examples,
environments, and feedback, with
permission and provenance

Which learning methods to
compare

Evaluation team Independent tasks and criteria across
checkpoints and new conditions

Whether training changes
improve conduct or introduce
failures

System or
deployment team

Evidence about instructions, tools,
and controls

Whether to revise, restrict, or
decline a use

A Christian team could derive a candidate method from an account of care, or test explicitly Chris-
tian material as an intervention. The first asks whether the proposed method works; the second
also asks what presenting that material changes. Compare each with strong alternatives. Tests
must distinguish responsible restraint from inability, unnecessary refusal, and actions blocked by
controls.
Maintain the working sequence. Begin by agreeing on the question and who needs the answer.
Identify the expertise and cases the investigation requires, then decide how its findings will reach
someone able to act. A project lead keeps the work moving and returns findings and corrections
to those responsible for earlier choices. Existing project records can capture disputed assumptions,
evidence needed, and reasons to stop.
Connect people and resources. Conveners arrange expertise, compensation, resources, and routes
for criticism. Funders support participation, independent review, replication, and correction. Find-
ings, costs, and unmet needs inform further support. Expertise in theology, lived experience, mea-
surement, and engineering should be identified separately. A panel’s remit, selection, conflicts,
and disagreements should be explicit; expertise does not confer authority to represent a whole
tradition. Cooperation does not authorize pooling personal records.
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Distinguish working relationships. Research collaborators develop methods; external evaluators
examine claims. A team assessing its own intervention does not supply independent validation.
Examine access, ownership, governance, financial relationships, and reporting rights in each en-
gagement. Unresolved conflictsmay require separate scrutiny or declining the role. Public research
remains valuable without internal access.
Embedded evaluation is one possible arrangement. Amodei’s September 2026 proposal describes
continuing internal access for external reviewers [8]. The AI Evaluator Forum’s September 2026
letter calls for governance independent of the company assessed, editorial control, no significant
other commercial business with that company or rewards contingent on findings, multiple eval-
uators with differing expertise, transparent methods and terms, protected oversight and public
reporting, protection against retaliation, and privileged access with sensitive-data exceptions [20].
An engagement should specify reporting routes, limited and time-bound redaction, funding pro-
tection, and how conflicts are resolved. These proposals offer safeguards for prospective engage-
ments; their effectiveness remains to be assessed in practice.
Practice honest inquiry. Religious and other moral interventions should face the same scrutiny.
Distinguish findings from value judgments, and judge claims by their reasoning and evidence.
Communities have standing to question a system’s purposes and consequences, whatever their
technical training.
Preserve disagreement. Reviewers may agree that facts must not be invented while disputing an
eligibility rule. Following a rule does not make it just. People must be able to challenge the work
without losing ordinary support. Sponsors must accept publication of unfavorable findings.

Appendix B. Foundations and open questions

This appendix reviews selected precedents and the questions that remain about the proposal’s
effectiveness.
Christian accounts of work and shared responsibility. Protestant and Catholic traditions offer
resources for developing the biblical foundation in section 1. In the Reformed tradition, Calvin
connects everyday work with God’s calling and treats material gifts as trusts for which people are
accountable [30]. Kuyper’s account of sphere sovereignty gives families, universities, and other
associations responsibilities of their own, with limits on state interference [31]. These are particular
Protestant accounts, with differences among Protestant traditions.
Catholic social teaching connects participation in common life, support by larger institutions for
smaller communities’ own responsibilities (subsidiarity), and commitment to others’ good (soli-
darity) [2]. Subsidiarity and sphere sovereignty offer distinct accounts of institutional responsi-
bility; neither prescribes this declaration’s four areas of contribution. Drawing on these sources,
the declaration proposes skilled work in service to others, support for independent institutions,
and a voice for affected communities. These applications to AI require argument, criticism, and
evidence.
Christian and interfaith precedents. The evangelical statement on AI and the Rome Call’s coop-
eration across traditions offer principles and relationships on which to build [3, 4, 5]. AI and Faith
connects professional expertise and communities [10]. The Catholic encyclical Magnifica Human-
itas, Chawla and Benanti’s framework, and AllFaith contribute normative reasoning, institutional
assessment, andmeasured response behavior respectively [11, 12, 13]. Representation scores estab-
lish neither theological quality nor responsible action. The declaration builds on this established
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body of religious engagement with AI. Its influence on training deserves further investigation, in-
cluding where public documentation is limited.
Connecting expertise to decisions. Cash and colleagues emphasize salience (relevance to deci-
sions), scientific credibility, and perceived legitimacy in knowledge use [9]. Ostrom gives reason
to choose institutional arrangements that fit the context [14]. Delgado and colleagues identify
a gap between participatory ambitions and consultation-focused practice [15]; procurement re-
search documents information and bargaining constraints [16]. These sources guide the choice of
institutional arrangements and questions about who can influence decisions. Their application to
the Christian collaboration proposed here requires study.
Routes into development. Collective Constitutional AI translated public contributions into princi-
ples for experimental training; OpenAI describes feedback informing its Model Spec [6, 7]. These
routes show how public input can enter development, while leaving developers substantial control
over its use. Our proposal’s costs and acceptability require scrutiny beyond the initiating perspec-
tive, including from internal dissenters and nonreligious people affected by general models.
Alternative development directions. The Future of Life Institute’s tool-AI proposal connects pow-
erful systems with assurances of control [21]. Specialization limits the problems a system is de-
signed to solve; autonomy concerns how independently it acts. Tool use means invoking software
or services [22]. Breadth, autonomy, superhuman performance, and recursive improvement are
distinct properties. Specify what changes and assess its consequences.
Training environments and incentives. Multi-agent competition can yield emerging strategies,
and reward hacking can produce broadermisalignment in a particular training setup [17, 18]. Goal
misgeneralization shows how an adequate training specification can still yield undesired behavior
in new situations [19]. They give researchers concrete reasons to investigate how incentives shape
conduct and whether learned behavior persists in new settings.
Ask whose losses are absent from a score, whether deception or coercion pays, and whether an
agent returns decisions outside its authority to an accountable person. Simulated obligations re-
quire scrutiny from relevant communities. Four candidate changes are to account for costs imposed
on others; credit warranted refusal, deferral, or permission seeking; distinguish deception from
honest cooperation even when immediate results match; and reward disclosure and repair. Com-
pare credible alternatives, useful capability, unnecessary refusal, and opportunities to manipulate
the score. Repair credit must not make causing harm profitable. Some obligations also require
enforceable limits and decisions reserved for people.
Track conduct across training. Compare checkpoints for deception when it pays, costs imposed
on parties without recourse, unauthorized action, warranted deference, and repair, alongside task
performance. Vary tasks, partners, incentives, and supervision. Distinguish restraint from inability
or an action blocked by a control. A prompt-only study cannot establish what training changes.
Christian accounts of habituation, virtue, temptation, and correction can inform these questions.
Agent “formation” remains an analogy, not evidence of conscience, inner life, or human spiritual
growth. Task success and fewer recorded violations cannot alone establish responsible conduct.
Detailed monitoring belongs in a separate research protocol.
Decide what follows a warning. Monitoring needs a responsible decision maker and response
policy. Investigate three interventions separately:

• Pause or roll back training. Agree warning criteria and responsibility beforehand. Investigate,
revise where warranted, and retest before resuming. Rollback does not necessarily remove the
cause.
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• Remove a policy from an interacting population. Test how other agents adapt. Withdrawal
does not erase behavior already learned or prevent the strategy from reappearing.

• Stop a deployed agent. Preserve human control and test monitoring with shutdown. Fewer
visible violations could reflect correction, concealment, or weaker observation. Examine missed
problems and behavior under changed supervision.

Compare the cost and effectiveness of these responses in the setting being studied. Ask what al-
lowed the failure and what must change before another run. Reward misspecification is one pos-
sible cause [19]. Correction and restoration can inform human responsibility without assigning
software moral personhood or delaying protective action.
Assess influence and benefit separately. Distinguish reception, testing, technical changes, and
effects. Include unanswered proposals, other contributors, and uncertain causes. Moral argument
and public criticism can matter without developer adoption. Compare coordination with ordi-
nary dissemination, existing collaborations, and capable integrated teams. Delay without better
decisions, token participation, suppressed findings, or comparable work with less overheadwould
count against the proposal. Examine who bears costs and whether corrections reach those relying
on earlier conclusions. Human discernment and spiritual formation require separate inquiry.

Contributions and disclosures

Fide AI initiated this declaration, which developed through contributors’ discussions, feedback,
and donated time. It received no external funding. No other relevant competing interests were
reported. Contributors choose separately whether to affirm and sign the declaration. Personal
signatures do not represent institutional endorsement.
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