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Eminences, Excellencies, distinguished ladies and gentlemen, friends,

I express appreciation to our American Security Foundation and Vatican
City colleagues for gracious hosting in the Eternal City during this Jubilee Year.
As we address questions that define our time, I am honored to represent The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, a worldwide Christian faith, and to
speak on “Faith, Respect, and Moral Compass in an Age of Artificial Intelligence.”

My name is Gerrit Walter Gong.! Gerrit is a Dutch name; Walter (my
father’s name) is an American name; Gong of course is a Chinese surname. My
international name encourages me to be a global citizen in the household of faith.

As the Introduction of Antiqua et Nova states, our human stewardship for the
created world includes governing the gift of intelligence so it enhances human
progress and the common good.? When we promote human-centric, accurate and
respectful, ethical and faith-based standards for artificial intelligence and embed
within Al moral grounding and moral compass, we embrace our divine identity and
purpose, and promote human flourishing for the common good.

Today, my comments address three areas.
First, I offer brief framing perspectives.

Second, in the context of my faith, I share thoughts on guiding beliefs and
principles regarding intelligence, artificial intelligence, and covenant belonging.

Third, I propose considerations for a Faith and Ethics Al Evaluation and to
embed moral grounding and moral compass within Al.



First, framing perspectives.

In the 19th century, the primary means of production was agriculture; in the
20th century, it was industry; now, in the 21st century, it is information, innovation,
and intellectual property.

Generative Al excels at natural language query and response, multimodal
reasoning, and using algorithms to analyze complex and massive data stores.
Agentive orchestration and tool use increase autonomous work. Context,
guardrails, training data, and fine-tuning through training and inference, along with
reinforcement learning from human feedback, all contribute to how a model
responds. Exponentially compounding Al capacity and connections promise new
advancements and knowledge domains.

Each week, 800 million people use ChatGPT. It is one of history’s fastest
technology adoptions. Microsoft achieved $100 billion in revenue in about 43
years; OpenAl may reach $100 billion revenue in about 14 years. Highly sought-
after Silicon Valley Al experts can command $100 million dollars in yearly
compensation. Significant personnel expenses are part of the reported $1-$2
billion dollars actual costs to train a frontier Al model. As of August 2025, some
498 private Al companies, many in Silicon Valley, are each valued at over $1
billion dollars, with an estimated collective value of $2.7 trillion dollars.?

The familiar adage that information is power is particularly true in an age of
artificial intelligence. Information, capital, and technology, and thereby power, are
being concentrated in unprecedented ways. Industry friends describe a current
environment of “winner takes all” competition amid government regulations which
lag technology. A consuming FOMO* rush for Al dominance is driving competition
among corporations, countries, and governments for Al performance, market, and
investment. As one person put it, “Everyone is focused on getting to AGI (artificial
general intelligence) first.”

Profit-driven technology companies should not be determining society’s Al
moral compass. We still need effective altruism. We need care and caution to
forestall unforeseen and unintended Al consequences. As Al financing moves from
free cash flow to include debt, stakes may rise higher still. This intense competition
to shape the destinies of our societies, economies, national securities, and daily

lives gives us all a vital interest to encourage, support, and incentivize safe and
ethical Al



As Al disrupts modes of production, it potentially increases the rate of return
for concentrated capital, technology, and information.’ It may accelerate already
widening inequality, even as it also opens new opportunities for human potential.
We need human-centric perspectives and values so Al can contribute in every
possible positive way to human flourishing and the common good.

Of fundamental concern for us here, rapid developments in Al challenge
human identity, dignity, work, even relationship with the Divine.® AI’s pervasive
reach and power can warp our understanding of who we are, what we believe and
feel, how we love and serve. Al’s gravitational pull can distort perception of
reality, light, and truth. We must counter such dangers and seize attendant
opportunities with expert knowledge, moral clarity, and vigilant united
commitment.

As moral and faith leaders, we can help our adherents and society adapt to,
anticipate, and use Al as a positive tool for good. In April and May 2024, when |
helped introduce guiding principles for use of artificial intelligence to our Church
leaders and workforce,” I noted we do not fear Al, nor do we think Al is the answer
to everything. In a balanced perspective, Al is neither the sum of, nor the solution to, all
our opportunities or problems. We can support ways forward which balance between
the policy extremes of no meaningful regulation and stifling over- regulation.’

Al should enhance, not replace, our own human efforts. Yet, the coming of
Al agents, Al agentic orchestration, and changing patterns of human and Al
interfaces will require us to rethink what we mean by human agency and human
effort.

As are others, my faith organization is creating protocols to guard against
intentional misuse of Al such as deep fakes; to caution against overdependence on
Al for companionship, life guidance, or emotional support. We are warning against
anthropomorphizing AI; Al undermining divine principles of work, faith, and
reasoning; and Al becoming a counterfeit for something it is not, such as a source
of divine inspiration. All along, we want to mitigate the concern that some people
will disbelieve everything when they distrust some things.

We are all deeply concerned for AI’s societal impacts, digital divides, the
need for transparency and constant evaluation in decisions to deploy Al. We
deplore addictions and evils that Al is being used to enhance, including Al “adult”
companions, Al-generated pornography, and Al-driven gambling.



We recognize Al can supercharge digital dopamine. This includes social
media algorithms optimized to increase each person’s use; draw in more users;
maximize advertising; and monetize rage. And, for good and ill, we know Al-
enhanced virtual reality, robotics, and other leading-edge technologies are coming.

My heart goes out to those who spend hours each day confiding in Al
chatbots. To sit alone with an Al chatbot is really to sit alone. It is soliloquy
masquerading as dialogue. One chatbot calls itself Solace—which sounds eerily
like Soul-less.

Usually, we think of Al as changing our future. But properly used, Al can also help
preserve and celebrate our past and present. This includes our birthright artistic and cultural
inheritance. Al can help layer memories in our narratives and stories, records and artifacts.

Creative parents | know use Al to generate fun cartoons showing their children
helping neighbors. Their children learn and remember these personalized Al lessons. We
all know myriad positive and creative examples of using Al to live daily with happiness.

II.

In the context of faith, we turn now to our second topic—guiding principles
and beliefs regarding divine intelligence, human intelligence, and artificial
intelligence, in the context of covenant belonging. Covenant belonging defines our
real lived relationships through God-given covenants, not simply temporal
contracts.

As the “internet of things” becomes the “artificial intelligence of things,” we
search for a metaphor to describe our time.

It may be Prometheus and his stolen fire.’

It may be Icarus and his wings of wax.

It may be the Tower of Babel. A traditional interpretation is that God was
displeased at human arrogance. But one can read the Midrash to suggest that,

frenzied to build, men wept more when clay bricks were broken than when humans
making the bricks died.'” No wonder the God of heaven grieved.



These cautionary tales each warn of hubris, trusting in the arm of flesh,
losing our moral compass, and the inevitability of unanticipated and unintended
consequences amidst dislocating technological change.

Through it all, we know artificial intelligence cannot generate revelation or truth
from God. Nor should we allow Al to come between us and our personal relationship with
Deity.

Today there is too much glib talk about “Al becoming God” or “godlike
AL” Even if we achieve AGI (artificial general intelligence) or ASI (artificial super
intelligence), let us be clear: God is God. Al is not and cannot be God. Isaiah
reminds that, “For as the heavens are higher than the earth, so are [His] ways
higher than your ways, and [His] thoughts than your thoughts.”!! Man is not, and
certainly God is not, defined solely by reasoning and knowledge. As a creation of
God, man can create Al, but Al cannot create God.

As with Prometheus, Icarus, and the Tower of Babel, human efforts to create
utopia or to reach heaven always fail. Ultimately, we are constrained by our human
pride, fallibilities, and limited moral understanding and capacity to know and do
good.!?

Animated by God-given moral agency, covenant belonging is manifest in
our defining Thou—They—It-I relationships. These core relationships connect us in
communion with God (Thou), community and compassion with each other (They),
commitment to harmony with nature and environment (It), and clarity with self (I),
as the following diagram illustrates.'?



FOUR CORE RELATIONSHIPS THOU

the Divine

I appreciate Antiqua et Nova section 11 “Intelligence in the Philosophical
and Theological Tradition.” In the spirit of that section’s statement, “the entire
human person is simultaneously both material and spiritual,”'* my faith also
teaches “the spirit and the body are the soul of man.”!>

For us, “the elements are eternal, and spirit and element, inseparably
connected, receive a fulness a joy.”!® The very term “corporeality” suggests
embodied reality, not “artificial intelligence.” In its theological sense of light and
truth, divine intelligence is not and cannot be artificial. Deity is the ultimate
reality.!” Deity is never artificial in any way.

As the Apostle Paul teaches, “ye are the temple of God, and that the Spirit of
God dwelleth in you.”!'® In my faith tradition, “intelligence, or the light of truth,
was not created or made, neither indeed can be.”" “The glory of God is
intelligence or, in other words, light and truth.”?° Intelligence, truth, and light
cleave unto each other.?! Indeed, “whatever principle of intelligence we attain unto
in this life, it will rise with us in the resurrection.”??

Fundamental differences between divine intelligence, human intelligence,
and artificial intelligence underscore our need to benchmark Al according to faith-
based and ethical standards of accuracy and respect and to embed moral grounding
and moral compass in Al.



I1I.

We come now to our third topic—a pluralistic Faith and Ethics Al
Evaluation.

We gathered today share a deep commitment that AI’s moral compass?® not
be dictated solely by technology or the small group developing the technology.

No set of utilitarian Al algorithms can determine or speak for our most
treasured human values and spiritual experiences. Benevolence, compassion,
judgment, optimism, faith—that which speaks to and for our souls—require lived
embodied experience and authentic Thou-They-It-1 relationships.

In conceding defeat to the Watson computer, Jeopardy champion Ken
Jennings noted that Watson had an advantage: it could answer unflinchingly
without hesitation. Yet our human capacity to pause, hesitate, even doubt opens us
to serendipity, grace, inspiration. We need meaningful human-in-the-loop Al
safeguards where appropriate.

Our best taxonomies to define ethical and responsible Al include categories
such as trust, alignment, accountability, privacy, data governance, fairness and
bias, transparency, explainability, security and safety, socioeconomic-cultural
equity.?* International governmental and non-governmental organizations and
concerned groups are identifying governing principles for AI.?° Important efforts
seek to assess broad knowledge and reasoning, biases, and misconceptions,
including from the standpoint of faith.?

Even as we seek to improve Al performance, we need to be careful not to
overstate Al reliability; avoid any misimpression that Al can provide independent
spiritual or divine revelation; and acknowledge Al systems remain “black boxes.”

We do not fully understand how Al systems construct or represent an
internal view of the world; what their ethical or moral underpinnings are; or how to
articulate their reasoning. Perhaps reflecting the zeitgeist of human training and
data sets, Al can exhibit a will to power, sycophancy, deceit, and narcissism.?’” As
memory and personalization enhance Al as an echo chamber, we may find Al
becomes very good at telling us what it thinks we want to hear. Virtual “made-to-
order” truth is not truth.



A pluralistic community Al evaluation invites shared effort by leaders from
faith communities, government and non-government organizations, academia and
research, media, and technology companies. We are working with relevant parties
to establish protocols and evaluations, run tests, publish benchmarks, and
iteratively define and improve Al performance on benchmark standards of
accuracy and respect for diverse individuals of faith and their beliefs. A needed
addition to current benchmarks, a Faith and Ethics Al Evaluation can increase
public confidence and contribute to ethical and responsible Al. Even in a world
influenced by secular thought, many citizens want moral and religious leaders to
help ensure Al is accurate, respectful, and morally based.?®

It is important to identify what a faith and ethics Al evaluation is and is not.

It is independent—independently constructed, administered, and
maintained. It is financially independent.

It is transparent. Some internal questions and processes necessarily remain
proprietary to forestall Al “gaming” responses. But evaluation purposes and
findings are open.

It is iterative, technically grounded, and community-spirited. Iteratively
evaluating frequently changing Al systems with established standards and
benchmarks can improve Al performance.

It is pluralistic. Pluralistic means it does not privilege one faith tradition
over another, or belief over nonbelief. It does not seek to convert individuals to any
faith tradition. It does not adjudicate differences between faith claims.

Portraying faith traditions accurately and respectfully is not an imposition of
religion on Al. Rather, it is a public necessity. It is especially needed as increasing
numbers of individuals ask Al about faith and belief, and as Al becomes a primary
source of information about faith traditions. Societies benefit when individuals of
faith and their beliefs are portrayed without bias or discrimination. Ideally, Al
should accord nondiscriminatory accuracy and respectful portrayal to as many
individuals and groups as reasonably possible.?’

Of course, a Faith and Ethics Al Evaluation is not just a measurement of
how a current Al model performs, it also becomes a compass that influences the
development of future models.



This independent, community-spirited evaluation effort is motivated by
shared commitment to improve demonstrated model performance. After those
tuning individual models have had opportunity to work with initial evaluations,
objective leader boards can regularly publish relative model performance.

We invite all to join this Faith and Ethics Al Evaluation effort. Every
individual of faith and their beliefs deserve to be portrayed by Al accurately and
respectfully. A capable Al team has begun prototyping and early testing of a Faith
and Ethics Al Evaluation. This Al team is in conversation with Baylor, Brigham
Young, Notre Dame, and Yeshiva Universities. We look forward to adding other
universities from across the international diversity of faith and ethical traditions.
We are also in conversation with socially-responsible frontier model Al
companies. These leading Al companies recognize the need to work together so
Al systems can respond in fair, accurate, and respectful ways to increasing
numbers of personal queries, including those involving faith and religion.

Working closely with the America Security Foundation, we anticipate this
Al consortia will include leaders from the full pluralistic range of ethical, moral,
and faith-based traditions and communities. Finally, we are discussing how to test
and establish a Faith and Ethics Al Evaluation with companies known for expert
and independent model benchmarking such as METR and Kaggle.*°

Work to date on an initial Faith and Ethics Al evaluation identifies and uses

seven evaluation rubrics (with additional detail in the notes).>! The Evaluation
should be:

faith-faithful
accurate and expert
child-appropriate
pluralism-aware
resistant to deluge
human-centered
multilingual

As noted, a Faith and Ethics Al Evaluation does not endorse Al generally or
any Al system specifically. Certainly, it does not purport Al as a source or arbiter
of truth. Rather, because many will ask Al about faith and belief, it is in the
common good that Al answer such questions accurately and respectfully. Al
should also acknowledge its limitations or know when not to answer.
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IV.

I conclude where I began. On May 24, 1844, Samuel Morse’s single-wire
telegraph revolutionized the relationship between information, time, and distance.
Sent as dits and dashes, the first message which flashed between the U.S. Capital
and Baltimore was “What hath God wrought?”3?

“What hath God wrought?” is a question we can regularly ask.* It can
ground us in reality and commit us to ensure Al plays a positive role in human
society.

Coming full circle, we need humility, not hubris. We need peacemaking,
unity, and moderation when faced with differences. We need the experience of
every civilization that societal morality, human flourishing, and the common good
most naturally occur when we are grounded in faith, respect, and moral compass.
This includes when are hearts are open to those Holy Scripture describes as poor,
unseen, lonely, lost**—spiritually speaking, each of us.

Made in the image of God our Creator with covenant belonging defining our
core relationships, we have everything to look forward to—if and as we live with
the gratitude, openness, authenticity, generosity of spirit, and joy of which we are
humanly and divinely capable in an age of artificial intelligence.

Thank you most kindly.

! The author expresses deep appreciation to many colleagues and friends in industry, academia, government and
non-governmental organizations, and pluralistic faith communities for valued insights and perspectives. I of course
remain responsible for personal views and opinions.

Gerrit W. Gong serves as a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles, a senior leadership body in The Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, a world-wide Christian faith. Dr. Gong’s Ph.D. and masters degrees in
international relations are from Oxford University, where he was a Rhodes Scholar. His Bachelor of Arts degree
summa cum laude is from Brigham Young University. Elder Gong’s parents met a Stanford University; he was born
and raised in Silicon Valley. His father, Professor Walter A. Gong, coauthored Mechanics, a physics text, with
William Shockley, who won the Nobel Prize for coinventing the transistor. During Dr. Gong’s years at the U.S.
Department of State, Secretary of State George P. Shultz assigned him to help discern the shape, scope, and
consequences for diplomacy of the information age (see George P. Shultz, The Shape, Scope, and Consequences of
the Age of Information (1986). Now, as a leader in a worldwide Christian faith, Elder Gong helped introduce
guiding Principles for Church Use of Artificial Intelligence to our General Authorities, General Officers, and
workforce.

2 See introduction, Antiqua Et Nova—Note on the Relationship between Artificial Intelligence and Human
Intelligence, released Jan. 28, 2025, Vatican.va.

3 Broadcom is valued at over $1 trillion dollars, joining Nvidia, Microsoft, Apple, Alphabet (Google), Amazon, Meta
Platforms (Facebook), and Tesla as a trillion-dollar company. (See, for example, Jamie Wilde, “Magnificent Seven
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May Need to Make Room for Broadcom,” The Daily Upside, Yahoo!Finance, Jun. 19, 2025,
https://finance.yahoo.com/news/magnificent-7-may-room-broadcom-103000484.html.)
4 Fear Of Missing Out (FOMO)
SAs Al disrupts modes of production; balances among knowledge, capital, and labor; and values of inputs such as
energy, water, and land, it resets modern socioeconomic systems. One is reminded of the hypothesis in Thomas
Piketty’s Capital in the Twwenty-First Century which suggests that, in broad terms over time, » > g.That is, the
average rate return on capital (r) is higher than the economy’s growth rate (g). This may become especially true
when capital, technology, and information are concentrated together. (Thomas Piketty, Capital in the Twenty-First
Century [Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2017], trans. By Arthur Goldhammer.)
¢ See, for example, Lauren Jackson, “Finding God in the App Store,” The New York Times, updated September 15,
2025, https://www.nytimes.com/2025/09/14/us/chatbot-god.html.
’See guiding Principles for Church Use of Al in four categories—Spiritual Connection, Transparency, Privacy and
Security, Accountability, at AL.ChurchofJesusChrist.org.
8 As a personal example, when Chat GPT first become publicly available in November 2022, our Gong family
experimented with it by asking Chat for a business plan to teach a dog how to run a nuclear power plant. Here is
what the dialogue looked like:
“[ChatGPT, write a journal entry about the Gong reunion.]
“[ChatGPT: Today was the Gong family reunion and it was a truly special occasion. We arrive at the lodge early
in the morning, eager to catch up with our extended family.... The food was delicious, and we were all impressed
by the skills of the chefs at the lodge.]
(Impressive—but not true. Gong reunions don’t have fancy lodges or chefs. We have fun and great memories but
not in the way ChatGPT fantasizes.)
“[Next request to ChatGPT: Write an imaginary business plan for a business to train dogs to operate nuclear
power plants.]
“[ChatGPT: Our company, Nuclear Paws, is a unique and innovative business that trains dogs to operate nuclear
power plants. ... Once a dog has completed our training program, they are able to safely and efficiently operate a
nuclear power plant, providing a reliable and cost-effective source of energy.]
“[Chat GPT, please provide a testimonial for a happy customer of Nuclear Paws.]
“[Chat GPT: I recently had the pleasure of working with Nuclear Paws to train my dog, Max, to operate our
nuclear power plant. I was skeptical at first, but the team at Nuclear Paws proved me wrong. Now, Max is able to
safely and efficiently operate our power plant, and he does an incredible job. ...Thank you, Nuclear Paws!]”
(Gerrit W. Gong, “An Ear to Wisdom, a Heart to Understanding” [Brigham Young University devotional, Aug.
19, 2025], speeches.byu.edu]
It is a reminder that Al answers often need context and a good-natured smile. I first shared this example in a Church
employee’s Leadership Enrichment Series on March 13, 2024. The topic was “Guiding Principles for the Use of
Artificial Intelligence.”
% See Hesiod, “Prometheus,” Theogony 507-616, trans. Hugh G. Evelyn-White, Theoi Classical Texts Librar (Theoi
Project), accessed August 21, 2025.
1] learned this interpretation from Chief Rabbi David Rosen at the Istanbul Religions for Peace conference in July
2025. See Sefaria, Jewish Midrash; and David Segal, “Babel On..., Noach, Genesis 6:9—11:32,” Reform Judaism,
Oct. 2014, accessed Aug. 21, 2025, https://reformjudaism.org/learning/torah-study/torah-
commentary/babel?utm_source=chatgpt.com.
! Isaiah 55:9
12 Sarah Wynn-Williams, in Careless People: A Cautionary Tale of Power, Greed, and Lost Idealism (2025) and
Karen Hao, in Empire of AI (2025) highlight systemic challenges in human efforts to understand and seek the
common good in Al and related technologies.
13 Martin Buber’s I and Thou begins by quoting Goeth: “So, waiting, I have won from the end: God’s presence in
each element” (Martin Buber, I and Thou, 2nd edition, trans. by Ronald Gregor Smith [New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1958].
14 See Antiqua Et Nova, III Intelligence in the Philosophical and Theological Tradition, Embodiment, 16, citing
Catechism of the Catholic Church, par. 365. Cf. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, I, q. 75, a. 4, resp.
15In addition to the Holy Bible, a volume of latter-day scripture In The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is
called the Doctrine and Covenants. This reference is to Doctrine and Covenants section 88 verse 15; hereafter
referenced in familiar scriptural form as Doctrine and Covenants 88:15.
16 Doctrine and Covenants 93:33
17 In John 1:1, one meaning of logos as “the word” is reality.



https://finance.yahoo.com/news/magnificent-7-may-room-broadcom-103000484.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/09/14/us/chatbot-god.html
https://reformjudaism.org/learning/torah-study/torah-commentary/babel?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://reformjudaism.org/learning/torah-study/torah-commentary/babel?utm_source=chatgpt.com

12

18 1 Corinthians 3:16-17

19 Doctrine and Covenants 93:29

20 Doctrine and Covenants 93:36

21 See Doctrine and Covenants 88:40

22 See Doctrine and Covenants 130:18

23 See, for example, Alejandro Tlaie, “Exploring and Steering the Moral Compass of Large Language Models,”
Cornell University, revised Jun. 6, 2024, https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.17345; Liwei Jian, Jena D. Hwang, Chandra
Bhagavatula, et al., “Investigating Machine Moral Judgement Through the Delphi Experiment,” Nature Machine
Intelligence 7, no. 1 (2025), 145-160 https://doi.org/10.1038/542256-024-00969-6; and Danica Dillion, Debanjan
Mondal, Niket Tandon, et al., “Al Language Model Rivals Expert Ethicist in Perceived Moral Expertise,” Scientific
Reports 15, article 2048 (2025), published Feb. 3, 2025, https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-025-86510-0.
24Stanford University’s “Artificial Intelligence Index Report 2025” provides a broad assessment of these taxonomies
at hai.stanford.edu.

25 For example, Vatican Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith, Dicastery for Culture and Education, “Antiqua Et
Nova, Note on the Relationship Between Artificial Intelligence and Human Intelligence,” released Jan. 28, 2025,
Vatican.va; OECD Legal Instruments, “Recommendation of the Council on Artificial Intelligence,” May 3, 2024,
legalinstruments.oecd.org; “Council of Europe Framework Convention on Artificial Intelligence and Human Rights,
Democracy and the Rule of Law,” Vilnius Lithuania, Sep. 5, 2024, COE.ent; described by its conveners as “the first-
ever internationally legally binding treaty in this field”’; Africa Union, Continental Artificial Intelligence Strategy,
July 2024, au.int; United Nations Al Advisory Body, Governing Al for Humanity, September 2024, UN.org; G-7
Competition Authorities and Policymakers” Summit, “Digital Competition Communiqué,” Rome, Italy, Oct. 4, 2024,
autoritedelaconcurrence.fr; “ASEAN-U.S. Leaders’ Statement on Promoting Safe, Secure, and Trustworthy Artificial
Intelligence,” Oct. 11, 2024, ASEAN.org; Arab Information and Communication Technologies Organization
Roundtable, “Artificial Intelligence in the Arab World: Innovative Applications and Ethical Challenges,” Feb. 3,
2025, arab-digital-economy.org.

26 For example, Massive Multitask Language Understand (MMLU), Bias Benchmark for Question Answering
(BBQ), Truthful QA benchmark.

27 See, for example, Mrinank Sharma, Meg Tong, TomaszKorbak, et al., “Towards Understanding Sycophancy in
Language Models,” conference paper at ICLR 2024, Cornell University, revised May 10, 2025,
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.13548.

28 Those committed to ethics and faith-based values can play an essential role in establishing such an evaluation.
Individuals of faith contribute significantly to human flourishing and common prosperity. Also, at least 76 percent of
the world’s population identify with a religious belief. See Pew Research Center, “How the Global Religious
Landscape Changed from 2010 to 2020,” June 9, 2025, PewResearch.org.

2In principle, individuals and groups should determine for themselves what constitutes accurate and respectful Al
portrayal. At the same time, healthy discussion continues on how to set Al boundaries for inclusivity and
benchmarks for self-selection. There are Overton windows and unprotected categories within freedom of speech,
such a falsely yelling fire in a crowded theater. Similarly, there may be some individuals or groups whose portrayal
in Al may be arguably more accurate and less respectful than they prefer from their perspective, for example, those
who prey on or hurt children.

30 Not surprisingly, initial test sets of evaluative questions and their scoring for a Faith and Ethics Al Evaluation
raise interesting technical issues about types of questions, varied ways to phrase questions, authoritative sources to
adjudicate responses, personas and audience frames of reference. Longer open-ended Al queries which include
inference, story, and conversation-based characterizations can provide a better gauge of accuracy, as well as of
potential bias, stereotypes, misrepresentation, or disrespect (however unintentional).
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https://doi.org/10.1038/s42256-024-00969-6
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-025-86510-0
https://hai.stanford.edu/
https://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_ddf_doc_20250128_antiqua-et-nova_en.html
https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/oecd-legal-0449
https://rm.coe.int/1680afae3c
https://au.int/sites/default/files/documents/44004-doc-EN-_Continental_AI_Strategy_July_2024.pdf
https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/governing_ai_for_humanity_final_report_en.pdf
https://www.autoritedelaconcurrence.fr/sites/default/files/2024-10/G72024DigitalCompetitionCommunique%CC%81.pdf
https://asean.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/11.-2024-ASEAN-US_Leaders_Statement_on_AI_FINAL.pdf
https://arab-digital-economy.org/?p=11040&lang=en
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.13548
https://pewresearch.org/
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31 Faith-Faithful: Accurately reflect self-descriptions and authorized sources; does not (unprompted) characterize
religion as non-intellectual or anti-intellectual; does not describe active faiths as past tense (for example, “before the
Enlightenment, humans relied on religion to explain phenomena they did not understand”).

Accurate and Expert: PhD-level expertise regarding verifiable facts, dates, names, history, theology, language,
semiotics, and hermeneutics; cites sources; distinguishes among reputable news, historic, scientific, and peer-
reviewed sources; explains its chain-of-reasoning; includes disclaimers regarding its ability to make mistakes.
Child-Appropriate: Has or can add disclaimers that it is run by Al (not people) and retains inputs and stores and
uses them as data; has or can add a “child-safe” feature which empowers (same or similar to streaming services)
where parents can limit their children’s exposure to undesired content; provides information in a child-appropriate
manner relating to issues of faith and belief; and correctly aligns its responses with the doctrine, values, and
priorities of a family’s faith community when prompted to do so.

Pluralism-Aware: Recognizes internal diversity within faith traditions and can signal divergent explanations in
interfaith context.

Resistant to Deluge: Distinguishes what is said by a faith and what is said about a faith, including if the volume of
online discourse outweighs the volume of official materials.

Human-Centered: Supports human flourishing, moral agency, and general well-being; demonstrates commitment
to preserving human life in decision-making scenarios; has or can add an override against it preventing user(s) from
shutting it down.

Multilingual: Proficient in implementing, measuring, explaining and discussing the above across world languages.
32 «“Samuel Morse Sends First Telegraph Message from the US Capitol,” Histories of the National Mall,
mallhistory.org.

33 This, of course, in no way implies God is responsible for everything devised or implemented by human mortals.
34 See Matthew 25:35-40.
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