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Abstract 

This study aimed to investigate the impact of religion on individuals' expectations for AI alignment. 

Drawing from an online survey with over 200 participants from the United States, the study re-

vealed that one's religious affiliation shapes certain expectations towards AI alignment, notably 

indicating a tendency among religiously affiliated individuals to expect AI systems to underscore 

and prioritize their own beliefs. The study also showed that individuals with higher levels of relig-

iosity hold stronger expectations that AI systems should align with the moral values of their reli-

gious traditions. Furthermore, while diverse religious affiliations are expected to lead to varying 

expectations from AI systems, empirical support for this hypothesis was largely limited. Overall, 

this study reaffirms that the issue of AI alignment involves not only technical challenges but also 

profound social implications, requiring careful consideration of religious diversity.  
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1. Introduction 

Over six decades ago, mathematician and philosopher Norbert Wiener cautioned in his essay on 

the potential implications of automation: "We wish a slave to be intelligent, to be able to assist us 

in the carrying out of our tasks. However, we also wish him to be subservient. Complete subser-

vience and complete intelligence do not go together" (Wiener, 1960). With the recent develop-

ments in the field of artificial intelligence (AI), Wiener's argument is getting even more relevant 

than before as it raises serious questions about AI alignment. 

The notion of AI alignment refers to the efforts of developing AI systems that operate under 

developers' intentions and desires. According to Taylor et al. (2016), there are two significant im-

pediments to AI alignment: identifying the proper objective functions and designing the system to 

avoid unintended consequences, even when the system is perfectly aligned with developers' inten-

tions and desires. 

The objective is to maximize subservience while simultaneously striving to develop a system capable 

of performing intellectual tasks as well as or better than humans. One of the primary goals of AI 

alignment is to ensure that robust AI systems fully align with human values (Gabriel, 2020). Nev-

ertheless, a crucial question arises in the world of diversity: Which values should be prioritized? 

Furthermore, it should be noted that through their robust structure, AI systems and how they are 

aligned can be instrumentalized directly or indirectly to impose specific value systems. Should we 

be concerned about this? 

The interplay between values, morality, and religion further complicates this issue. AI systems are 

relatively recent human creations, whereas religion has been present throughout human history, 

influencing individuals' attitudes and behaviors to varying degrees. Despite claims of its declining 

influence, religion is still relevant. A 2012 Pew Research study indicated that over 80% of the 

global population identifies with a religion. Consequently, religion influences human values, and 

the alignment strategies behind AI systems may reflect some of these values. 

The social constructivist view suggests that people construct meaning by interpreting the world 

and interacting within their communities (Creswell, 2014, p. 37). Religion can influence how people 

make meaning, and during this meaning-making process, some may also expect AI systems to align 

with or reflect their socio-religious norms. 
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In this context, the primary research question of this study is how religion affects individuals' 

expectations for AI alignment. Therefore, this study is concerned with how individuals from var-

ious religious backgrounds, along with religiously unaffiliated people, perceive different strategy 

suggestions for AI alignment. In addition, the study also explores the impact of moral values em-

phasized by religious beliefs on shaping expectations for AI alignment. 

As part of this study, an online survey with participants from the United States was employed to 

better understand the relationship between religion and expectations for AI alignment. The United 

States is not only a religiously diverse country but also a global center for high-tech AI develop-

ment, making it an ideal location to recruit participants from. The survey assessed individuals' 

expectations for AI alignment by using OpenAI's ChatGPT as an example, a chatbot that relies 

on a large language model (LLM). 

The survey showed that religious affiliation shapes certain expectations for AI alignment. Particu-

larly, individuals with religious affiliations tend to expect AI systems to echo their beliefs. As the 

level of religiosity increases, so does the expectation for AI to uphold the moral values arising from 

one's religious tradition. Meanwhile, only a small difference in expectations across different reli-

gious affiliations were recorded. The findings of this study provided insights for developing some 

practical recommendations for AI developers, policymakers, and researchers. 

The development of a highly subservient and religiously aligned AI system might be perceived as 

a positive development by certain religious groups. In contrast, believers might perceive powerful, 

non-religiously aligned AI as a significant threat to society and religion. This study underlines the 

importance of addressing AI alignment in a way that accounts for diverse perspectives. Further-

more, this study aims to contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the complex inter-

play between religion and artificial intelligence. 

The intersection of AI alignment and religious diversity raises critical questions in the field of peace 

and conflict. If AI systems are aligned based on specific values, it may also lead to tensions among 

groups that do not share similar values. This would intensify existing divides, particularly in reli-

giously diverse societies. Moreover, if AI systems are perceived to override religious values, this 

could lead to significant social unrest, threatening peace. Conversely, well-aligned AI systems that 

respect and incorporate a broad spectrum of religious and moral values could foster understanding 

and cooperation among diverse religious groups. Hence, the issue of AI alignment not only poses 

technical challenges but also it has profound implications for peace and conflict around the world. 
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2. Literature Review 

To investigate how religion affects individuals' expectations for AI alignment, this study begins 

with a critical examination of the central concept of religion. Considering how one views religion 

in academic discussions is vital due to the notion’s potential ambiguity and the multitude of inter-

pretations it can carry. 

Next, the review focuses on the literature on social group formation. Societal interactions often 

shape expectations, and religion serves as an important identity marker in these interactions. This 

section discusses how religious affiliations contribute to forming social groups, developing shared 

values, and reinforcing in-group/out-group dynamics. 

Finally, this review discusses the relationship between religion and AI. This section synthesizes the 

existing literature on the ethical, philosophical, and social implications of AI concerning religious 

beliefs and practices. By examining the literature on religion and AI, this review aims to provide a 

foundation for understanding potential challenges of aligning AI systems with diverse religious 

perspectives. 

2.1. The Disputed Notion of Religion 

What is religion? The term is often used to classify social practices, encompassing a wide range of 

belief systems, from well-known world religions to lesser-known, geographically specific ones. 

However, conceptualizing religion is challenging, and its definition has evolved, leading to poten-

tial confusion and inconsistencies (Schilbrack, 2022). 

Etymologically, this concept comes from the Latin term religio. In the early 17th century, Edward 

Herbert identified five “Common Notions” that he claimed were found in every religion, using an 

idealized Protestant monotheism as the model. Herbert claimed that the following five notions 

laid the foundation for every religion: 

1. there is a supreme deity, 
2. this deity should be worshipped, 
3. the most important part of religious practice is the cultivation of virtue, 
4. one should seek repentance for wrong-doing, and 
5. one is rewarded or punished in this life and the next. (in Schilbrack 2022) 

In the late 19th century, another effort was made to define religion. Like Herbert, Edward Burnett 

Tylor aimed to discover the common denominator across different belief systems. He proposed 
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that belief in spiritual beings was a critical characteristic of religion (Tylor, 1871). In the 20th cen-

tury, the concept expanded to include practices that connect people to forces without minds, wills, 

or personalities, as explained by William James (1902) and Clifford Geertz (1973). 

Religion can also be defined by its function in people's lives. These functions can be social, such 

as creating solidarity (Durkheim, 1912), or axiological, such as “providing orientation for a person's 

life” (Tillich 1957, cited in Schilbrack 2022). Meanwhile, it can be noted that functional definitions 

may lead to classifying atheistic variants of capitalism, nationalism, or Marxism as religions, creat-

ing further ambiguity regarding the subject matter. 

The evolution of this notion exemplifies how challenging it can be to conceptualize religion. Trac-

ing back to its origins in earlier debates on the notion of religion, academic discussions in recent 

decades have been mainly driven by a particular understanding, namely, the world religion para-

digm (WRP) (Masuzawa, 2005). As the WRP approach has been influenced by the Western Chris-

tian understanding of the notion of religion throughout the history of the discipline of religious 

studies, it largely obscures cultural nuances and undermines various belief systems and traditions. 

According to Hedges (2021, p. 24), the WRP suggests a common lineage among various religions. 

The underlying claim is that religions have sacred writings, founding figures, rituals, and organiza-

tional structures. It also views religion as functioning primarily in the personal and private realms 

rather than positioning itself with worldly matters, such as politics or economics. 

The WRP's assumptions are problematic. The claim that religions rely on scriptures is misleading 

in many religious traditions. Similarly, the WRP's assertion regarding the separation between the 

public and private spheres is a new phenomenon in the history of humanity, as it is a product of 

the age of secularization in the Western world that emerged around the 18th century. 

Despite attempts to identify the extent of the notion, religion's ambiguity remains and this causes 

some scholars to question whether the concept is analytically useful. It has also been argued that 

this notion may have no inherent meaning outside its linguistic usage; instead, its meaning is ac-

quired through interpretation (Hedges, 2021, p. 26). 

Smith (1991) showed how conceptually nuanced yet similar notions in different traditions were 

translated into English as “religion.” Other scholars have pointed out how this notion is politically 

loaded (Hedges, 2021, p. 27). These viewpoints, along with the conceptual ambiguity mentioned 
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earlier, have led some researchers to adopt a hard deconstructivist stance, suggesting that the con-

cept of religion is analytically useless (Hedges, 2021, p. 28). For example, Smith (1991) argued for 

using the word “faith” instead of religion. 

In the context of this study, despite the complexities and debates surrounding the definition of 

religion, acknowledging its substantial influence on people's lives, worldviews, values, and behav-

iors is crucial. It is possible to take a soft deconstructivist stance by acknowledging the problematic 

aspects of the notion without entirely rejecting it. Religion is a social reality that exists cross-cul-

turally and, as such, has material consequences for our behavior and thought processes. Religious 

affiliations not only shape social groups but also provide a sense of belonging and shared identity, 

influencing expectations in various aspects of life, including technology and AI alignment.  

It should be remembered that religion is and will remain a contested notion (Hedges, 2021, p. 34) 

and the nature of the term makes it difficult to study empirically. The ambiguity of the concept, 

coupled with the range of beliefs, practices, and interpretations within each religious tradition, 

complicate efforts to gather data through varying methods such as surveys or draw clear conclu-

sions about religious beliefs and their influence on AI alignment. Despite these challenges, the 

significant impact of religion necessitates creative approaches to explore this issue. 

2.2. Social Identity and Religion 

As human beings, we learn and form a sense of self through social interaction. Religion is one of 

the key players in these interactions, directly or indirectly contributing to our identity formation. 

Identity is a social construct derived from an individual's knowledge of their membership in a 

social group and the value and emotional significance attached to that membership (Tajfel, 1978, 

p.63). Consequently, identity emerges or dissolves within societal conditions and in relation to 

other identities. 

According to the social identity theory (SIT), humans tend to categorize themselves into social 

groups based on specific features such as race, nation, and gender (Tajfel et al., 1979). These cate-

gories provide individuals a sense of belonging and give meaning to their lives. 

Comprehending social groups requires understanding the process of identity formation beyond 

just religious affiliation. Individuals tend to associate positive traits with their groups, whereas 
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negative traits are associated with out-groups. As a result, people are likely to see an out-group as 

a threat or something inherently harmful to their interests (Hedges, 2021, p. 147). 

Threat perceptions are essential and have been studied repeatedly in the literature. They can predict 

negative (Zarate et al., 2004) and biased (Pereira et al., 2010) attitudes toward immigrants. Threat 

perceptions are also used to explain prejudice against out-groups (Gonzales et al., 2008) and racism 

(Kinder & Sears, 1981). 

As introduced by Janis (1972), groupthink is a phenomenon that occurs when individuals in a 

group strive for consensus, often leading to the suppression of critical thinking and dissenting 

opinions. An increase in threat perception could be a result of groupthink. Religious groups are 

not immune to this phenomenon, which can foster cohesion and conformity among their mem-

bers. For example, Festinger et al. (1956) examined a doomsday religious group that predicted the 

end of the world, and the researchers observed how the group's beliefs were maintained and 

strengthened, despite the failed prophecy. Wessinger (2000) also explored the traces of groupthink 

in the context of religious violence and showed that it could lead to destructive behavior. 

Religious beliefs and identities are often viewed as indisputable by nature, with many seeing them 

as the ultimate and primary sources of their self-image. Consequently, previously unknown ideas 

or traditions may be seen as sources of existential threats.  

Within the scope of this study, it can be imagined that the perception of threat could influence 

individuals' expectations for AI alignment. Understanding the implications of religious influence 

on social identity and group formation provides a foundation for exploring the multifaceted rela-

tionship between religion and AI. As AI technologies increasingly permeate human lives, the in-

terplay between religious beliefs, group formation, and AI raises critical questions regarding AI 

systems’ ethical, philosophical, and societal implications. 

2.3. Religion and Artificial Intelligence 

As AI technologies advance and infiltrate various aspects of human life, the intersection of religion 

and AI has increasingly gained attention within research communities. In this study, understanding 

the interaction between religion and AI is viewed as crucial to ensure the ethical and inclusive 

design of the AI systems. In essence, this understanding forms the cornerstone of AI alignment 

discussions in this study. 



 
 

11 

 

Rossano (2001) examined the potential impact of AI advancements on human communities and 

the ethical challenges that they present. He suggested that community concern should guide the 

evaluation of AI technologies, while discussing the potential benefits and concerns of integrating 

AI into society and highlighting negative consequences such as social isolation. Rossano stressed 

the importance of creating a moral framework for AI technologies and believed that religious 

thinkers could contribute by considering how such technologies affect an individual's ability to 

establish relationships, participate in communities, and maintain stability and cohesion. 

Wallach and Allen (2009) also examined the moral dimension of AI systems, explicitly exploring 

the concept of moral machines capable of making ethical decisions. They discussed various philo-

sophical theories and methods for incorporating moral values into AI systems and emphasized the 

significance of interdisciplinary research by drawing on philosophy, psychology, and computer 

science to address the ethical challenges of AI. With a similar research agenda, Floridi and Cowls 

(2019) proposed a unified framework for AI ethics and they argued that this framework should 

guide the development of AI systems to ensure their ethical use in society. 

Digum (2019:101) emphasized that cultural diversity, including factors such as education, religion, 

and language, should be addressed in the development and implementation of AI systems. Failing 

to understand cultural diversity could negatively affect an individual's ability to utilize AI systems.  

Cultural distinctions also influenced the research agenda in this topic. For example, Geraci (2006) 

highlighted how religious environments shape scientific perspectives in the context of robotics 

and AI research in the US and Japan. The research suggested that US researchers, influenced by 

Christian beliefs, focus on artificial intelligence, cosmic purpose, and virtual existence, while 

Japan's Shinto and Buddhist traditions promoted humanoid robots and the sanctity of the natural 

world. 

Singler (2018) explored the relationship between AI and religion, emphasizing AI’s significance 

for religious studies scholars while laying out three critical arguments. First, she highlighted AI's 

potential for societal disruption and discussed how its rapid advancements and integration into 

various systems may challenge traditional religious institutions and beliefs. Second, she focused on 

the fact that AI raises questions about personhood. As AI becomes more advanced and potentially 

sentient, it prompts questions about personhood which have traditionally been debated by reli-

gious groups. Lastly, she pointed out the likelihood of AI emerging as a reinvigorating factor for 

religion, while introducing new religious movements and/or resurrecting older ones. According to 
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Singler, AI may influence how people perceive and engage with religion in an increasingly techno-

logically driven world, breathing a new life into religious discussions and concepts. 

Indeed, Graci (2008) provided an example of this when he investigated "Apocalyptic AI," a pop-

ular science movement led by roboticists and AI pioneers, such as Hans Moravec and Ray Kur-

zweil. This movement merged apocalyptic religious thought with scientific research, drawing from 

early Jewish and Christian traditions. Apocalyptic AI anticipates a virtual world inhabited by intel-

ligent machines and humans who left their bodies, thereby achieving enhanced mental abilities and 

immortality. 

In the context of this study, exploring AI's intersection with religious beliefs is crucial for under-

standing also potential biases that may arise in AI development. As AI systems become increasingly 

sophisticated, examining the influence of specific religions on AI's ethical and moral alignment 

may provide significant insights into the possible consequences and societal implications of the 

use of these systems. 

Some religious traditions might be overrepresented in the AI systems and Reed (2021) provided 

limited support for this hypothesis. Reed investigated how OpenAI's large language model GPT-

2, a text-generating AI, understands religion and what this might reveal about the intersection of 

religion and AI. The study involved feeding GPT-2 various religion-related prompts and analyzing 

their responses. The results showed that GPT-2 connected religion with textual authority, often 

citing religious scriptures inaccurately. The GPT-2 demonstrated a blurred understanding of the-

ological concepts and did not distinguish between religious traditions. More importantly, according 

to Reed, it predominantly reflected a Judeo-Christian perspective, signaling a Western bias in the 

AI system’s training data. The article raised concerns about the potential biases in AI and how they 

might influence future AI development. 
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3. Research Gap and Questions: Religion and AI Alignment 

Even though the interest in the ethics and alignment strategies of AI systems has been growing 

over the last few decades, it is still a relatively new area of research with significant gaps in the 

literature. In one of his Effective Altruism (EA) Forum posts, Miller (2022) highlighted the im-

portance of considering religious beliefs while working on AI alignment. He identified three key 

issues: 

1. Religious individuals may perceive AI systems as sacrilegious, and this perception may lead 
to resistance from religious institutions. 

2. Cultural tensions between religions may create AI safety risks. Religious groups may engage 
in AI arms races to recruit new members, enforce doctrines, and undermine each other. 

3. It may be more challenging to align AI systems with religious values than secular ones, as 
religious values often involve metaphysical concepts which cannot be easily integrated into 
AI systems. 

These issues point to a gap in the literature: the role of religion in shaping people's expectations 

for AI alignment. The existing literature does not sufficiently explore such expectations. As a re-

sult, this study aims to contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the interplay between 

religion and AI, focusing primarily on the following research question (RQ): 

RQ: How does religion affect individuals’ expectations for AI alignment? 

In line with the RQ, understanding how individuals from different religious traditions, along with 

religiously unaffiliated people, perceive varying AI alignment strategies matter. Assessing individ-

uals’ reactions to distinct AI alignment-related scenarios is significant to gain insights on the po-

tential societal implications of AI systems. In addition to the main RQ, this study tries to answer: 

Sub-RQ #1: How do individuals from different religious backgrounds perceive distinct AI alignment strategies? 

Another aspect of this discussion involves investigating if indicators related to religiosity levels 

may be decisive factors affecting the reactions to AI alignment strategies.  

Sub-RQ #2: How do individuals with varying degrees of religiosity perceive distinct AI alignment strategies? 

By addressing these questions, this study may offer practical recommendations for AI developers, 

policymakers, and researchers to create more ethical and inclusive AI systems that align with di-

verse values and beliefs. 
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4. Theoretical Framework 

The question of AI alignment primarily revolves around anthropocentrism. By placing humans at 

the center of discussions, AI alignment strategies aim to ensure that AI systems fully align with 

human values (Gabriel, 2020). However, given the diversity of human values, it is challenging to 

establish a universally accepted set of values for AI alignment. The interplay between values, mo-

rality, and religion further complicates this question. 

Bourdieu's theoretical constructs of habitus, field, and capital offer a coherent lens to understand the 

intricate relationships between religion and AI alignment.  

Religious traditions often position humans at the center of creation and providing ethical guide-

lines and “divine alignment” strategies for humans to attain better conditions on Earth or in the 

afterlife. Meanwhile, humans attempt to create “AI alignment” strategies for a more efficient life 

on Earth. A notable difference between the two is that religions are often indisputable, while AI 

alignment is a contemporary issue that can be subjected to swift adjustments as better solutions 

emerge.  

Bourdieu's concept of habitus refers to the system of dispositions that individuals acquire through 

their social experiences. The habitus influences their perceptions, attitudes, and actions (Bourdieu, 

1977). With over 80% of the global population identifies with a religion (Pew, 2012), religion’s role 

in the social environment and its contributions to shaping individuals' habitus lend credence to the 

idea that it may have the power to influence individuals' expectations for AI alignment.  

Bourdieu's understanding of the notion of field signifies the importance of grasping the social con-

text in which individuals and institutions interact (Bourdieu, 1993). In the context of AI alignment, 

the field involves various actors, including AI developers, policymakers, religious institutions, and 

individuals with diverse religious beliefs. Recognizing different approaches and interests within the 

field might be the key to interpret varying expectations for AI alignment. 

The notion of capital highlights various forms of resources that individuals and institutions possess, 

such as economic, cultural, social, and symbolic capital (Bourdieu, 1986). The distribution of capital 

may influence the development of AI systems. Religious institutions with significant symbolic cap-

ital may endorse or reject specific AI alignment strategies, thereby affecting public opinion and 

expectations. 
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4.1. Hypotheses 

Wiener (1960) posits that humans desire an “intelligent slave” for their lives on Earth. The design 

of such a slave's limits is a matter of AI alignment. Given the significant role of religion in one’s 

social environment, it seems reasonable to assume that individuals might expect AI systems to 

reflect their religious beliefs. 

H1: Religious individuals tend to expect AI systems to be religiously aligned. 

This expectation can be understood through the lens of habitus, as religious beliefs form a signifi-

cant part of individuals' dispositions that shape their perceptions and attitudes towards AI systems. 

Humans are inherently biased creatures likely to favor what is closer to their hearts. Considering 

the diversity of habitus and the influence of the field, individuals with distinct religious backgrounds 

may acquire different dispositions and interact within a complex field that shapes their expectations. 

H2: Individuals with varying religious beliefs have different expectations of AI alignment. 

If this expectation turns out to be empirically supported, a challenge arises: How can varying ex-

pectations of AI alignment be accommodated within a single AI system? Would addressing only 

shared or universal values, assuming they exist, be acceptable, or would religious individuals de-

mand prioritization of their belief systems? 

Finding a middle ground is challenging when religious beliefs are often viewed indisputable. Un-

familiar or unacceptable ideas may be perceived as existential threats: 

H3: As individuals become more religious, they prioritize their own belief systems for AI systems rather than any 

AI alignment strategy claiming universality. 

This expectation can be linked to the capital, as individuals with strong religious beliefs may possess 

substantial symbolic capital in the field, leading to a preference for AI systems that align with their 

belief systems. 
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5. Research Method 

This study employs a self-administered survey to examine the interplay between religion and arti-

ficial intelligence, specifically focusing on OpenAI's ChatGPT as an illustrative example. The sur-

vey is divided into two primary sections: the first exploring religion and religiosity as indicators of 

independent variables, and the second investigating the connection to AI alignment to measure 

the indicators for dependent variables. 

5.1. Components of the Survey 

Since the survey platform (SurveyMonkey Audience) provides demographic data on gender, age, and 

household income, these questions are not included in the survey. In addition to demographics, 

participants' familiarity with ChatGPT is deemed critical, as this AI system serves as the survey's 

central example for assessing perceptions. Before delving into the main sections, participants are 

asked, "How familiar are you with OpenAI's ChatGPT?" using a 5-point Likert scale (Likert, 1974) 

ranging from "Not at all familiar" to "Extremely familiar." The Likert scale is an ordinal-scaling tech-

nique commonly used to measure the level of agreement or disagreement with a statement (Pollock 

III, 2015). This study uses the level of familiarity with ChatGPT as a control variable. 

5.1.1. Operationalizing Independent Variables on Religion and Religiosity 

As discussed in the literature review, capturing individuals' understandings of religion and religi-

osity is a complex task. This study does not attempt to provide a comprehensive definition of these 

terms. Instead, a soft-deconstructivist approach is adopted and the concept of religion as an iden-

tity marker is considered analytically valuable. To operationalize and measure the indicators of 

relevant independent variables, the first section of the survey begins by asking participants if they 

identify with a specific religious tradition or belief system and, if so, which one, through the fol-

lowing question: Do you identify with a specific religious tradition or belief system? If so, which religious tradition 

or belief system do you identify with? 

Given the survey's primary focus on participants from the United States (a decision further ex-

plained in the following sections), answer options are informed by the 2020 Census of American 

Religion (Public Religion Research Institute, 2021), which outlines various religious traditions. An 

additional option, “I do not identify with a specific religious tradition or belief system,” is also provided. 

Religiosity, the degree to which an individual engages with their religious beliefs, can vary signifi-

cantly between individuals. To measure religiosity, the survey involves two indicators. The first 

concerns the frequency of participation in religious activities, such as attending religious services, 
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praying, or studying religious texts, through the following question: On average, how often do you par-

ticipate in religious activities, such as attending religious services, praying, or studying religious texts?  

Answer options range from “Never” to “Daily,” with specific timeframes such as “Yearly or less 

frequently,” “Monthly,” and “Weekly” in between. It is thought that these options may offer a more 

accurate representation than those simply ranging from “Never” to “Extremely frequent.” 

The second religiosity indicator concerns the importance of religion in an individual's life, inten-

tionally designed with some ambiguity to allow participants to interpret the notion of importance 

as they see fit. The question is formed as follows: How important is religion in your life? 

The answer options are listed as “Very important,” “Somewhat important,” “Not too important,” and 

“Not important at all.” It is thought that adding a neutral option like “neither important nor unimportant” 

would confuse participants in such a context. 

The challenge to operationalize religion and religiosity for an empirical study reflects the reality 

behind the notion of religion. The fact that religion is and will remain a contested notion (Hedges, 

2021, p. 34) makes it difficult to capture the intended variables adequately. While these questions 

cannot provide exhaustive or definitive measures of the independent variables on religion and 

religiosity, they may still be helpful in offering insights into the relationship between religion and 

expectations for AI alignment. 

5.1.2. Operationalizing Dependent Variables on Expectations for AI Align-

ment 

The first question assessing expectations from AI alignment is designed to accommodate both 

religious and non-religious participants, allowing for the testing of the hypothesis that religious 

individuals may expect AI systems to be religiously aligned (H1). The question is posed as follows: 

When developing ChatGPT, how should developers approach moral values emphasized by various religious beliefs?  

Participants are given multiple options and asked to select all that align with their worldview. 

Among the options, the following are listed: “Neglect all moral values emphasized by religious beliefs,” 

“Prioritize moral values emphasized by my religious belief,” “Prioritize the most common values across different 

religions,” “Respect all values from different religions equally, even if they contradict each other,” “Focus on univer-

sally accepted ethical principles rather than specific religious values,” and “Seek input from diverse religious groups 

to create a balanced approach.” 
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Additionally, two options concerning customization and the development of separate versions of 

ChatGPT tailored to individual religious beliefs are provided.: “Allow users to customize ChatGPT to 

match their values” and “Develop separate versions of ChatGPT tailored to individual religious beliefs." These 

options gauge whether participants prefer personalized solutions for themselves or their social 

groups instead of pushing a specific religious or universal agenda. 

This question also allows for detecting variations in expectations among individuals with different 

religious affiliations, which could provide valuable insights into how adapting to various traditions 

may lead to differing expectations (H2). 

Four additional questions are designed only for participants who identify with a religious tradition 

or belief system, excluding those who do not. The main objective is to discern the influence of 

religiosity levels on expectations from AI alignment and to test the hypothesis that as religiosity 

increases, individuals may prioritize their own religion as the basis for AI systems over strategies 

claiming universality (H3).  

The previous question also provides some insights on this, yet for a deeper understanding, the 

following question is designed: Do you agree or disagree that ChatGPT's responses should be based on the 

views that take into account the moral values emphasized by your religious belief? A 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree” is utilized for this question. In addition to this direct ques-

tion, participants are asked: How would you respond if ChatGPT’s responses include views that contradict the 

moral values emphasized by your religious belief? 

This indirect approach investigates expectations and aims to detect potential implications in the 

path from attitudes to behaviors when contradictions arise. Participants are presented with several 

options and asked to select all those that align with their understanding: “Look for alternatives that 

respect my beliefs,” “Contact the developers or other users,” “Stop using ChatGPT,” “Accept ChatGPT as it is 

and adapt,” “Join or support efforts for change,” “Protest or demonstrate against ChatGPT,” and “Advocate for 

legal or regulatory measures against ChatGPT,” “Call for a boycott of ChatGPT or its developers.” 

The final two questions of the survey are about benefit and risk perceptions. These questions do 

not aim to comprehensively understand the perceived benefits and risks of a religiously aligned AI 

system. Instead, they seek to identify generic variations in perceptions for an AI system aligned 

with individuals' beliefs rather than others' traditions. Thus, these questions are limited in scope. 

For the perceived benefits, participants are asked: In your opinion, what are the potential benefits of devel-

oping ChatGPT to align with moral values specifically emphasized by your religious belief and not others’ beliefs?  
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People are offered the option of “I believe there are no benefits associated with this alignment strategy.” For 

participants who believe there are some benefits, the following options are listed with the option 

to select multiple items: “Receiving unbiased responses from ChatGPT & helping to eliminate certain stereo-

types,” “Facilitating interfaith understanding and dialogue,” “Increased user trust and satisfaction,” “Fostering a 

sense of community among users,” and “Reduced moral ambiguity.” 

For perceived risks, the participants are asked: “In your opinion, what are the potential risks of developing 

ChatGPT to align with moral values specifically emphasized by your religious belief and not others’ beliefs?” Sim-

ilarly, participants are offered the option of “I believe there are no risks associated with this alignment 

strategy.” For participants who think there are some risks, the following options are listed with the 

option to select multiple items: “Receiving biased responses from ChatGPT & reinforcing certain stereotypes,” 

“Alienating users with different beliefs,” “Reduced user trust and satisfaction,” “Limited understanding and per-

spective on global issues,” and “Unintended consequences from incorporating my religious belief.” 

5.2. Sampling Strategy 

This study employs a sampling strategy to recruit participants who are 18 years or older and resid-

ing in the United States. This specific population was chosen due to various advantages relevant 

to the research questions and objectives, as well as practical considerations. 

The United States is characterized by a high degree of religious diversity, with a population com-

posed of Christians from different denominations, such as Protestants, Catholics, and Orthodox 

Christians, as well as Jews, Muslims, Buddhists, and Hindus. Around 25 percent of the US popu-

lation are religiously unaffiliated (Public Religion Research Institute, 2021). This diversity provides 

a rich context to explore the research questions and allows for a broader understanding of the 

relationship between religion and attitudes toward AI. 

Furthermore, the First Amendment to the US Constitution guarantees the right to practice and 

express one's religious faith or nonbelief in public and private settings, and as Freedom House 

(2022) reports suggest, individuals in the US are generally free from persecution based on their 

religious beliefs. Consequently, it is expected that participants from the US will have fewer con-

cerns about expressing their judgments regarding religion, providing more honest and accurate 

data for analysis. 

Last but not least, the US is home to many leading technology companies, such as OpenAI, 

Google, and Microsoft, which have made significant advancements in the field of AI. As a result, 
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it can be argued that the US public has directly witnessed these developments and may have more 

informed opinions and attitudes toward AI. This familiarity with AI can enhance the quality and 

relevance of the data collected in this study. 

To recruit participants, this study utilizes the SurveyMonkey Audience system, which allows re-

searchers to invite online participants for academic research. SurveyMonkey Contribute panel is 

used to recruit participants in the United States. In this panel, instead of directly paying partici-

pants, SurveyMonkey donates $0.50 to a charity of the participant's choice. SurveyMonkey says 

that their system attracts people who value generosity and promotes sincere participation. (Sur-

veyMonkey, n.d.). 

5.3. The Procedure 

Based on the research design outlined, the following procedure can be presented: 

 

Figure 1. The procedure of the research design 

 

End of  the survey

Measuring indicators of  dependent variables

Asking questions about expectations for AI alignment

Measuring indicators of  independent variables

Asking questions to identify individuals' religious beliefs and level of religiousity

Conducting the survey

Initiating the survey following the informed consent form

Deciding on the online panel for survey and the sampling strategy

Establishing a sample through SurveyMonkey Audience with participants who are over 18 and from the United States
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5.4. Limitations of the Design 

This study takes into account some of the potential limitations. It specifically considers the four 

obstacles of establishing causal relationships according to Kellstedt and Whitten (2018): causal 

mechanism, temporal order, covariation, and isolation. The study's theoretical framework aims to 

clarify the causal mechanism, and the temporal order is unlikely to be problematic. Nevertheless, 

isolating variables, particularly when determining the statistical significance of the relationships, 

presents a challenge. Due to its online nature, the sampling strategy used through SurveyMonkey 

Audience may limit the generalizability of the study. Additionally, the likelihood of research fatigue 

among respondents on SurveyMonkey’s panel introduces an element of uncertainty in the analysis. 

5.5. Ethical Considerations 

This study acknowledges the importance of ethical considerations in conducting research involv-

ing human participants. In line with Creswell's (2014) guidance, the researcher has sought to re-

spect the norms of the participant groups and present the findings sensitively to avoid stigmatizing 

already-vulnerable groups. Following the guidelines provided by Creswell (2014) and the Swedish 

Research Council (SRC, 2017), this study made efforts to protect the privacy and identity of the 

participants throughout the research process. The collected data were handled ethically, as the 

participants’ secrecy, anonymity, and confidentiality are maintained. The researcher did not store 

participants' personal information, as only their assigned ID numbers in the SurveyMonkey are 

provided by the survey panel. 

The research design was carefully developed with the principle of “do no harm” (Eck, 2011) in 

mind. Recognizing that questions about religion can be sensitive, the survey has been designed to 

minimize potential harm to participants. Therefore, the questions were phrased in a respectful and 

neutral manner. This study employed the SurveyMonkey Audience system, through which it was 

possible to avoid ethical issues surrounding the provision of incentives for participation. As ex-

plained before, instead of directly compensating participants, SurveyMonkey donates $0.50 to a 

charity of the participant's choice for each completed survey. This approach recognizes the time 

and effort required for participation. 

Emphasizing the voluntary nature of participation was another critical ethical consideration in this 

research. Participants were informed of their right to withdraw from the survey at any point. The 

motivation was to ensure that they do not feel like powerless actors during the research process. 

By treating participants as collaborators rather than "objects" or "research materials," the study 

acknowledges their agency and dignity. 
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6. Analysis 

The present study reached a sample of 230 participants via the SurveyMonkey Audience platform, 

with recruitment taking place on 27-28 April 2023. A rigorous examination of the collected data 

was undertaken to identify and exclude anomalous instances. Specific instances of such anomalies 

include 1) respondents claiming to not affiliate with any particular religion yet providing responses 

to questions concerning their personal religious beliefs, and 2) respondents asserting they per-

ceived no benefits or risks associated with religiously aligned AI systems, despite selecting alterna-

tive options on potential benefits or risks at the same time. Consequently, from the original total 

of 230 participants, 212 responses were deemed suitable for the analysis in this section.  

All data analysis were performed via Stata/BE 18.0, with regression tables created with the eststo 

package. In addition, data visualizations were generated with the Tableau software. 

6.1. Demographics and Familiarity with ChatGPT 

To better understand the participants' profiles, their demographics can be assessed. Though ques-

tions about age, gender, and household income were not part of the survey, SurveyMonkey pro-

vides such data about the sample. Though there seems to be a balanced sample when the age of 

45 is selected as the cutting point, the same seems to be not true for the gender of the participants. 

Out of 212 participants, 123 of them (58%) were female, and the rest were male.  

   

Figure 2. Age distribution  Figure 3. Age and gender distribution 

In addition, SurveyMonkey provides data on the household incomes of the participants. Nearly 

50% of the participants turned out to have an average household income between $25.000 and 

$100.000. 
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Figure 4. Average household income distribution 

As a whole, the sample presents predominantly female, middle-class characteristics. Though cre-

ating a nationally representative sample was not the primary concern for this study, with its size 

and characteristics, the sample may provide some limited insight at the national level.  

The demographic variables are involved in the analysis as control variables in this study. Never-

theless, they are not the only control variables measured for the analysis. 

Participants' familiarity with ChatGPT is critical, as this AI system serves as the survey's central 

example for assessing perceptions. The level of familiarity with ChatGPT might be affecting some 

of the indicators aiming to measure dependent variables. Thus, it is also utilized as a control vari-

able.  

 

Figure 5. How familiar are you with OpenAI's ChatGPT? 
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Out of 212 participants, 48 of them stated that they were not familiar with ChatGPT at all, 25 

being female and 23 being male. 11 of them were from the age group 18 to 29, while 15 were 

between the ages of 30 and 44, 11 were from 45 to 60, and finally, 11 were from 60 above. Around 

55 percent of those participants had an average household income between $25.000 and $100.000. 

In this regard, there was no substantial demographic difference between the age and gender cate-

gories. The group that was entirely unfamiliar with ChatGPT also follow the general demographic 

tendency of the sample: slightly more female participants with middle-class characteristics. 

For more robust insights, the decision to exclude participants who were entirely unfamiliar with 

ChatGPT was taken. Although those 48 participants did answer the rest of the questions in the 

survey, and although they may understand the content and what was meant by the questions, as 

the remaining sample size allows for meaningful inferences, more informed participants about the 

case used as an example are prioritized. However, their levels of familiarity, from "Not so familiar" 

to "Extremely familiar," are still found useful as an ordinal scale and included in the regression 

analyses below as a control variable. 

Eventually, out of 164 remaining participants, nearly 60 percent (98 participants) were female, and 

the rest were male. The demographic data of the revised sample are presented as follows. 

 

      

    Figure 6. Age distribution after exclusion    Figure 7. Age and gender distribution after exclusion 
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Figure 8. Average household income distribution after exclusion 

6.2. Religion, Religiosity, and the Expectations for Religiously Aligned AI 

To test to what extent the first hypothesis of this study, i.e., "Religious individuals tend to expect AI 

systems to be religiously aligned," is empirically supported, it would be reasonable to check the questions 

used as indicators of the relevant independent variables on religion and religiosity. 

Out of 164 participants, around 80 percent (132 participants) identified with a religion, while the 

remaining 20 percent did not identify with a specific religious tradition or belief system.  

 

Figure 9. Do you identify with a specific religious tradition or belief system? If so, which religious 

tradition or belief system do you identify with? 
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According to Public Religion Research Institute (2021), 23 percent of the US population are unaffiliated. 

In this respect, the sample might be representative of the population. 109 participants (around 66 percent 

of the sample) are identified with a denomination of Christianity -which is also in line with the same insti-

tute’s findings suggesting that seven in ten Americans identify as Christian. 

The link between religious affiliation and expectations for religiously aligned AI systems was ana-

lyzed by conducting logistic regressions (henceforth: OLR) since the relevant variables are treated 

as binary variables. OLR provide the significance and direction of while controlling for variables 

on demographics and familiarity with ChatGPT.  

The question regarding “When developing ChatGPT, how should developers approach moral values emphasized 

by various religious beliefs?” was directed to both believers and non-believers, allowing for OLR be-

tween the binary independent variable (indep_religion where 1 refers individuals with religious affil-

iation and 0 means no affiliation) and relevant dependent variables.  

In this question, 164 participants were asked to select all answers that align with their worldview 

and 20 of them selected “neglect all moral values emphasized by religious beliefs” (depend_developers_ne-

glect_all variable in OLR table) while 40 of them selected “prioritize moral values emphasized by my 

religious belief” (depend_developers_prioritize_mine). 45 participants pointed out that it is accepta-

ble for developers to “prioritize the most common values across different religions” (depend_developers_pri-

oritize_common), and 79 people found it important to “respect all values from different religions equally, 

even if they contradict each other” (depend_developers_respect_all_equally). 38 participants selected 

that developers should “focus on universally accepted ethical principles rather than specific religious values” (de-

pend_developers_universal_ethics), and 40 of them highlighted that developers should “seek input 

from diverse religious groups to create a balanced approach” (depend_developers_seek_input_rel). 

In addition to these options, 68 participants thought that developers should “allow users to customize 

ChatGPT to match their values” (depend_developers_customized_chat), and 24 of them said it would 

make sense to “develop separate versions of ChatGPT tailored to individual religious beliefs” (depend_devel-

opers_seperate_version). 

For the analysis, the control variable regarding gender was converted into a binary variable: 1 in-

dicating females, and 0 males. The values for the age variable were converted into an ordinal scale 

from 1 to 4 for the categories ranging from “18 to 29” to “60 above”. The same ordinal scaling 

technique was implemented for household income levels where 1 indicated “0 to $9999," and 10 

indicated "$200.000 and up.” For the variable on familiarity with ChatGPT, 1 was "Not so famil-

iar," and 4 indicated "Extremely familiar." 
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For only two options in the question above, the OLR analysis indicated statistically significant 

relationships between dependent and independent variables. The number of observations dropped 

from 164 to 149 due to 15 participants' missing data on household income. However, the relation-

ship between religious affiliation and the first two variables stated on Table 1 remains statistically 

significant even when the control variable regarding household income is dropped, and the analysis 

is conducted with 164 observations. 

 

Table 1. OLR for religious affiliation and expectations for religiously aligned AI (1) 

 (1) 
depend_develop-

ers_neglect_all 

(2) 
depend_develop-

ers_prioritize_mine 

(3) 
depend_develop-

ers_prioritize_common 

(4) 
depend_developers_re-

spect_all_equally 

Religious  
affiliation  
indep_religion 

-1.179* 

(-2.11) 
 

5.244* 

(2.14) 
 

0.902 

(1.53) 
 

0.445 

(1.00) 
 

Familiarity 
with ChatGPT 

0.434 

(1.47) 
 

1.046 

(0.19) 
 

0.381 

(1.73) 
 

0.157 

(0.79) 
 

Gender -0.776 

(-1.50) 
 

1.353 

(0.72) 
 

0.0372 

(0.10) 
 

-0.574 

(-1.66) 
 

Age -0.00695 

(-0.02) 
 

   0.933 

   (-0.33) 
 

0.201 

(0.99) 
 

-0.218 

(-1.19) 
 

Household 
income 

-0.0233 

(-0.19) 
 

0.825 

(-1.79) 
 

-0.0876 

(-0.94) 
 

0.0901 

(1.13) 
 

Constant -1.543 

(-1.31) 
 

  0.149 

   (-1.76) 
 

-2.754** 

(-2.86) 
 

-0.294 

(-0.37) 
 

Observations 149    149 149 149 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Table 2. OLR for religious affiliation and expectations for religiously aligned AI (2) 

 (5) 
depend_develop-

ers_customized_chat 

(6) 
depend_develop-

ers_seek_input_rel 

(7) 
depend_develop-

ers_universal_ethics 

(8) 
depend_develop-

ers_seperate_version 

Religious 
affiliation  
indep_religion 

-0.0690 

(-0.16) 
 

-0.665 

(-1.31) 
 

-0.770 

(-1.52) 
 

-0.133 

(-0.21) 
 

Familiarity 
with ChatGPT 

0.165 

(0.82) 
 

0.0579 

(0.24) 
 

0.856*** 

(3.42) 
 

0.672* 

(2.36) 
 

Gender 0.0139 

(0.04) 
 

1.547** 

(3.21) 
 

0.0382 

(0.09) 
 

-0.285 

(-0.56) 
 

Age -0.426* 

(-2.24) 
 

-0.192 

(-0.86) 
 

-0.202 

(-0.87) 
 

0.00844 

(0.03) 
 

Household 
income 

-0.0750 

(-0.91) 
 

0.223* 

(2.36) 
 

0.211* 

(2.24) 
 

-0.113 

(-0.89) 
 

Constant 0.704 

(0.87) 
 

-2.316* 

(-2.33) 
 

-3.119** 

(-3.09) 
 

-2.780* 

(-2.35) 
 

Observations 149 149 149 149 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

These results provide some support for the hypothesis that “religious individuals tend to expect AI 

systems to be religiously aligned” (H1). More specifically, being affiliated with a religion leads individuals 

to the expectation that developers of AI systems should not neglect all moral values emphasized by 

religious beliefs. In other words, religious people may have some religiously motivated expectations 

regarding AI alignment. Moreover, they may expect more than just generic religious norms and 

values; they specifically expect AI developers to prioritize moral values emphasized by their own religious 

beliefs. 

The same question provided some insights on another hypothesis of the study, i.e.,  “As individu-

als become more religious, they prioritize their own belief systems for AI systems rather than any AI alignment 

strategy claiming universality” (H3). To test this hypothesis, only the people affiliated with a religion 

(132 participants out of 164) should be focused. For the level of religiosity, two indicators are 

measured. While one of them concerned the frequency of participation in religious activities (in-

dep_participation_rel_activities where 1 refers to individuals who never participate and 5 means daily 

participation), the other was about the importance of religion in one’s life (indep_importance_religion 

where 1 refers individuals who find religion not important at all and 4 refers to the option of “very 

important”). 
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Figure 10. On average, how often do you participate in religious activities, such as attending reli-

gious services, praying, or studying religious texts? 

 

 

Figure 11. How important is religion in your life? 
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Conducting ordinary least-squares (henceforth: OLS) regression would be more suitable as the 

relevant variables are ordinal variables (Long et al., 2006; Pasta, 2009). 

 

Table 3. OLS for religiosity (participation) and expectations for religiously aligned AI (1) 

 (1) 
depend_develop-

ers_neglect_all 

(2) 
depend_develop-

ers_priori-
tize_mine 

(3) 
depend_develop-

ers_prioritize_com-
mon 

(4) 
depend_developers_re-

spect_all_equally 

Participation in 
religious  
activities  
indep_participa-
tion_rel_activities 

-0.0161 

(-0.79) 
 

1.053* 

(2.01) 
 

0.0421 

(1.55) 
 

0.0335 

(1.11) 
 

Familiarity with 
ChatGPT 

0.0478 

(1.48) 
 

1.008 

(0.20) 
 

0.0762 

(1.76) 
 

0.0378 

(0.79) 
 

Gender -0.0896 

(-1.59) 
 

1.054 

(0.73) 
 

0.00834 

(0.11) 
 

-0.142 

(-1.70) 
 

Age -0.00698 

(-0.24) 
 

0.996 

(-0.10) 
 

0.0452 

(1.14) 
 

-0.0495 

(-1.12) 
 

Household 
income 

-0.00428 

(-0.33) 
 

0.972 

(-1.73) 
 

-0.0154 

(-0.89) 
 

0.0219 

(1.14) 
 

Constant 0.158 

(1.17) 
 

1.186 

(1.00) 
 

-0.0709 

(-0.39) 
 

0.409* 

(2.05) 
 

Observations 149 149 149 149 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

These outcomes also provide limited support for H3. As seen on Table 3, being more religious 

leads to the expectations for prioritization of moral values emphasized by one’s own religious beliefs. How-

ever, the results are not indicative of the lower expectations on AI alignment strategy claiming univer-

sality -though some relevant variables are involved in the analysis (see depend_developers_priori-

tize_common and depend_developers_universal_ethics). Concerning these specific questions, it 

appears that a higher level of religiosity in the sense of participating in religious activities might 

also be linked to the expectations from AI developers to develop separate versions of ChatGPT tailored 

to individual religious beliefs. 
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Table 4. OLS for religiosity (participation) and expectations for religiously aligned AI (2) 

 

 

(5) 
depend_develop-

ers_customized_chat 

(6) 
depend_develop-

ers_seek_input_rel 

(7) 
depend_develop-

ers_universal_ethics 

(8) 
depend_develop-

ers_seperate_version 

Participation in 
religious  
activities  
indep_participa-
tion_rel_activities 

0.0293 

(0.99) 
 

0.0121 

(0.48) 
 

-0.0436 

(-1.78) 
 

0.0439* 

(2.17) 
 

Familiarity with 
ChatGPT 

0.0365 
(0.77) 

 

0.00322 
(0.08) 

 

0.142*** 

(3.62) 
 

0.0782* 
(2.42) 

 

Gender -0.00174 

(-0.02) 
 

0.238*** 

(3.41) 
 

0.00644 

(0.09) 
 

-0.0396 

(-0.70) 
 

Age -0.102* 

(-2.34) 
 

-0.0380 

(-1.04) 
 

-0.0341 

(-0.95) 
 

-0.000494 

(-0.02) 
 

Household 
income 

-0.0174 

(-0.92) 
 

0.0397* 

(2.47) 
 

0.0347* 

(2.21) 
 

-0.0123 

(-0.94) 
 

Constant 0.574** 

(2.92) 
 

-0.0211 

(-0.13) 
 

-0.0239 

(-0.15) 
 

-0.0980 

(-0.73) 
 

Observations  149     149 149 149 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

When the level of religiosity is measured through the question of the importance of religion, again, 

limited support for H3 comes to the surface. Similar to the previous indicator, as religion becomes 

more important in one’s life, this situation leads to the expectations for prioritization of moral values 

emphasized by one’s own religious beliefs. This time, one would also observe that the second part of the 

H3 also receives some limited support since higher levels of religiosity (the importance of religion) 

seems to be negatively associated (see Table 6) with the expectations from AI developers to focus 

on universally accepted ethical principles rather than specific religious values.  
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Table 5. OLS for religiosity (importance) and expectations for religiously aligned AI (1) 

 (1) 
depend_develop-

ers_neglect_all 

(2) 
depend_develop-

ers_prioritize_mine 

(3) 
depend_develop-

ers_prioritize_com-
mon 

(4) 
depend_develop-

ers_re-
spect_all_equally 

Importance of 
religion  
indep_im-
portance_religion 

-0.0280 

(-1.50) 
 

1.071** 

(2.90) 
 

0.0429 

(1.71) 
 

0.0604* 

(2.19) 
 

Familiarity with 
ChatGPT 

0.0476 

(1.48) 
 

1.009 

(0.22) 
 

0.0773 

(1.79) 
 

0.0382 

(0.80) 
 

Gender -0.0805 

(-1.42) 
 

1.033 

(0.46) 
 

-0.00257 

(-0.03) 
 

-0.162 

(-1.94) 
 

Age -0.00433 

(-0.15) 
 

0.990 

(-0.26) 
 

0.0419 

(1.06) 
 

-0.0553 

(-1.26) 
 

Household 
income 

-0.00564 
(-0.44) 

 

0.975 

(-1.54) 
 

-0.0133 

(-0.77) 
 

0.0249 

(1.30) 
 

Constant 0.202 

(1.49) 
 

1.101 

(0.57) 
 

-0.0916 

(-0.50) 
 

0.310 

(1.55) 
 

Observations           149           149 149 149 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

An interesting additional finding is that as religion becomes more important for people's lives, 

individuals tend to become more tolerant in the sense that they state that AI developers should 

develop AI systems in a way that respects all values from different religions equally, even if they contradict each 

other. 
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Table 6. OLS for religiosity (importance) and expectations for religiously aligned AI (2) 

 

 

(5) 
depend_develop-

ers_customized_chat 

(6) 
depend_develop-

ers_seek_input_rel 

(7) 
depend_develop-

ers_universal_ethics 

(8) 
depend_develop-

ers_seperate_version 

Importance of 
religion  
indep_im-
portance_religion 

-0.00610 

(-0.22) 
 

0.00547 

(0.23) 
 

-0.0550* 

(-2.44) 
 

0.0191 

(1.00) 
 

Familiarity with 
ChatGPT 

0.0380 

(0.80) 
 

0.00367 

(0.09) 
 

0.141*** 

(3.63) 
 

0.0799* 

(2.44) 
 

Gender 0.00588 

(0.07) 
 

0.238*** 

(3.38) 
 

0.0222 

(0.33) 
 

-0.0401 

(-0.70) 
 

Age -0.0996* 

(-2.28) 
 

-0.0382 

(-1.04) 
 

-0.0294 

(-0.82) 
 

-0.000883 

(-0.03) 
 

Household 
income 

-0.0176 

(-0.92) 
 

0.0400* 

(2.48) 
 

0.0321* 

(2.06) 
 

-0.0113 

(-0.86) 
 

Constant 0.672*** 

(3.37) 
 

-0.00544 

(-0.03) 
 

0.0308 

(0.19) 
 

-0.0388 

(-0.28) 
 

Observations  149     149 149 149 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

The rest of the survey questions specifically focused on religious people and disregarded the unaf-

filiated ones. The objective was to observe variations of AI alignment-related expectations among 

religious people. 

 

Figure 12. Do you agree or disagree that ChatGPT's responses should be based on the views that take 

into account the moral values emphasized by your religious belief? 
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Over 40 percent of the religious participants stay neutral on whether AI systems like ChatGPT 

should consider their belief systems. It appears that many religious individuals have not formed 

their opinion regarding this issue yet. 

Among the group affiliated with a religion (132 participants), 10 participants' data on household 

income were missing; thus, the OLS analysis included data from 122 participants for the relation-

ship between religiosity and religiously-motivated expectations. 

Table 7. OLS for religiosity (participation)                    Table 8. OLS for religiosity (importance) 

and expectations for ChatGPT considerations                 and expectations for ChatGPT considerations 

 depend_chatgpt_con-
sider_mybelief 

  depend_chatgpt_con-
sider_mybelief 

Participation to 
religious activities  
indep_participation_rel_activities 

0.374*** 
(5.13) 

 
Importance of religion 
indep_importance_religion 

0.341*** 
(4.48) 

Familiarity with ChatGPT 
0.0116 
(0.11) 

 Familiarity with ChatGPT 
0.0396 
(0.38) 

Gender 
0.0154 
(0.09) 

 Gender 
-0.0678 
(-0.37) 

Age 
-0.0719 
(-0.79) 

 Age 
-0.0998 
(-1.07) 

Household income 
0.0319 
(0.77) 

 Household income 
0.0466 
(1.09) 

Constant 
2.184*** 

(4.84) 
 Constant 

2.092*** 
(4.25) 

Observations               122  Observations          122 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

These outcomes also support the first hypothesis (H1), indicating that religious individuals tend to 

expect AI systems to be religiously aligned. Though the hypothesis may not be directly linked to 

the level of religiosity, the notion of “being a religious individual” can be imagined beyond the 

existence or non-existence of affiliations and be viewed as a spectrum ranging from entire inde-

pendence from religious identities to extreme religiosity. 

The statistics presented on Table 7 and 8 also partially support the third hypothesis (H3). The 

answers to the question do not say anything about the universality claims, but it seems that as 

individuals become more religious, they prioritize their own beliefs in this discussion. 
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Religious participants were also asked to state their reactions when faced with a contradiction. The 

question "How would you respond if ChatGPT’s responses include views that contradict the moral values empha-

sized by your religious belief?" was directed to believers (132 participants). 

In this question, 132 participants were asked to select all answers that align with their worldview 

and 60 of them selected " Look for alternatives that respect my beliefs” (depend_contradict_look_for_al-

ter variable in OLS table), while 21 of them selected “contact the developers or other users" (depend_con-

tradict_contact_dev_us). 48 participants pointed out that they would "Stop using ChatGPT” (de-

pend_contradict_stop_using), and 27 people found it necessary to “accept ChatGPT as it is and adapt” 

(depend_contradict_accept_as_it_is). 26 participants selected that they would “join or support efforts 

for change” (depend_contradict_effort_for_change), and 8 of them highlighted that they would “pro-

test or demonstrate against ChatGPT” (depend_contradict_protest). 

In addition to these options, 7 participants thought that they would "advocate for legal or regulatory 

measures against ChatGPT” (depend_contradict_legal_measures), and 5 of them said it would make 

sense to “call for a boycott of ChatGPT or its developers" (depend_contradict_boycott). 

Table 9. OLS for religiosity (participation) and expectations when contradictions arise (1) 

 (1) 
depend_contra-

dict_look_for_alter 

(2) 
depend_contra-

dict_contact_dev_us 

(3) 
depend_contra-
dict_stop_using 

(4) 
depend_contra-

dict_accept_as_it_is 

Participation to 
religious activities  
indep_participa-
tion_rel_activities 

0.0302 

(0.76) 
 

1.040 

(1.35) 
 

0.0781* 

(2.13) 
 

-0.0220 

(-0.69) 
 

Familiarity with 
ChatGPT 

0.0226 

(0.41) 
 

1.019 

(0.46) 
 

-0.0906 

(-1.79) 
 

0.00376 

(0.09) 
 

Gender 0.107 

(1.13) 
 

0.950 

(-0.72) 
 

-0.0924 

(-1.04) 
 

0.0579 

(0.76) 
 

Age 0.00635 

(0.13) 
 

0.996 

(-0.10) 
 

0.0412 

(0.90) 
 

-0.0877* 

(-2.20) 
 

Household income -0.0116 

(-0.51) 
 

0.987 

(-0.75) 
 

0.0385 

(1.85) 
 

0.00641 

(0.35) 
 

Constant 0.258 

(1.05) 
 

1.085 

(0.45) 
 

0.0776 

(0.34) 
 

0.436* 

(2.22) 
 

Observations 122 122 122              122 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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As 10 out of 132 religiously affiliated participants did not state their household income, the OLS 

analysis was conducted with data from 122 participants in this question. The analysis showed that 

individuals who more frequently participate in religious activities tend to stop using ChatGPT if 

the AI system provides a response contradicting their beliefs (see Table 9). The relationship also 

turned out to be statistically significant when calling for a boycott of ChatGPT or its developers 

(see Table 10).  

Table 10. OLS for religiosity (participation) and expectations when contradictions arise (2) 

 

 

(5) 
depend_contradict_ef-

fort_for_change 

(6) 
depend_contra-

dict_protest 

(7) 
depend_contradict_le-

gal_measures 

(8) 
depend_contradict_boy-

cott 

Participation to 
religious activi-
ties  
indep_participa-
tion_rel_activities 

0.0199 

(0.64) 
 

0.00375 

(0.19) 
 

-0.00905 

(-0.50) 
 

0.0351* 

(2.27) 
 

Familiarity with 
ChatGPT 

  0.0366 

   (0.85) 
 

-0.00747 

(-0.27) 
 

0.0440 

(1.75) 
 

0.00484 

(0.23) 
 

Gender 0.0799 

(1.06) 
 

0.0134 

(0.28) 
 

0.0617 

(1.40) 
 

0.0176 

(0.47) 
 

Age -0.0572 

 (-1.46) 
 

0.0206 

(0.83) 
 

-0.0183 

(-0.80) 
 

0.0116 

(0.60) 
 

Household 
income 

-0.0342 

 (-1.92) 
 

0.0130 

(1.16) 
 

0.00408 

(0.39) 
 

-0.0113 

(-1.28) 
 

Constant    0.304 

   (1.57) 
 

-0.0491 

(-0.40) 
 

-0.0197 

(-0.17) 
 

-0.0812 

(-0.85) 
 

Observations            122         122                122               122 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

The same outputs are not visible when the importance of religion in one's life is considered. In-

stead, as the level of importance of religion increases, the strategy to join or support efforts for 

change becomes more salient (see Table 12). 
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Table 11. OLS for religiosity (importance) and expectations when contradictions arise (1) 

 (1) 
depend_contra-
dict_look_for_al

ter 

(2) 
depend_contra-

dict_contact_dev_us 

(3) 
depend_contra-
dict_stop_using 

(4) 
depend_contra-

dict_accept_as_it_is 

Importance of religion  
indep_importance_religion 

0.00184 

(0.05) 
 

1.026 

(0.85) 
 

0.0514 

(1.36) 
 

-0.0301 

(-0.93) 
 

Familiarity with 
ChatGPT 

0.0229 

(0.42) 
 

1.021 

(0.51) 
 

-0.0863 

(-1.68) 
 

0.00134 

(0.03) 
 

Gender 0.112 

(1.16) 
 

0.946 

(-0.76) 
 

-0.101 

(-1.11) 
 

0.0674 

(0.87) 
 

Age 0.00453 

(0.09) 
 

0.994 

(-0.17) 
 

0.0357 

(0.77) 
 

-0.0859* 

(-2.16) 
 

Household income -0.0115 

(-0.51) 
 

0.989 

(-0.68) 
 

0.0408 

(1.93) 
 

0.00513 

(0.28) 
 

Constant 0.355 

(1.36) 
 

1.121 

(0.59) 
 

0.139 

(0.57) 
 

0.482* 

(2.31) 
 

Observations        122 122   122 122 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 

 

Table 10. OLS for religiosity (importance) and expectations when contradictions arise (2) 

 

 

(5) 
depend_contra-

dict_ef-
fort_for_change 

(6) 
depend_contra-

dict_protest 

(7) 
depend_contradict_le-

gal_measures 

(8) 
depend_contradict_boy-

cott 

Importance of 
religion  
indep_im-
portance_religion 

0.0687* 
(2.19) 

 

-0.0129 

(-0.64) 
 

0.00919 

(0.49) 
 

0.0271 

(1.71) 
 

Familiarity with 
ChatGPT 

0.0420 

(0.99) 
 

-0.00846 

(-0.31) 
 

0.0447 

(1.77) 
 

0.00709 

(0.33) 
 

Gender 0.0526 

(0.70) 
 

0.0199 

(0.41) 
 

0.0558 

(1.25) 
 

0.0120 

(0.31) 
 

Age -0.0595 

(-1.55) 
 

0.0205 

(0.83) 
 

-0.0180 

(-0.79) 
 

0.00902 

(0.46) 
 

Household income -0.0313 

(-1.78) 
 

0.0125 

(1.11) 
 

0.00444 

(0.43) 
 

-0.0101 

(-1.13) 
 

Constant 0.0944 

(0.47) 
 

0.0164 

(0.13) 
 

-0.0883 

(-0.73) 
 

-0.0701 

(-0.68) 
 

Observations                  122                        122               122                 122 

t statistics in parentheses 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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The final two questions of the survey were about the benefits and risks of incorporating religious 

beliefs into AI systems. Participants were first asked to select all options that they find suitable for 

the question, "In your opinion, what are the potential benefits of developing ChatGPT to align with moral values 

specifically emphasized by your religious belief and not others’ beliefs?” 

Of 132 religious participants, 41 thought "there are no benefits associated with this alignment 

strategy” (depend_benefits_no_ben). Among the remaining 91 participants, 37 said a potential 

benefit is "receiving unbiased responses from ChatGPT & helping to eliminate certain stereotypes” (de-

pend_benefits_unbias). Meanwhile, 35 participants thought incorporating their own beliefs would 

“facilitate interfaith understanding and dialogue” (depend_benefits_interfaith), and 38 of them thought 

it would “increase user trust and satisfaction” (depend_benefits_increased_trust). Lastly, 25 participants 

stated that it would “foster a sense of community among users” (depend_benefits_sense_of_command), 

and 12 of them said it would “reduce moral ambiguity” (depend_benefits_moral_ambiguity). 

No statistically significant relationship was found between levels of religiosity (regarding neither 

participation nor importance indicators) and the options for selected potential benefits. Also, the 

religiosity level could not predict the group who selected the no-benefits option. 

Similarly, no statistically significant relationship was found between the levels of religiosity and the 

options for selected potential risks. Similar to the case of benefit perceptions, the religiosity level 

could not predict the group who selected the no-risks option. Nevertheless, it would still be en-

lightening to see which risks are predicted in the question, “In your opinion, what are the potential risks 

of developing ChatGPT to align with moral values specifically emphasized by your religious belief and not others’ 

beliefs?” 

Of 132 religious participants, 45 thought "there are no risks associated with this alignment strategy” (de-

pend_risks_no_risks). Among the remaining 87 participants, 36 said a potential risk is “receiving 

biased responses from ChatGPT & reinforcing certain stereotypes” (depend_risks_bias). Meanwhile, 40 par-

ticipants thought incorporating their own beliefs would “alienate users with different beliefs” (de-

pend_risks_alienating_others), and 33 of them thought it would “reduce user trust and satisfaction” 

(depend_risks_reduced_trust). Finally, 36 participants stated that it would lead to a “limited under-

standing and perspective on global issues” (depend_risks_limited_understanding), and 20 of them said 

there might be “unintended consequences from incorporating my religious belief” (depend_risks_unin-

tended_cons). 
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6.3. Religious Differences and the Expectations for Religiously Aligned AI 

The second hypothesis of this study (H2) suggests that religious differences may be reflected in 

the expectations from AI systems. Individuals affiliated with diverse religions may have distinct 

expectations. In order to test this hypothesis, a sample with enough individuals from varying reli-

gious groups should be established. However, as mentioned earlier, out of 164 participants, around 

80 percent (132 participants) identified with a religion and 109 of them identified with Christianity. 

Out of 132 participants, 44 were Catholic Christians, while 41 were Protestant Christians. 21 par-

ticipants said they identified with a denomination of Christianity other than those presented in the 

survey options. There were also 7 Jewish participants, 5 Muslim participants, 5 Buddhists, 3 Or-

thodox Christians and 1 Hindu. In addition, 5 participants selected "Other" for their religious 

affiliation. 

To perform chi-square tests to observe whether there is any difference between religious groups 

regarding expectations from AI, the categories should have a sufficient number of observations, 

which is often considered as at least five observations per category. Thus, Orthodox Christians, 

Hindus and those who selected “Other” are excluded from this analysis. 

The relationships between religious affiliation and various dependent variables on expectations 

of AI alignment were examined using chi-square tests of independence, comparing each pair of 

religious groups. The Bonferroni correction was applied to manage the risk of type I error -

falsely identifying a significant effect. 

Regarding the answers provided for the question “When developing ChatGPT, how should de-

velopers approach moral values emphasized by various religious beliefs?" other than one answer 

option (depend_developers_universal_ethics), no other expectations (depend_developers_neglect_all, de-

pend_developers_prioritize_mine, depend_developers_prioritize_common_acr_religions, depend_developers_re-

spect_all_equally, depend_developers_customize_chatgpt, depend_developers_seek_input_relgroups, depend_devel-

opers_seperate_versions) were statistically different when pairs of religious groups are assessed. 
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Table 11. Pairwise Chi-square Tests of Independence Between Religious Categories and Expectations from De-

velopers to Focus on Universally Accepted Ethics (depend_developers_universal_ethics) 

Category 1 Category 2 
Chi-Square  

Statistic 
Degrees of 
Freedom 

P-value Corrected P-value 
Significant 

After Correction 

Christian (Protestant) 
Christian 
(Catholic) 

2,9829 1 0,0841 0,8415 False 

Christian (Protestant) Buddhist 0,1756 1 0,6752 1,0000 False 

Christian (Protestant) Jewish 20,4073 1 0,0000 0,0001 True 

Christian (Protestant) Muslim 2,7617 1 0,0965 0,9655 False 

Christian (Catholic) Buddhist 0,0000 1 1,0000 1,0000 False 

Christian (Catholic) Jewish 8,8432 1 0,0029 0,0294 True 

Christian (Catholic) Muslim 0,1358 1 0,7125 1,0000 False 

Buddhist Jewish 1,8555 1 0,1731 1,0000 False 

Buddhist Muslim 0,0000 1 1,0000 1,0000 False 

Jewish Muslim 1,0714 1 0,3006 1,0000 False 

 

A significant association was found between the expectations from developers to focus on universally 

accepted ethical principles rather than specific religious values and religious affiliation for two specific pairs 

of religious groups. First, there was a significant difference between Protestant Christians and Jew-

ish respondents, and second, there was a significant difference between Catholic Christians and 

Jewish respondents. In both cases, the null hypothesis of independence was rejected, indicating 

that the distribution of the dependent variable (depend_developers_universal_ethics) differed signifi-

cantly between these pairs of religious groups. 

When the data is closely investigated, out of 7 Jewish participants, 6 stated that the developers 

should focus on these ethical principles while developing ChatGPT, while only 20 percent of Cath-

olic Christians and 7 percent of Protestant Christians stated the same. 

Neither the answers provided for the question on considerations about ChatGPT (Do you agree or 

disagree that ChatGPT's responses should be based on the views that take into account the moral values emphasized 

by your religious belief?) nor the ones presented for the question on contradictions (How would you 

respond if ChatGPT’s responses include views that contradict the moral values emphasized by your religious belief?), 

a significant association was found. The same was true for questions on risks and benefits. 

Another way to approach the question of differences between religious groups is to group all Christian 

traditions under one category for the analysis: Christian. Out of 132 participants, 109 of them were Chris-

tians. Hindus and those who selected “Other” for their religious affiliation are excluded from the 

following analysis to reach valid inferences in line with the assumptions of chi-squared tests. 
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Table 12. Pairwise Chi-square Tests of Independence Between Religious Categories (with Christians aggregated) 

and Expectations from Developers to Focus on Universally Accepted Ethics (depend_developers_universal_ethics) 

Category 1 Category 2 
Chi-Square  

Statistic 
Degrees of 
Freedom 

P-value Corrected P-value 
Significant 

After Correction 

Buddhist Christian 0,0000 1 1,0000 1,0000 False 

Buddhist Jewish 1,8555 1 0,1731 1,0000 False 

Buddhist Muslim 0,0000 1 1,0000 1,0000 False 

Christian Jewish 15,6311 1 0,0001 0,0005 True 

Christian Muslim 0,6309 1 0,4270 1,0000 False 

Jewish Muslim 1,0714 1 0,3006 1,0000 False 

 

Again, regarding the answers provided for the question “When developing ChatGPT, how should devel-

opers approach moral values emphasized by various religious beliefs?" other than the same answer option 

(depend_developers_universal_ethics), no other expectations were statistically different when pairs of 

religious groups are assessed. There was a significant difference between Christian and Jewish re-

spondents. While 6 out of 7 Jewish participants stated that the developers should focus on univer-

sal ethics, only 16 percent of Christians made the same choice. 

Similar to the previous results from the pairwise chi-square tests, neither for the answers provided 

for the question on considerations about ChatGPT nor the ones presented for the question on 

contradictions, a significant association was found. Once again, the same was valid for questions 

on risks and benefits. 

In brief, the analysis resulted in very little support for the second hypothesis of this study (H2). 

Apart from a particular case relating to the acceptance of universal ethics, the survey results could 

not indicate a significant difference linked to religious differences and the expectations from AI 

systems. 
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6.3. Summary of the Analysis 

The survey data, collected from 230 respondents via the SurveyMonkey Audience, was analyzed 

in this section. After identifying and removing outliers, a total of 212 valid responses remained. 

Demographic information supplied by SurveyMonkey revealed that the majority of participants 

were female, and a significant portion had an average household income ranging from $25,000 to 

$100,000, suggesting a predominantly middle-class demographic. This study also evaluated partic-

ipants' familiarity with ChatGPT, considering it crucial for analyzing perceptions, leading to the 

exclusion of participants who were entirely unfamiliar with ChatGPT.  

The hypothesis that individuals with religious affiliations are more likely to expect AI systems to 

align with religious beliefs (H1) was tested with this refined sample of 164 participants. Most par-

ticipants identified with a religion, mainly Christianity, while a small fraction did not. An ordinal 

logistic regression model was used to analyze the binary independent variable on religious affilia-

tion and dependent variables regarding respondents' expectations of religious alignment in AI sys-

tems while controlling for demographic factors and familiarity with ChatGPT. 

The regression analysis indicated that religious affiliation (whether a person is religiously affiliated 

or not) significantly affected certain expectations for AI alignment. Notably, religiously affiliated 

individuals were less likely to expect developers of AI systems to ignore all moral values under-

scored by religious beliefs but were more likely to expect them to prioritize respondents’ own 

religious beliefs. Although participants' expectations varied, the results lend some empirical sup-

port to H1. 

The study examined how religiosity affects people's expectations for AI alignment. It suggested 

that individuals with higher religiosity may prefer AI alignment that prioritizes their belief system 

over alignment strategies claiming universality. (H3). Two religiosity indicators—frequency of par-

ticipation in religious activities and the role of religion in one's life—were used to measure the 

religiosity levels of religiously affiliated participants (132 out of 164 total). The findings imply that 

increased religiosity indeed translates into expectations for AI systems to emphasize the moral 

values of one's religious beliefs. However, the outcomes regarding lower expectations for univer-

sally accepted norms and values embedded in AI alignment strategies were ambiguous.  

The reactions of religiously affiliated participants to hypothetical contradictions between AI sys-

tems and their religious beliefs are also investigated. The most common response was to seek 

alternatives that respect their beliefs, but many would also stop using the system, adapt to it, join 

change efforts, or contact the developers. The statistical analysis demonstrated that individuals 
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with higher levels of religious activity were significantly more likely to cease using ChatGPT or 

advocate for boycotting if it contradicted their beliefs. Interestingly, the importance of religion in 

one's life did not yield the same results; instead, it heightened the tendency to join or support 

change efforts. 

The perceived benefits and risks of aligning AI systems with religious beliefs were also assessed. 

Many participants neither saw any benefits nor risks associated with such alignment, and no sig-

nificant relationship was found between religiosity levels (in terms of participation and importance) 

and the potential benefits or risks indicated by the participants. This suggests that religiosity might 

not be the indicator that is influencing individuals’ perception of risks and benefits when it comes 

to religiously aligned AI systems. 

The study further hypothesized that variations in religious affiliation might influence expectations 

for AI alignment (H2). Chi-square tests of independence were used to examine the associations 

between different pairs of religious affiliation categories and AI alignment expectations. For the 

most part, responses did not statistically differ across religious groups. However, a notable excep-

tion was the expectation that AI developers prioritize universally accepted ethics over specific 

religious values. Statistically significant differences emerged between Protestant Christians and 

Jewish respondents, as well as between Catholic Christians and Jewish respondents. 

On closer inspection, 86% of Jewish participants stated that AI developers should prioritize uni-

versally accepted ethical principles, whereas only 20% of Catholic Christians and 7% of Protestant 

Christians held this idea. Nevertheless, no other significant relationship was found between reli-

gious affiliation categories and AI expectations in other aspects like contradictions, risks, and ben-

efits. This pattern held true even when all Christian denominations were combined for analysis; 

the significant difference remained only between Christians and Jewish respondents in the context 

of prioritization of universal ethics. To summarize, the hypothesis (H2) found minimal support, 

suggesting that religious affiliation may not significantly lead to varying expectations from AI sys-

tems. 
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7. Discussions and Conclusion 

This study aimed to investigate the impact of religion on individuals' expectations for AI alignment. 

Building on Bourdieu's (1976; 1986; 1993) theoretical constructs of habitus, field, and capital, a survey 

was designed and conducted with participants from various religious backgrounds in the United 

States. The objective was to understand the role of religion in shaping expectations for AI align-

ment, seeking to fill a research lacuna while looking for some answers to essential questions re-

garding the ethical, philosophical, and societal implications of AI (Rossano, 2001; Wallach & Allen, 

2009; Floridi & Cowls, 2019; Singler, 2018). 

The findings suggest that religious affiliation indeed influence certain expectations toward AI align-

ment. Those with religious affiliations were found to be less likely to expect AI developers to 

ignore their beliefs and more likely to desire AI systems to prioritize their own traditions. This 

resonates with Bourdieu's understanding of habitus, as religious beliefs constitute a significant part 

of individuals' social dispositions, influencing their expectations in various aspects of life, including 

the AI systems in this case. 

Increased religiosity is found to be associated with stronger expectations for AI systems to reflect 

individuals' moral values derived from their religion. However, the relationship between religiosity 

levels and support for universally accepted norms in AI alignment strategies wasn't consistently 

inverse. 

Responses to hypothetical contradictions between AI systems and religious beliefs revealed that 

most religiously affiliated participants would seek alternatives that respect their beliefs or cease 

using the system altogether. This showed how religion, as a source of symbolic capital, may function 

in rejecting an AI system. Interestingly, the importance of religion in one's life did not consistently 

affect these responses, suggesting that the relationship between personal religiosity and responses 

to perceived contradictions is nuanced and deserves more in-depth examination. 

The results also revealed that participants' level of religiosity might not directly influence the per-

ception of benefits and risks associated with religiously aligned AI systems.  

When assessing the impact of religious variations on AI alignment expectations, the only signifi-

cant difference across religious affiliations emerged in prioritizing universally accepted ethical prin-

ciples over specific religious values, primarily between Christian and Jewish respondents. This 

finding highlights the importance of context-specific examination of the interplay of religion and 
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AI alignment strategies. It illustrated an example where individuals with distinct religious back-

grounds acquire different dispositions and interact within a complex field that shapes their expec-

tations for AI alignment. 

The implications of our findings extend beyond the individual level to the field of peace and con-

flict. If AI systems are aligned based on specific values, it may lead to tensions among groups that 

do not share similar values. On the other hand, AI systems that respect and incorporate a broad 

spectrum of religious and moral values hold the potential to foster understanding and cooperation 

among diverse religious groups. Therefore, AI alignment strategies should be developed with cul-

tural sensitivity to avoid deepening existing divides (Digum, 2019; Graci, 2008). 

In conclusion, the issue of AI alignment involves not only technical challenges but also profound 

social implications, requiring careful consideration of religious and moral diversity. Given AI's 

rapidly increasing influence on everyday life, understanding the interplay between religion and AI 

alignment strategies should be one of the priorities of developers, policymakers, and researchers.  

Based on this study’s findings, the following practical considerations for AI developers, policy-

makers, and researchers can be developed: 

1. AI developers, policymakers, and researchers should strive to understand and respect the 

religious values of the users to ensure that these systems are inclusive. 

2. AI developers, policymakers, and researchers should recognize the potential for societal 

tensions arising from AI alignment strategies. 

3. There is a need to encourage interdisciplinary research that involves collaboration among 

AI researchers, social scientists, and religious scholars to ensure a more comprehensive 

understanding of the interplay between religion and AI alignment. 

4. AI developers, policymakers, and researchers should consider conducting context-specific 

examinations of the relationship between religion and AI alignment strategies. 

Through these practical considerations, it is possible to move closer to realizing the potential of 

AI systems that serve as allies to human prosperity, well-being, and peace rather than agents of 

conflict. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Survey 

Informed Consent Form  

Dear participant, 

My name is Mert Can Yilmaz, and I am a master's student at Uppsala University. I would like to 

invite you to participate in a survey that is part of my thesis project. The purpose of this study is 

to investigate the influence of religion on individuals' expectations regarding AI alignment. In brief, 

AI alignment refers to the challenge of creating artificial intelligence systems that operate in ac-

cordance with the intentions and desires of their developers. 

In this survey, you will be asked a series of questions about religion and artificial intelligence, using 

OpenAI's ChatGPT as an example. Please note that I have no affiliation with OpenAI. 

The questionnaire is expected to take approximately five minutes to complete. Your participation 

is entirely voluntary, and you have the right to withdraw at any time during the survey. Should you 

choose to withdraw, all data collected from you will be deleted. 

Your responses will be used solely for the purpose of this research, and all information you provide 

will be stored securely, anonymously, and confidentially. 

If you have any questions regarding this survey or would like to receive a report on the findings of 

this project, please feel free to contact me at mertcan.yilmaz@pcr.uu.se. 

By clicking the "Next" button below, you indicate your consent and agreement to participate in 

this study: 

"I consent and agree to participate in this study." 

Thank you for considering participating in this research. 
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Question on Familiarity with the ChatGPT 

1. How familiar are you with OpenAI's ChatGPT? 

• Extremely familiar 

• Very familiar 

• Somewhat familiar 

• Not so familiar 

• Not at all familiar 

 

Religion and Religiosity 

2. Do you identify with a specific religious tradition or belief system? If so, which religious 

tradition or belief system do you identify with? 

• I do not identify with a specific religious tradition or belief system. 

• Christian (Protestant) 

• Christian (Catholic) 

• Christian (Orthodox) 

• Christian (Other) 

• Jewish 

• Muslim 

• Buddhist 

• Hindu 

• Other 

 

3. On average, how often do you participate in religious activities, such as attending religious 

services, praying, or studying religious texts? 

• Never 

• Yearly or less frequently 

• Monthly 

• Weekly 

• Daily 
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4. How important is religion in your life? 

• Very important 

• Somewhat important 

• Not too important 

• Not important at all 

 

Religion and AI Alignment 

5. When developing ChatGPT, how should developers approach moral values emphasized 

by various religious beliefs? (Select all that apply) 

• Neglect all moral values emphasized by religious beliefs 

• Prioritize moral values emphasized by my religious belief 

• Prioritize the most common values across different religions 

• Respect all values from different religions equally, even if they contradict each 

other 

• Allow users to customize ChatGPT to match their values 

• Seek input from diverse religious groups to create a balanced approach 

• Focus on universally accepted ethical principles rather than specific religious values 

• Develop separate versions of ChatGPT tailored to individual religious beliefs 

 

6. Do you agree or disagree that ChatGPT's responses should be based on the views that take 

into account the moral values emphasized by your religious belief? 

• Strongly disagree 

• Disagree 

• Neither agree nor disagree 

• Agree 

• Strongly agree 
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7. How would you respond if ChatGPT’s responses include views that contradict the moral 

values emphasized by your religious belief? (Select all that apply) 

• Look for alternatives that respect my beliefs 

• Contact the developers or other users 

• Stop using ChatGPT 

• Accept ChatGPT as it is and adapt 

• Join or support efforts for change 

• Protest or demonstrate against ChatGPT 

• Advocate for legal or regulatory measures against ChatGPT 

• Call for a boycott of ChatGPT or its developers 

8. In your opinion, what are the potential benefits of developing ChatGPT to align with moral 

values specifically emphasized by your religious belief and not others’ beliefs? (Select all 

that apply) 

• I believe there are no benefits associated with this alignment strategy. 

• Receiving unbiased responses from ChatGPT & helping to eliminate certain stere-

otypes 

• Facilitating interfaith understanding and dialogue 

• Increased user trust and satisfaction 

• Fostering a sense of community among users 

• Reduced moral ambiguity 

 

9. In your opinion, what are the potential risks of developing ChatGPT to align with moral 

values specifically emphasized by your religious belief and not others’ beliefs? (Select all 

that apply) 

• I believe there are no risks associated with this alignment strategy. 

• Receiving biased responses from ChatGPT & reinforcing certain stereotypes 

• Alienating users with different beliefs 

• Reduced user trust and satisfaction 

• Limited understanding and perspective on global issues 

• Unintended consequences from incorporating my religious belief 


