
Why Multiple Fields Are Converging on the Same
AI Question

Michael Nathan Bower — alignmenttheory.org

One sign that a framework is touching something real is that multiple fields begin arriving

at the same concern independently. The concern is this: what happens when an external

system becomes good enough to carry functions that once required inward human

formation? That convergence is increasingly visible in contemporary discussions of AI. AI

safety, philosophy of technology, neuroscience, psychology, and religious thought are all

circling this question, even when they use different language.

This convergence is not accidental. It reflects a shared structural problem. The issue is no

longer only whether advanced systems can perform tasks well. The deeper issue is

whether their increasing competence changes what human beings must still be able to do

from within.

In AI safety, this appears as a concern about retained human oversight. Recent work on

the capability–comprehension gap argues that assisted performance can rise while users’

internal understanding deteriorates: users remain formally responsible for outputs they can

no longer fully evaluate, assess, or correct on their own, leaving them accountable for

decisions they no longer fully comprehend. Related work on AI delegation treats

delegation not merely as task transfer, but as a transfer of authority, accountability, and

practical control. This is structurally identical to the concern developed here: a system may

improve external performance while reducing the human capacity required to supervise,

interpret, and revise its outputs.

In philosophy of technology, the concern appears as externalization. Technologies do not

merely help human beings do things more efficiently; they reorganize which capacities

must still be carried internally and which can be offloaded into tools, systems, and

environments. The distinction becomes especially sharp with AI because the capacities at

stake are no longer limited to memory or calculation. Outsourcing memory changes what a

person retains. Outsourcing judgment changes what a person becomes. The question is

no longer simply whether outsourcing is useful, but whether some forms of outsourcing

alter the developmental structure of the person.

In neuroscience and psychology, the convergence appears around metacognition and

reflective participation. Recent work on trust in AI notes that systems may be opaque in

precisely the ways that prevent users from forming independent judgments, even while



those users remain accountable for decisions. Research on metacognition likewise

suggests that the ability to monitor, evaluate, and revise one’s own thinking is not reducible

to task success itself. This maps closely onto the distinction between external success and

internal decline: a system can help a person perform better while quietly reducing the

exercise of the inner processes through which mature judgment is sustained.

In religious and spiritual traditions, the concern has long appeared as the distinction

between outward conformity and inward transformation. The structural logic is precise: it is

not enough to produce correct behavior from the outside; what matters is whether a

capacity for right action has been formed within the person so that it can be exercised

independently of the external scaffold. This is the distinction the biblical tradition draws

between law written on stone and law written on the heart — between behavior produced

by external constraint and character that has become internally carried. The Augustinian

tradition formalizes the same concern through the concept of disordered loves: the

deepest form of human failure is not incorrect action but misdirected attachment, in which

the person comes to depend on what cannot ultimately sustain them. Religious language

speaks of the same danger in other terms: idolatry, legalism, or the substitution of external

guidance for inward renewal. Across traditions, the recurring structural insight is identical

to the one this framework develops: there is a difference between being directed from

outside and becoming the kind of person who can carry truth inwardly.

The broader Alignment Theory framework formalizes this as the difference between

externally maintained order and internally generated coherence. Internal regulation is

defined as the capacity to generate judgment, meaning, and responsibility from within

rather than relying primarily on external authority.

What makes AI uniquely important is that it may become all of these things at once. It is

not merely a computational tool. It can function as an assistant, advisor, interpreter,

planner, social partner, or moral intermediary. That is why public attitudes toward AI are

often mixed in a revealing way: people may welcome AI in analytic or technical domains

while remaining uneasy about its role in religion, love, meaning, and intimate judgment.

Survey data on AI attitudes consistently reflects this pattern, with greater openness in

domains like forecasting and medicine and much more resistance in domains tied to

identity, relationships, and existential interpretation. Even where the concepts are not

explicit, the intuition is present: some functions are merely useful to delegate, while others

are entangled with what a human being must keep practicing in order to remain fully

formed.

The common pattern across these fields can therefore be stated clearly:



When an external system becomes strong enough to carry load-bearing human

functions, the central question is no longer capability alone, but formation.

In AI safety, this becomes the problem of retained oversight. In philosophy, it becomes the

problem of outsourced judgment. In neuroscience, it becomes the problem of diminished

metacognitive participation. In religion, it becomes the problem of external authority

replacing inward transformation. These are not separate concerns. They are different

descriptions of the same civilizational threshold.

That is why the present framework should not be read as an isolated AI argument. It is

better understood as an attempt to name the deeper issue that multiple disciplines are

beginning to encounter at once: the real risk of advanced external systems is not only what

they do for humans, but what they make unnecessary within them. If that risk is real, then

the defining question of the AI age is not merely how to align powerful systems to human

preferences, but how to ensure that living with such systems does not erode the internal

capacities on which human agency depends.
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