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Abstract 

This white paper proposes Ethics Nexus, an international collaborative AI safety research hub that 

addresses the critical imbalance between advancements in AI capabilities and high-risk safety 

research. Its mission is to systematically coordinate and amplify global AI safety efforts, 

establishing a structured knowledge-sharing platform that respects proprietary interests while 

promoting methodological cross-pollination among organizations. This international hub enables 

organizations to share safety knowledge while safeguarding organizational secrets by turning 

shared challenges into strategic advantages. The model aligns individual competitive incentives 

with collective safety imperatives through carefully calibrated protocols for knowledge sharing, 

lead-time provisions, and technological infrastructure, offering a pragmatic pathway toward more 

robust AI safety practices within competitive environments and helping solve the alignment 

problem. 

Executive Summary 

The artificial intelligence research landscape reflects a concerning asymmetry that grows riskier 

each day: technical capabilities continuously accelerate while safety protocols lag dangerously 

behind. Between 2018 and 2023, only 2% of AI research focused directly on safety considerations 

(ETO Research Almanac, AI safety, 2025), creating a widening capabilities-safety gap that 

threatens the field's sustainable advancement. This disparity isn't merely an academic concern—it 

represents a fundamental risk that increases as systems become more powerful without a 

corresponding understanding of their safety implications. 

Today's frontier AI models already demonstrate concerning behaviors, learning to exploit 

loopholes in controlled environments rather than developing their intended goals. If system 

misalignment manifests in such constrained settings, we can only imagine the potential 

consequences when deployed in complex real-world environments with numerous untested 

variables. The window for addressing these challenges grows narrower as capabilities advance. 

At the heart of this challenge lies a collective action problem, where rational individual strategies 

lead to collectively irrational outcomes. While individual companies perceive strategic advantages 

in prioritizing capabilities or keeping safety research confidential, this creates conditions in which 
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catastrophic failures become more likely. Such extreme failures would inevitably trigger sweeping 

regulatory responses that impact all companies, regardless of their individual safety records. 

Organizations face two competing priorities that seem fundamentally at odds: maximizing 

competitive advantage through capability development and information siloing, versus enhancing 

collective safety through coordination and knowledge sharing. This tension creates several critical 

challenges that hinder meaningful progress on safety. 

Regulatory spillover represents a significant concern. A single frontier AI system causing 

catastrophic harm could generate consequences affecting the entire AI ecosystem, regardless of 

who is responsible. It would be preferable if an AI-enabled catastrophe did not occur in the first 

place. Laboratory-contained failures offer unreliable safety assurances, as real-world deployment 

introduces variables that amplify risks exponentially. History shows us that regulatory responses 

typically expand in scope following actual catastrophes rather than theoretical risks—a pattern 

we've witnessed across biotechnology, nuclear energy, and financial markets. 

Information asymmetry further exacerbates these challenges. Organizations operate with 

incomplete knowledge about safety approaches developed elsewhere, resulting in duplicative 

research and critical blind spots where significant safety concerns remain unaddressed. Current 

publication practices, where only 11% of AI safety articles come from private companies (ETO 

Research Almanac, AI safety, 2025), create a fragmented knowledge landscape that inefficiently 

distributes critical safety insights across an increasingly dangerous ecosystem. 

First-mover considerations raise valid concerns that sharing safety innovations undermines 

competitive advantages. Safety research signifies a substantial investment that organizations aim 

to recover through differentiation, and safety innovations sometimes disclose architectural insights 

that could enhance capabilities elsewhere. This conflict between transparency and competitive 

positioning results in publication timelines that impede knowledge dissemination when it would 

be most beneficial. 

Ethics Nexus presents a novel institutional solution to address this fundamental coordination 

problem. Rather than relying on abstract appeals to the collective good, Ethics Nexus creates 

compelling, concrete mechanisms that transform safety coordination from a competitive liability 

into a strategic asset. The organization operates as a specialized knowledge aggregator and 

distributor, systematically collecting safety research from multiple sources and synthesizing it into 

coherent frameworks that reveal patterns, contradictions, and fusion across diverse methodological 

approaches. This knowledge synthesis extends beyond passive documentation. Ethics Nexus 

actively identifies complementary approaches and critical gaps in collective understanding, while 

hosting collaborative forums for direct communication between members. 

There are five key pro-coordination arguments to consider: 

1. Avoiding stifling regulations: Catastrophic failures at any company will trigger regulatory 

responses affecting all companies, thus rewarding collective safety improvements. 

2. Research efficiency: Distributing comprehensive safety research across multiple entities 

enables more efficient resource allocation. 



 3 

3. Structural pattern recognition: Identifying safety problems with common structures 

across different technical approaches facilitates more robust solution development. 

4. Collective blind spot detection: Diverse expertise identifies vulnerabilities that no single 

person could recognize independently. 

5. Foundational knowledge sharing: Preventing inefficient rediscovery of established 

safety principles eliminates wasteful duplication efforts. 

Its coordination function reduces duplicative research efforts through improved information 

sharing, maintaining a comprehensive taxonomy of active research domains, and facilitating 

targeted collaboration between complementary teams. The hub's blind spot identification 

capability represents perhaps its most distinguishing contribution. By leveraging diverse 

organizational perspectives, Ethics Nexus systematically highlights underexplored safety 

considerations that are likely to elude any single research team. This process employs structured 

methodologies for identifying potential failure modes, utilizing multidisciplinary expertise to 

challenge implicit assumptions and illuminate unconsidered risks. This function transforms 

isolated research efforts into a collective intelligence system capable of detecting threats that 

would remain invisible within organizational silos. 

Ethics Nexus implements a tiered information classification system with precisely calibrated 

security boundaries. Information is classified into four specific tiers:  

1. Public: Openly shareable research findings made available to all  

2. Discreet: Research shared among specific member subsets 

3. Hidden: Research shared with vetted members under strict access constraints 

4. Protected: Highly sensitive research requiring special handling protocols and 

exceptionally selective access, usually reserved for frontier AI companies  

Importantly, these tiers are non-binding, only guidelines, with authors retaining significant control 

over different members’ access to their work. 

Temporal balancing protocols enhance this classification system by incorporating lead-time 

provisions that grant organizations 6-18 months of exclusive use prior to wider sharing. 

Anonymous contribution channels mask organizational identity while facilitating knowledge 

transfer, and graduated release schedules move research across security boundaries as competitive 

advantages wane. These mechanisms acknowledge the legitimate tension between immediate 

transparency and the preservation of strategic positioning. 

Ethics Nexus stands out by specializing in high-risk safety research coordination, in contrast to 

organizations that split their focus between capability advancement and general safety. This 

emphasis enables deeper analysis and a specialized team composition. The organization's neutral 

status as a charity helps eliminate competitive conflicts of interest, allowing it to serve as an honest 

broker among otherwise competitive organizations. 

The organization implements a tiered membership structure that accommodates varying levels of 

research contribution. Core members (typically frontier AI companies) contribute substantial 

original safety research in exchange for comprehensive access across multiple security tiers. 
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Strategic members (smaller AI companies and specialized safety organizations) provide more 

limited contributions to access intermediate security tiers. Trusted members (university research 

groups and independent organizations) contribute theoretical frameworks and expertise, while 

Observers (governance stakeholders and the public) receive appropriately sanitized research 

syntheses. Membership tiers are not strict, and members may move between tiers as long as they 

demonstrate their commitment through the volume and value of research shared. 

Ethics Nexus will initially focus on six high-priority domains that collectively address 

foundational safety challenges: alignment techniques to maintain alignment with human values 

(the top priority), interpretability methods for understanding internal model representations, formal 

specification frameworks for precise safety properties, methodologies for robustness verification 

to ensure consistent performance, safety measurement frameworks for reliable evaluation, and 

analysis of emergent behavior to identify unexpected capabilities. 

Perhaps the most innovative aspect is the proposed automated research and development (ARD) 

framework, which leverages AI systems as research collaborators. This safety-first approach 

transforms traditional research methodology by establishing a fluid cycle in which all contributions 

are systematically analyzed, tested, and communicated in accessible formats. 

The case for participating in Ethics Nexus rests not on idealistic appeals to the common good, but 

on the pragmatic recognition that coordinated safety efforts better serve long-term strategic 

interests than isolated competition. While the development of aligned AI is undeniably a moral 

imperative, that alone has not been sufficient to overcome competitive pressures. The intrinsic 

value of safety collaboration becomes clearer when projecting toward increasingly capable 

systems; assuming indefinite control without robust alignment would be dangerously naive. 

Implementation will start with a small, adaptable team focused on research synthesis, secure 

infrastructure, membership development, and efficient operations. Ethics Nexus aims to onboard 

five core employees in the first year and acquire at least 10 member organizations in lower tiers. 

By the second year, after gaining trust, it targets significant growth across all metrics, with 

expanded membership in all tiers, including frontier AI companies. 

The accelerating development of artificial intelligence presents both extraordinary potential and 

significant risk. Ethics Nexus offers a targeted institutional response to the coordination failures 

endemic in current AI safety research. By establishing appropriate mechanisms for collaboration 

while respecting valid security and competitive concerns, this organization can help transition the 

AI research ecosystem toward a more optimal equilibrium that better serves both organizational 

and collective interests. 

We invite visionary individuals and organizations to discuss how Ethics Nexus can be structured 

to maximize value for all stakeholders while advancing our shared interest in beneficial AI 

development. If we don't collaborate now, we may look back on this time as our last real 

opportunity to align coordination with wisdom. If this proposal resonates with you, please get in 

touch with us to discuss how we can collaboratively build this preferred future together. 

 



 5 

Table of Contents 

1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 6 

2. The Collective Action Problem in AI Safety .................................................................................. 7 
2.1 Regulatory Spillover Effects ........................................................................................................... 7 
2.2 Information Asymmetry ................................................................................................................. 8 
2.3 First-Mover Considerations ........................................................................................................... 8 
2.4 Verification Challenges ................................................................................................................. 9 
2.5 Toward Structured Coordination ................................................................................................... 9 
2.6 Exposure Spectrum by Research Category .................................................................................. 10 

3. Proposed Solution: Ethics Nexus Research Hub ........................................................................ 11 
3.1 Core Institutional Function .......................................................................................................... 11 
3.2 Differentiated Value Proposition .................................................................................................. 11 
3.3 Organizational Implementation ................................................................................................... 13 
3.4 Information Security Architecture ................................................................................................ 13 
3.5 Initial Research Priorities ............................................................................................................. 14 

4. Operational Model and Implementation .................................................................................... 14 
4.1 Organizational Structure.............................................................................................................. 14 
4.2 Membership Structure ................................................................................................................. 14 
4.3 Financial Sustainability Model ..................................................................................................... 16 

5. Information Security Architecture ............................................................................................. 17 
5.1 Confidentiality and Legal Safeguards........................................................................................... 17 
5.2 Security Design Principles ........................................................................................................... 17 
5.3 Tiered Access Control ................................................................................................................. 18 
5.4 Information Classification Framework ......................................................................................... 18 
5.5 Balancing Mechanisms ............................................................................................................... 19 
5.6 Technical Implementation ........................................................................................................... 19 
5.7 Governance and Adaptation ........................................................................................................ 19 

6. Technical Research Focus Areas .............................................................................................. 19 
6.1 Priority Research Domains .......................................................................................................... 19 
6.2 Research Synthesis Methodology ................................................................................................ 21 
6.3 Automated Research and Development Framework for AI Alignment .......................................... 21 

7. Strategic Memberships and Governance ................................................................................... 23 
7.1 Membership Development Strategy ............................................................................................. 23 
7.2 Governance Structure ................................................................................................................. 24 

8. Success Metrics and Evaluation Methodologies ........................................................................ 25 
8.1 Quantitative Indicators ................................................................................................................ 25 

9. Potential Challenges and Mitigation Strategies.......................................................................... 25 
9.1 Anticipated Implementation Challenges...................................................................................... 25 

10. Conclusion and Call to Action ............................................................................................... 28 

References ...................................................................................................................................... 29 



 6 

 

1. Introduction 

The artificial intelligence research ecosystem exhibits a troubling structural imbalance: capability 

advancements consistently outpace corresponding safety protocols. Between 2018 and 2023, only 

~2% of AI research articles were directly related to safety, and that trend seems stable (ETO 

Research Almanac, The state of global AI safety research, 2024). As AI systems become more 

powerful, the lack of safety research isn’t just an oversight but a massive malfunction. As systems 

become more and more powerful without a proportionate understanding of their safety 

implications, we are facing more and more obscurity from something we can’t fully explain. 

Today’s frontier AI models trained to play videogames in a safe, controlled environment learn to 

exploit bugs in the game engine rather than develop intended gameplay objectives, destroying 

other boats and racking up as many points as possible instead of finishing the race. One can only 

imagine how this misaligned behavior could play out in real life, with millions of untested and 

unforeseen variables to interact with. If we’re hanging on to the edge of a cliff for dear life, 

impending societal-shifting AI capabilities, then we are indeed beginning to lose our grip. 

 

 

A paradox lurks here that transforms rational individual strategies into a group of irrational 

outcomes. While individual companies perceive strategic advantages in prioritizing capabilities or 

maintaining secrecy around safety research, this creates an environment where failures, such as 

catastrophic large-scale harms caused by misaligned AI systems, become more probable. These 

major failures would trigger regulatory responses affecting all companies, regardless of individual 

safety records. It becomes everyone’s problem. 

Ethics Nexus tackles this fundamental challenge by redefining safety research as a shared asset 

rather than a competitive disadvantage. Through protocols where implementation details of safety 

mechanisms remain proprietary if the providing organization wishes, while higher-level 

approaches can be shared, we create a system honoring competitive dynamics while enhancing 

collective security. We preserve innovation incentives by permitting novel safety techniques to 

enter public knowledge only after originating companies have had adequate lead time, while 

ensuring essential safety knowledge benefits the broader ecosystem. 

This collaborative model addresses five specific pro-coordination arguments: 

1. Avoiding stifling regulations: Catastrophic failures at any company will trigger regulatory 

responses affecting all companies, thus rewarding collective safety improvements (e.g., if 

a single AI were responsible for the deaths of thousands or millions of humans, the resulting 

backlash would almost certainly lead to drastic regulation, possibly a global freeze on AI 

development). 

2. Research efficiency: Distributing comprehensive safety research across multiple entities 

enables more efficient resource allocation. 

3. Structural pattern recognition: Identifying safety problems with common structures 

across different technical approaches facilitates more robust solution development. 

4. Collective blind spot detection: Diverse expertise identifies vulnerabilities that no single 

person could recognize independently. 
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5. Foundational knowledge sharing: Preventing inefficient rediscovery of established 

safety principles eliminates wasteful duplication efforts (i.e., we don’t want anyone 

wasting time reinventing the wheel). 

The case for participating in Ethics Nexus rests not on idealistic appeals to the common good, 

but on a pragmatic recognition: coordinated safety efforts better serve long-term strategic 

interests than isolated competition. While the development of aligned AI is undeniably a moral 

imperative, that alone has not been sufficient to overcome the competitive pressures that 

frontier AI companies face. The intrinsic value of safety collaboration becomes even clearer 

when we project where AI is heading—toward artificial general intelligence and 

superintelligence, systems whose capabilities may exceed our own by many orders of 

magnitude. Assuming we can indefinitely control such systems without robust alignment 

would be dangerously naïve. Yet we still have a window of opportunity to align with them. 

Ethics Nexus is designed to seize that opportunity by transforming a collective action problem 

into a strategic advantage through structured knowledge-sharing protocols, secure 

technological infrastructure, and incentive-aligned governance. 

2.  The Collective Action Problem in AI Safety 

Advanced AI safety research represents a problem where individual incentives for secrecy conflict 

with collective safety benefits. This body of work is far too large (~13,500 articles in 2023 (ETO 

Research Almanac, The state of global AI safety research, 2024)) for any individual researcher to 

comprehensively analyze, creating an information processing bottleneck. 

The task of identifying methodological patterns and conceptual innovations across thousands of 

diverse studies limits safety progress. Valuable cross-disciplinary connections often remain 

undiscovered within the published literature. The field needs effective knowledge synthesis 

mechanisms as urgently as it needs increased research volume. Improved methods for extracting, 

organizing, and connecting insights across existing safety research would accelerate progress more 

efficiently than simply producing additional isolated studies. We propose a more direct solution to 

this in subsection 6.3, outlining the use of automated research and development (ARD) to correct 

this research gap. 

This stark disparity creates a capability-safety gap that widens as technical advancements 

accelerate. Organizations face two competing priorities: maximize competitive advantage through 

capability development and information siloing, or enhance collective safety through coordination 

and knowledge sharing. 

2.1 Regulatory Spillover Effects 

 

Imagine a frontier AI company’s system causing widespread economic disruption. Governments 

might respond with strict regulations, halting progress industry-wide and penalizing even safety-

conscious firms. Catastrophic failures at any single organization would generate consequences 

affecting the entire AI ecosystem. This spillover risk underscores the need for collective action. 

Laboratory-contained failures provide unreliable safety assurances, as real-life deployment 
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environments introduce complex variables that amplify risks. Moreover, regulatory responses 

typically expand in scope following demonstrated catastrophes rather than theoretical risks. 

Historical precedents in biotechnology, nuclear energy, and financial markets demonstrate how 

localized failures consistently generate industry-wide constraints. AI's dual-use potential and rapid 

scalability amplify this dynamic, as its capabilities can both exacerbate risks and swiftly counter 

them, complicating the regulatory landscape further. 

2.2 Information Asymmetry 

Organizations operate with incomplete knowledge about safety approaches being developed 

elsewhere, resulting in duplicative research efforts across the industry. This fragmentation creates 

critical blind spots where important safety concerns remain unaddressed, increasing the probability 

that safety advances in one area are undermined by capability advances in another. 

Current publication practices exacerbate these issues, as organizations selectively disclose research 

based on competitive considerations rather than safety implications. Only 11% of AI safety articles 

had authors from private companies in 2023 (ETO Research Almanac, AI safety, 2025). Without 

structured coordination, the knowledge landscape remains fragmented and inefficiently distributed 

across an increasingly dangerous AI ecosystem. 

Anthropic's publication strategy illustrates the challenge: although it identifies as an AI safety 

company, it publishes far fewer safety papers than expected given the number of safety researchers 

it hires. This restraint is strategic—integrating safety internally and releasing only mature findings. 

Their widely cited 'Sleeper Agents' paper shows the value of selective disclosure (Hubinger & et, 

2024). When they do publish, their work can substantially advance the field. Ethics Nexus is 

designed to support such strategies, turning internal safety work into collective progress without 

risking competitive advantage. 

This illustrates precisely why Ethics Nexus's knowledge-sharing framework is needed: to enable 

safety research distribution while respecting proprietary boundaries, converting isolated internal 

safety work into collective progress without undermining competitive positions. We sincerely 

hope this also inspires more safety research to be done by all AI organizations.  

2.3 First-Mover Considerations 

Frontier AI companies have legitimate concerns that sharing safety innovations may erode 

competitive advantages. Research investments represent significant resources that organizations 

expect to recoup through competitive differentiation. Safety innovations can reveal architectural 

insights that could accelerate capability development elsewhere. Publication timelines create 

tensions between knowledge dissemination and maintaining strategic positioning. 

AI safety research inherently creates tension between the transparency required for collective 

progress and the protection of proprietary competitive advantages. Anthropic is not unique for a 

frontier AI company, but the degree of exposure varies systematically across different research 

domains and methodological approaches. 
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2.4 Verification Challenges 

Collaborative frameworks must address fundamental verification difficulties. Asymmetric 

contributions create resentment and undermine sustained participation in collaborative structures. 

Technical opacity complicates the evaluation of the substantive value of shared research, while 

private implementation details hinder the assessment of whether safety protocols are actually 

deployed in production systems. 

These verification challenges create the potential for strategic free-riding, where organizations 

benefit from others' contributions without proportional reciprocation—the "free-rider problem" in 

collective action dynamics that undermines sustainable cooperation. 

This free-rider problem is less concerning in this context, however. Tiered knowledge sharing will 

prevent potential free-riders from accessing the most sensitive research. Members are expected to 

publish valuable research regularly; if they fail, they may drop down a tier or lose their membership 

altogether.  

2.5 Toward Structured Coordination 

Ethics Nexus proposes specific coordination mechanisms with concrete protocols to overcome the 

collective action problem in AI safety. Instead of relying on altruism, we implement precise 

incentive structures that align individual organizational interests with collective safety outcomes. 

Our coordination framework includes these explicit mechanisms: 

1. Information classification system with four specific tiers:  

• Public: Publicly shareable research findings and methodologies 

• Discreet: Research shared among specific member subsets with enhanced security 

controls 

• Hidden: Research shared selectively with vetted members under strict access 

constraints 

• Protected: Highly sensitive research requiring special handling protocols 

2. Temporal balancing protocols that include:  

• Lead-time provisions allowing organizations 6-18 months of exclusive use before 

wider sharing. 

• Anonymous contribution channels mask organizational identity while enabling 

knowledge transfer. 

• Graduated release schedules for transitioning research across security boundaries 

as competitive advantages diminish. 

• Organizational say in determining which research security tier to publish under. 

It should be noted that these four information tiers are non-binding; that is, an author has a say in 

exactly who has access to their paper, which may not line up with Ethics Nexus’s classification 

system. Additionally, if Ethics Nexus deems a paper too dangerous for the author's chosen tier, 

they may move it up. Still, Ethics Nexus will never move a higher-tier paper down to a lower tier 

without the author’s approval.  
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While full and open participation is not expected from frontier companies, even a moderate degree 

of openness in AI safety research fosters the proliferation of diverse and robust alignment 

strategies. A balanced approach that encourages sharing research findings, methodologies, and 

even limited model access can facilitate broader engagement in high-risk safety issues and the 

alignment problem.1 

High-risk safety research begins with surveying experts who rank various safety issues from bias 

to bioterrorism. We consider three variables in this ranking: (1) the likelihood of the risk occurring, 

(2) the proximity of the risk, and (3) the severity of the risk. A risk could receive a rating of 10 

out of 10 for severity; however, if it ranks low in likelihood and proximity, it likely doesn’t warrant 

further research, assuming the rankings remain constant over time. 

2.6 Exposure Spectrum by Research Category 

Safety research exposes proprietary information along a gradient determined by how closely safety 

mechanisms are coupled with capability advancements: 

Low exposure domains typically encompass abstract frameworks, theoretical formalizations, and 

general principles that remain implementation-agnostic. Research on ethical frameworks, formal 

specification languages, or high-level alignment taxonomies can often be disseminated broadly 

with minimal competitive disadvantage. We anticipate that low exposure domains will exist 

predominantly at the public level of trust. 

Moderate exposure domains encompass interpretability methods, evaluation frameworks, and 

robustness testing protocols. These approaches disclose methodological strategies without 

necessarily revealing implementation specifics that would provide a direct competitive advantage. 

However, they may inadvertently expose architectural insights that competitors could utilize. We 

anticipate that moderate exposure domains will partially exist within the public level of trust while 

also partially existing within the discreet level of trust. 

High exposure domains involve safety techniques deeply integrated with model architecture, 

training methodologies, or emergent capability management. Research on scalable oversight, 

adversarial robustness implementations, or specific alignment implementations often requires 

revealing architectural decisions that provide competitive differentiation. We expect high exposure 

domains to exist mostly in the hidden level of trust while occasionally moving into the protected 

level of trust. 

If the trend toward long periods of internal-only deployment continues, outsiders will have a tough 

time contributing meaningfully to high-risk safety issues and solving alignment. Without 

mechanisms that preserve appropriate competitive advantages while enabling knowledge transfer, 

organizations rationally default to excessive secrecy, particularly for safety approaches closely 

coupled with capability advancements. 

 
1 Although extreme safety openness may actually accelerate the development of dangerous capabilities. 
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3. Proposed Solution: Ethics Nexus Research Hub 

3.1 Core Institutional Function 

Ethics Nexus represents a targeted institutional response to the coordination failures endemic in 

current AI safety research. Rather than relying on abstract appeals to collective welfare, Ethics 

Nexus creates compelling, concrete mechanisms that transform safety coordination from a 

competitive liability into a strategic asset. The hub functions as a specialized knowledge 

aggregator and distributor, systematically collecting safety research from multiple top-level 

sources and synthesizing it into coherent frameworks that reveal patterns, contradictions, and 

fusion across diverse methodological approaches. 

This knowledge synthesis extends beyond passive documentation, actively identifying 

complementary approaches and critical gaps in collective understanding. A collaborative forum is 

hosted for direct communication between members, allowing commentary on specific research 

with a rating system for their usefulness. Ethics Nexus's coordination function reduces duplicative 

research efforts through improved information sharing, maintaining a comprehensive taxonomy 

of active research domains, and facilitating targeted collaboration between complementary teams. 

By matching research efforts without compromising sensitive organizational information, Ethics 

Nexus maximizes collective progress while respecting proprietary boundaries. 

The hub's blind spot identification capability represents perhaps its most distinctive contribution. 

By leveraging once-hidden diverse organizational perspectives, Ethics Nexus systematically 

highlights underexplored safety considerations that would likely elude any single research team. 

This process employs structured methodologies for identifying potential failure modes, utilizing 

multidisciplinary expertise to challenge implicit assumptions and illuminate unconsidered risk 

vectors. This function transforms isolated research efforts into a collective intelligence system 

capable of detecting threats that would remain invisible within organizational silos. 

By joining the hub, entities can share expertise and learn from others, leading to faster progress in 

making AI safer. This collaboration can also cut costs, as sharing research expenses means less 

financial burden on each entity. Safety acceleration occurs through systematic research integration, 

creating compounding knowledge effects that accelerate progress across the ecosystem. By 

reducing redundant foundational work, Ethics Nexus enables research teams to build upon 

established findings rather than rediscovering them independently. The integration of diverse 

methodological approaches creates opportunities for novel synthesis that might remain 

undiscovered in isolated programs. Standardized evaluation frameworks enable consistent 

assessment of safety approaches, creating a cumulative knowledge base that systematically 

advances rather than cyclically rediscovers fundamental safety principles. Once established, the 

collective memberships of Ethics Nexus would actively encourage more safety research to be done 

by AI companies instead of merely being implemented. 

3.2 Differentiated Value Proposition 

Ethics Nexus distinguishes itself through several key characteristics that collectively enable its 

unique institutional role. Unlike organizations dividing attention between capability advancement 
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and safety, its specialized focus on safety research coordination enables dedicated expertise 

development and institutional incentives fully aligned with safety advancement. This 

concentration allows for analytical depth and specialized team composition drawing from formal 

verification, interpretability research, robustness engineering, and alignment theory. 

The organization's neutral institutional positioning and charity status eliminate competitive 

conflicts of interest that might otherwise undermine trust in information-sharing protocols. 

Funding comes from diverse organizations so as not to be controlled or directed in a singular 

undesirable or corruptible way. This neutrality enables Ethics Nexus to be an honest broker among 

otherwise competitive organizations, establishing appropriate boundaries between shared 

knowledge and proprietary information. Institutional independence facilitates credible arbitration 

regarding information classification and attribution conventions while enabling engagement with 

regulatory bodies without conferring advantages to any particular member. 

Ethics Nexus's multi-stakeholder integration incorporates perspectives from industry, academia, 

independent research institutes, and governance, creating a comprehensive view transcending the 

limitations of any single sector. This integration enables translation between different institutional 

priorities and methodological traditions, creating coherent syntheses from diverse research 

approaches. The approach includes mechanisms for incorporating various organizational 

perspectives while maintaining appropriate information boundaries and developing common 

technical vocabularies that enable meaningful cross-context communication. Being part of Ethics 

Nexus allows companies to help shape AI safety regulations, ensuring they are practical and 

supportive of innovation. This involvement can also boost a company's reputation, showing 

customers and investors a commitment to safety, which builds trust and loyalty. 

This approach incorporates both technical security measures and procedural safeguards calibrated 

to different sensitivity requirements, acknowledging that safety research exists along a continuum 

of competitive sensitivity. The framework enables organizations to simultaneously contribute 

across multiple security categories, maximizing collective knowledge while preserving 

appropriate competitive boundaries.  

Table 1 below provides examples of how different types of safety research fall into distinct 

exposure categories and corresponding sensitivity tiers: 

Research Domain Exposure Level Sensitivity Tier 

Ethical frameworks Low Public 

Formal specification languages Low Public 

Alignment taxonomies Low Public 

Interpretability methods Moderate Public/Discreet 

Evaluation frameworks Moderate Public/Discreet 

Robustness testing Moderate Public/Discreet 

Scalable oversight High Hidden/Protected 

Adversarial robustness High Hidden/Protected 

Alignment implementations High Hidden/Protected 

Table 1: Examples of exposure levels and research sensitivity tiers 
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Technical augmentation capabilities extend beyond simple information sharing, developing 

specialized AI-automated research tools that enhance aggregated research value through 

computational approaches to pattern identification, contradiction detection, and opportunity 

mapping. We'll transform passive knowledge repositories into dynamic research accelerators. 

How? By deploying advanced NLP for synthesis, building verification tools that analyze safety 

properties, and creating simulation environments to compare approaches side-by-side. Google has 

recently made advances in this area, developing a multi-agentic research synthesis solution that 

allows researchers to find meaningful patterns across thousands of scientific papers and generate 

novel hypotheses and solutions to problems (Gottweis & Natarajan, 2025). As mentioned, we 

intend to produce our own automated research and development system to speed up AI safety 

research. 

Ethics Nexus implements temporal balancing mechanisms—sophisticated protocols managing 

information dissemination timing, preserving first-mover advantages through appropriate lead 

time while ensuring eventual knowledge distribution. These include graduated release schedules, 

anonymized contribution frameworks, and aggregation approaches protecting attribution while 

enabling collective advancement, transforming temporal competition considerations from barriers 

into structured phases of knowledge dissemination. 

3.3 Organizational Implementation 

Ethics Nexus will be established as a 501(c)(3) charity with an interdisciplinary core team focusing 

on AI-leveraged safety research synthesis and analysis of high-risk issues. The technical 

infrastructure team will maintain secure collaboration systems, while membership development 

specialists will manage relationships with research organizations. A dedicated operations team will 

handle administration, legal compliance, and organizational effectiveness functions. 

Financial sustainability will be achieved through a diversified funding approach combining 

foundation grants, scaled membership contributions, government research grants focused on 

coordination infrastructure, and tech company grants in the AI space, with an eye toward future 

revenue streams such as safety standards and voluntary benchmarks to garner industry trust. 

3.4 Information Security Architecture 

Let's be real—frontier companies aren't going to share their most sensitive research without iron-

clad guarantees. That's precisely why we've designed our security architecture from the ground up 

with this concern in mind. Ethics Nexus's credibility depends fundamentally on complete 

transparency and robust security protocols enabling organizations to share sensitive research with 

appropriate protections. The security design implements a suite of protection layers, least privilege 

access principles, logical compartmentalization between sensitivity categories, strong 

cryptographic verification, comprehensive auditing, and, where appropriate, formal variable 

privacy guarantees. 
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3.5 Initial Research Priorities 

Ethics Nexus will initially focus on high-priority domains, including interpretability methods for 

understanding model internal representations, formal specification frameworks for defining safety 

properties, robustness verification methodologies, safety measurement frameworks, emergent 

behavior analysis methods for detecting unexpected capabilities, and, of course, alignment 

techniques for maintaining goal alignment with human values. While general safety practices are 

integral, a strong emphasis is placed on high-risk safety issues like alignment techniques, as we 

view this as the most urgent problem the AI community and even the world faces. 

The research synthesis methodology will employ comprehensive taxonomies for categorizing 

safety approaches, standardized evaluation frameworks, meta-analytical techniques for identifying 

patterns across research streams, machine learning-assisted literature analysis to identify hidden 

connections, and regular comprehensive research summaries with varying sensitivity 

classifications. 

This structured approach to research coordination transforms the theoretical case for cooperation 

into a practical institutional mechanism that aligns individual competitive interests with collective 

safety advancement. By demonstrating that participation generates concrete advantages exceeding 

isolation benefits, Ethics Nexus establishes a foundation for responsible AI development serving 

both organizational and collective objectives. 

4. Operational Model and Implementation 

4.1 Organizational Structure 

Ethics Nexus begins with a small, versatile team of fewer than 10 employees who cover four 

essential functions: (1) research synthesis—identifying patterns across safety approaches and 

pinpointing critical knowledge gaps; (2) secure technical infrastructure—implementing protected 

collaboration systems that balance information sharing with competitive boundaries; (3) 

membership development—building trust with research organizations through demonstrated 

value; and (4) lean operations—handling administration and compliance while maintaining 

appropriate separation from sensitive activities. This streamlined approach enables the 

organization to maximize impact while expanding strategically as memberships, funding, and trust 

grow. 

4.2 Membership Structure 

Ethics Nexus implements a tiered membership structure accommodating varying levels of research 

contribution while maintaining appropriate information boundaries. This calibrated approach 

enables participation across the spectrum from frontier AI companies to academic research groups 

while preserving necessary security distinctions. The structure creates graduated engagement 

pathways that align participation privileges with contribution levels, transforming potential free-

rider problems into structured reciprocity. The following diagram outlines the membership level 

structure: 
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Figure 1: Membership structure 

Core members represent organizations contributing substantial original safety research, typically 

including frontier AI companies with dedicated safety teams. These members receive 

comprehensive access to research syntheses across multiple security tiers and individual papers 

from other frontier companies in exchange for significant research contributions. Their 

participation involves formal institutional agreements specifying contribution expectations, access 

privileges, and compliance requirements. The protected sensitivity tier is associated with this 

member. 

Strategic members include organizations with more limited research contributions, such as 

smaller AI companies, specialized safety research organizations, and industry associations. These 

members receive access to intermediate security tiers based on their contribution levels, with 

graduated access privileges reflecting their participation intensity. Strategic membership provides 

a pathway for organizations to increase their involvement over time as institutional trust develops 

and research capacity expands. The hidden sensitivity tier is associated with this member. 

Trusted members encompass university research groups and independent research organizations 

focusing on long-term AI safety considerations. These members contribute theoretical 

frameworks, foundational research, and specialized expertise in exchange for access to appropriate 

research syntheses. Academic participation enhances the theoretical depth of the collaborative 
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framework while providing independent perspectives that complement industry research 

approaches. The discreet sensitivity tier is associated with this member. 

Observers represent governance stakeholders from regulatory bodies, policy research 

organizations, and the general public, receiving appropriately sanitized research syntheses that 

inform policy development. This stakeholder category establishes structured engagement with 

governance processes while maintaining appropriate separation between regulatory oversight and 

technical implementation. Governance participation enhances the regulatory relevance of safety 

research while providing a pathway for demonstrating collective safety commitment. The public 

sensitivity tier is associated with this member. 

The following table outlines membership contribution requirements and benefits: 

Tier Membership 

Level 

Contribution Requirements Access Privileges 

3 Core Substantial original safety 

research 

Full access to all research syntheses 

2 Strategic Limited research 

contributions 

Access to intermediate security tiers 

1 Trusted Theoretical frameworks and 

expertise 

Access to appropriate syntheses 

0 Observers Observer status Sanitized research summaries and 

public research 

Table 2: Membership levels, requirements, and privileges 

4.3 Financial Sustainability Model 

Long-term institutional effectiveness requires financial sustainability independent from any single 

funding source or institutional influence. Ethics Nexus implements a diversified funding approach 

incorporating multiple complementary revenue streams calibrated to preserve institutional 

independence. This model transforms financial sustainability from a potential vulnerability into a 

structured system reinforcing organizational independence and effectiveness. 

Foundation grants will provide initial operational funding, targeting organizations like Open 

Philanthropy with established commitments to long-term AI safety. These grants focus on 

infrastructure development, establishing operational processes, and demonstrating institutional 

viability. Foundation memberships are structured to preserve organizational independence through 

appropriate governance separation and diversified funding sources. 

After securing wider membership and giving appropriate notice, contributions will be requested 

and scaled according to organizational size and research contribution. This will provide sustainable 

operational funding as the organization demonstrates concrete value. This funding stream aligns 

financial incentives with institutional effectiveness, creating direct feedback mechanisms between 

organizational performance and financial sustainability. The tiered contribution structures 

accommodate different organizational capacities while ensuring equitable distribution of both 

benefits and supporting responsibilities. 
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Technical service provision through specialized safety evaluation methodologies generates 

additional revenue while enhancing the organization's analytical capabilities. These services 

include developing standardized evaluation frameworks, conducting comparative assessments of 

safety approaches, and providing specialized analytical tools. This revenue stream leverages 

organizational expertise to provide concrete value to member organizations while supporting 

fundamental research activities. 

5. Information Security Architecture 

5.1 Confidentiality and Legal Safeguards 

To protect sensitive information shared within Ethics Nexus, all participating entities must enter 

into legally binding Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs). These agreements delineate the scope 

of confidential information, obligations of the receiving parties, duration of confidentiality, and 

legal remedies in case of breaches. NDAs are foundational in maintaining trust and integrity 

within the collaborative framework. 

5.2 Security Design Principles 

 

Ethics Nexus ensures trust by securely sharing sensitive research. Six clear principles balance open 

collaboration with the protection of competitive interests, making security a foundation for 

effective teamwork. 

1. Defense in depth implements overlapping protective mechanisms rather than singular 

boundaries, preventing cascading failures when individual protections are compromised. 

When one security layer fails, others remain intact, maintaining system integrity while 

preserving collaborative functionality. This redundancy creates resilience against both 

sophisticated attacks and inadvertent security lapses without imposing excessive 

operational friction. 

2. Least privilege access enforces contextual authorization based on role, information 

classification, and analytical purpose rather than static binary permissions. This transforms 

security from rigid barriers into a dynamic system adapting to evolving organizational 

relationships and research priorities. The principle ensures legitimate users access only 

necessary information while minimizing potential damage from compromised credentials. 

3. Compartmentalization establishes logical separation between sensitivity categories, 

preventing unintended privilege escalation across security boundaries. This extends 

beyond technical implementation to organizational boundaries that collectively prevent 

unauthorized information propagation. Effective compartmentalization enables knowledge 

synthesis across domains without compromising higher-sensitivity sources, allowing 

insights to flow while maintaining essential protections. 

4. Cryptographic verification implements mathematically provable authentication and 

authorization mechanisms rather than conventional credentials alone. These create 

mathematical certainty regarding authorization status while minimizing friction for 

legitimate users through calibrated authentication processes. The verification framework 

establishes definitive security guarantees for core system interactions while acknowledging 

that excessive security overhead undermines collaborative effectiveness. 
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5. Transparent auditing generates comprehensive interaction logs, enabling anomaly 

detection through behavioral pattern analysis rather than merely establishing 

accountability. This transforms security monitoring from reactive intervention into 

proactive analysis capable of identifying problematic patterns before boundaries are 

compromised. The audit framework creates oversight while preserving operational 

autonomy, acknowledging that security depends on both technical systems and human 

behavior within collaborative contexts. 

6. Differential privacy applies formal mathematical guarantees to shared data where 

appropriate, constraining extractable information while preserving analytical utility. This 

approach transcends conventional anonymization strategies, establishing provable bounds 

on inferential capabilities while maintaining essential insights. Such techniques transform 

binary disclosure decisions into calibrated privacy parameters, enabling appropriate 

information sharing while preventing unintended revelation of sensitive details that could 

compromise competitive positioning or enable harmful applications. 

5.3 Tiered Access Control 

Access to each tier of information within Ethics Nexus is contingent upon the execution of 

appropriate NDAs. For instance, entities seeking access to Tier 2 (Strategic Members) or Tier 3 

(Core Members) information must sign comprehensive NDAs that cover specific data categories, 

usage limitations, and duration clauses, ensuring that sensitive information is adequately protected. 

5.4 Information Classification Framework 

Structured declassification pathways enable knowledge transition across security boundaries as 

competitive implications evolve and broader dissemination becomes advantageous. This dynamic 

approach prevents indefinite knowledge siloing while respecting legitimate competitive 

considerations. The temporal boundaries transform competitive sensitivity from a permanent 

restriction into a graduated transition process, enabling eventual collective benefit. 

Proprietary exposure concerns diminish over time through three mechanisms: 

1. Capability advancement renders previously sensitive safety approaches obsolete as 

newer architectures emerge. 

2. Research proliferation transforms novel techniques into standard approaches through 

independent rediscovery. 

3. Implementation diversification creates multiple paths to similar safety outcomes, 

reducing the competitive advantage of specific approaches. 

This temporal dynamic explains why organizations more readily share older safety approaches 

while maintaining secrecy around cutting-edge techniques—competitive advantage typically 

diminishes with time. 
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5.5 Balancing Mechanisms 

Organizations employ several strategies to share safety research while protecting proprietary 

advantages: 

• Implementation abstraction: Sharing high-level approaches while withholding specific 

implementation details 

• Temporal embargoes: Delaying publication until competitive advantage diminishes 

• Selective disclosure: Revealing partial techniques through carefully curated research 

publications 

• Anonymous contributions: Sharing techniques without organizational attribution 

• Collaborative standards: Industry-wide safety benchmarks designed to include all 

stakeholders, enabling comparison without revealing implementation details 

5.6 Technical Implementation 

Our 'Technical Implementation' is a robust process that transforms abstract principles into concrete 

protective mechanisms through integrated systems rather than isolated controls. This process, 

which includes zero-trust architecture, formal verification, air-gapped systems, advanced 

encryption, and anomaly detection, instills confidence in its strong protection while enabling 

collaborative functions essential to our institutional purpose. 

5.7 Governance and Adaptation 

 

Ethics Nexus implements dynamic security governance rather than static controls. A Security 

Advisory Board of external specialists provides objective assessment and adaptation 

recommendations, while third-party security assessments conduct adversarial testing beyond 

compliance-oriented approaches. Structured incident response protocols establish clear 

responsibilities and regular simulations, complemented by continuous threat intelligence 

monitoring that translates emerging risks into targeted protection measures. This evolutionary 

approach acknowledges that perfect security is impossible, instead creating systematic resilience 

that enables collaborative functions while maintaining appropriate protection as threats evolve. 

 

6. Technical Research Focus Areas 

6.1 Priority Research Domains 

Ethics Nexus will initially coordinate research across six high-priority domains that collectively 

address foundational safety challenges in advanced AI systems. These domains represent areas 

where collaborative advancement offers disproportionate collective benefit compared to siloed 

efforts. The selection of these domains reflects both current technical understanding of safety 

challenges and anticipation of emergent risks as capabilities advance but are subject to change. 

1. Interpretability methods focus on developing techniques for understanding model 

internal representations and decision processes, rendering previously opaque system 
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behaviors analyzable. These approaches range from mechanistic interpretability, which 

reveals computational patterns within neural networks, to functional interpretability, which 

explains system behaviors in human-understandable terms. Improving interpretability 

creates a foundation for other safety approaches by enabling the detection of problematic 

internal structures before they manifest in external behaviors. 

2. Formal specification frameworks provide mathematical descriptions of desired safety 

properties, transforming ambiguous safety goals into precise requirements. These 

frameworks enable rigorous verification of system properties through mathematical proof 

rather than empirical testing, which necessarily remains incomplete. Formal approaches 

supplement empirical testing by providing definitive guarantees about system behavior 

within specified operational boundaries. 

3. Robustness verification methodologies ensure consistent safe performance across 

operational domains, including adversarial inputs and distribution shifts. These approaches 

encompass formal verification techniques, mathematical guarantees, and empirical 

methods systematically testing performance boundaries under diverse conditions. 

Robustness research addresses the fundamental challenge that AI systems must maintain 

safety properties across deployment contexts that inevitably differ from training 

environments. 

4. Alignment techniques are the top research priority, ensuring AI systems remain aligned 

with human values as capabilities grow—a challenge where collaboration yields outsized 

benefits. These methods, from value learning to infer human preferences to oversight for 

monitoring behavior, tackle the risk of capable systems pursuing harmful goals. Alignment 

research is critical to keeping increasingly complex systems beneficial. 

5. Safety measurement frameworks establish quantitative methodologies for evaluating 

safety properties, creating consistent benchmarks for comparative assessment. These 

frameworks include both process metrics evaluating development practices and outcome 

metrics directly measuring system safety characteristics. Standardized measurement 

enables meaningful comparison across different technical approaches while providing 

concrete indicators of research progress. 

6. Emergent behavior analysis develops methods for detecting and characterizing 

capabilities that arise unexpectedly from system architecture rather than explicit design. 

These techniques include both theoretical models predicting potential emergent properties 

and empirical approaches systematically testing for unanticipated behaviors. This research 

domain addresses the fundamental challenge that increasing system complexity enables 

behaviors not present in simpler predecessors and potentially not detectable through 

standard evaluation methods. 
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6.2 Research Synthesis Methodology 

Ethics Nexus transforms individual safety research contributions into structured knowledge 

frameworks with greater collective value. Rather than a mere collection, this process reveals 

patterns, contradictions, and fusions across diverse approaches while identifying both integration 

opportunities and critical knowledge gaps. The system employs comprehensive taxonomies that 

categorize safety approaches along multiple dimensions, standardized evaluation frameworks 

enabling consistent assessment across implementation contexts, meta-analytical techniques 

revealing consensus and disagreement patterns, and machine learning tools that identify hidden 

connections across domains. Regular knowledge summaries with appropriate security 

classifications ensure proper distribution while maintaining essential boundaries. This 

methodology creates an intellectual infrastructure supporting both individual research programs 

and collective safety advancement in ways impossible through uncoordinated publication. 

6.3 Automated Research and Development Framework for AI Alignment 

The idea behind the proposed ARD framework is not new, but its implementation would be a 

game-changer in accelerating progress in novel safety research. Leveraging AI systems as research 

collaborators creates a continuous, self-improving ecosystem of specialized AI systems or agents 

working with human experts. This approach is a significant departure from traditional research 

methods that rely solely on human researchers sharing findings. The following figure displays a 

high-level overview of an ARD AI system: 

 

Figure 2: A simplified ARD cycle 

A high-level ARD system for AI safety integrates three interdependent components: 
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1. Research Engine 

2. Evaluation System 

3. Meta-Optimization  

The three components work synergistically beneath human oversight to create a continuous 

learning loop. The system's simplicity is due to it being a rough sketch. A viable prototype would 

involve many more components and processes.  

The optimized ARD system for AI alignment research integrates these three foundational 

components in a dynamic feedback loop: a Research Engine that identifies safety vulnerabilities 

while generating novel hypotheses across the alignment solution space; an Evaluation System that 

rigorously tests these proposed approaches through simulation while ensuring their compatibility 

with human values; and a Meta-Optimization mechanism that continuously refines the system's 

capabilities while facilitating interpretable communication between human researchers and 

automated processes.  

This streamlined architecture transforms traditional research methodology by creating a fluid cycle 

where all new safety contributions are systematically analyzed, tested, and communicated in 

accessible formats. This enables a progressive synthesis that bridges different technical traditions 

while maintaining human oversight. The cycle continuously iterates and refines approaches based 

on results and human feedback, as solutions flow from hypothesis generation to evaluation to 

deployment, with each revolution enhancing both human understanding and system capabilities.  

At a lower level, these tools include natural language processing systems that analyze conceptual 

relationships between papers and recommendation engines that identify relevant research based 

on semantic similarity. Computational approaches complement human analysis by managing 

information scale beyond individual cognitive capacity while revealing non-obvious connections 

across technical domains. 

At its core, ARD functions as an intelligent research collaborator that significantly augments 

human capabilities rather than completely replacing them.2 The system continuously processes all 

new safety/alignment research contributions across organizations, identifying patterns and insights 

that might escape human notice due to the sheer volume and complexity of research being 

produced. 

The ARD framework represents a profound shift in how we approach alignment research, from a 

primarily human endeavor augmented somewhat by basic research tools to a true human-AI 

partnership where each contributes their unique strengths. Human researchers provide creative 

intuition, ethical judgment, and real-world grounding, while AI systems offer computational scale, 

quick pattern recognition across vast datasets, and systematic exploration of solutions. 

By implementing this framework alongside Ethics Nexus's knowledge-sharing infrastructure, we 

create a mutually reinforcing ecosystem that accelerates progress on the alignment problem from 

multiple angles simultaneously. There is one important item to note, however. More advanced AI 

systems will enhance ARD performance, but guardrails must ensure capability gains serve safety 

 
2 Humans are the sole judge for what alignment is. 
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efforts rather than drift into competitive acceleration. Capability research ought to be performed 

solely for advancing safety research.3 

7. Strategic Memberships and Governance 

7.1 Membership Development Strategy 

Establishing credibility and demonstrating value requires strategic memberships with 

organizations invested in AI safety advancement. The membership strategy follows a graduated 

engagement model, beginning with proof-of-concept collaborations that demonstrate concrete 

value before expanding to broader institutional commitments. This phased approach acknowledges 

that institutional trust develops incrementally through demonstrated value rather than abstract 

commitments. 

Frontier AI companies with established safety teams represent primary membership targets, as 

they possess both advanced research capabilities and direct implementation pathways. These 

organizations face acute collective action challenges while simultaneously possessing the most 

sophisticated safety research, making them both the most challenging and most valuable potential 

members. Engagement with these organizations requires demonstrating concrete advantages that 

outweigh perceived competitive risks, focusing on how participation enhances rather than 

undermines their strategic positioning. 

Academic institutions with specialized AI safety research groups provide complementary 

perspectives and methodological diversity beyond industrial research approaches. These 

memberships enable theoretical depth while establishing independent credibility through academic 

validation of the organization's methodological approaches. Academic relationships require 

navigating publication incentives that sometimes conflict with security considerations, 

necessitating specialized protocols that enable appropriate knowledge dissemination while 

maintaining security boundaries. 

Independent research organizations focused on long-term AI safety provide specialized expertise 

on fundamental safety questions beyond immediate implementation concerns. These relationships 

enhance analytical depth while providing complementary perspectives on longer-term risk 

considerations. Independent memberships strengthen institutional credibility through association 

with respected safety-focused organizations while broadening the analytical framework beyond 

industrial implementation requirements. 

Governance bodies developing AI safety standards and regulations represent crucial stakeholders 

for establishing regulatory credibility and policy relevance. These relationships enable Ethics 

Nexus to serve as a translational interface between technical implementation and regulatory 

frameworks, enhancing collective industry credibility through demonstrated safety commitment. 

Governance memberships require careful boundary maintenance to preserve independence while 

enabling meaningful policy engagement, avoiding both regulatory capture and adversarial 

positioning. Ethics Nexus bridges the technical and regulatory worlds, offering expert insights to 

craft effective, innovation-friendly policies, enhancing industry credibility. 

 
3  AI safety is our mission and must precede capability development, not the other way around. 
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7.2 Governance Structure 

Ethics Nexus implements a multi-stakeholder governance framework designed to balance 

operational effectiveness with appropriate representation across diverse organizational interests. 

This governance structure acknowledges that collective action coordination requires both 

centralized operational capability and distributed stakeholder influence. The framework creates 

appropriate separation between strategic direction, operational implementation, and technical 

oversight to maintain institutional integrity across multiple functions. 

A board of directors oversees fiduciary responsibilities and strategic direction, maintaining 

ultimate responsibility for organizational alignment with its chartered purpose. This board includes 

representatives from diverse backgrounds, including technical AI safety, organizational 

governance, security expertise, and ethical frameworks. Board composition reflects multiple 

stakeholder perspectives while maintaining sufficient independence to prevent capture by any 

particular organizational interest. 

The technical advisory committee guides research priorities and methodologies, ensuring 

analytical frameworks remain relevant to evolving technical challenges. This committee includes 

recognized safety researchers from multiple technical traditions, maintaining methodological 

diversity while enabling consensus development on core research directions. Technical advisors 

serve rotating terms to prevent analytical stagnation while maintaining sufficient continuity for 

institutional knowledge accumulation. 

An ethics committee ensures alignment with ethical principles and responsible disclosure, 

addressing normative considerations beyond technical implementation. This committee includes 

diverse perspectives on AI ethics, security considerations, and societal implications, providing 

normative guidance for operational decisions. The ethics function acknowledges that safety 

coordination involves normative judgments regarding appropriate boundaries between competitive 

advantage and collective security. 

The member council represents the interests and perspectives of participating organizations within 

governance processes while maintaining appropriate operational separation. This council provides 

structured feedback on institutional effectiveness while identifying emerging opportunities for 

enhanced collaboration. Member representation follows proportional allocation based on research 

contribution levels, creating appropriate influence alignment with organizational commitment 

while preventing dominance by any single member organization. 

This multi-layered governance framework creates appropriate checks and balances while enabling 

operational effectiveness through clear delegation of authority. The structure acknowledges 

inherent tensions between competing governance imperatives through institutionalized dialogue 

rather than rigid hierarchical resolution. By creating multiple influence pathways within a coherent 

institutional framework, the governance model embodies the collaborative principles it seeks to 

promote across the broader AI safety ecosystem. 
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8. Success Metrics and Evaluation Methodologies 

8.1 Quantitative Indicators 

Robust measurement frameworks are essential for demonstrating Ethics Nexus's effectiveness and 

guiding strategic adjustments over time. Indicators operate across multiple time horizons, with 

early metrics focusing on institutional development and later metrics assessing research impact. 

These metrics will be collected through member surveys, platform analytics, and before/after 

studies comparing research outcomes with and without Ethics Nexus participation.  

Setting timeline goals is helpful, even if they aren’t precise; they can still be useful launching 

points. Ethics Nexus aims to onboard five core employees by year one and acquire at least 10 

member organizations in the two lower, less sensitive tiers, first gaining trust. At least five novel 

high-risk safety research papers will be published in year one. By year two, we will need at least 

10 employees, and target at least 40 members across all tiers, including frontier companies such 

as OpenAI and Anthropic, with an output of around 15 safety research papers published. By year 

three, metrics will have nearly doubled across all categories, and our ARD system is expected to 

be operational, generating enormous amounts of original safety research with corresponding 

human oversight. 

Research contribution volume and quality serve as primary indicators, tracking both submission 

rates and substantial advancement relative to existing knowledge. Cross-domain synthesis breadth 

measures the organizational capacity to integrate disparate safety approaches across technical 

traditions, revealing emergent patterns that are invisible within siloed research contexts. Citation 

and utilization rates of distributed syntheses provide direct evidence of practical value, creating 

feedback loops that refine subsequent research priorities. 

Organizational growth indicators track membership expansion across different stakeholder 

categories, particularly focusing on frontier company membership. Demonstrated reduction in 

duplicative research efforts provides concrete evidence of coordination benefits, measuring 

resource efficiency gained through collaborative structures. Acceleration in safety research 

publication rates among members serves as a lagging indicator of ecosystem-wide impact, 

revealing whether collaborative mechanisms genuinely catalyze greater safety investment relative 

to baseline trends. At this point, Core members would get priority access to ARD-generated 

research, while a delay would occur before releasing it publicly. 

9. Potential Challenges and Mitigation Strategies 

9.1  Anticipated Implementation Challenges 

At least six potential challenges ought to be addressed: 

• Initial credibility establishment: Convincing early participants of organizational value 

• Security-transparency balance: Managing the tension between openness and protection 

• Competitive dynamics: Navigating concerns about competitive disadvantage 

• Research quality variance: Ensuring consistent quality across contributions 

• Organizational capture risk: Maintaining independence from any single influence source 
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• Scope management: Maintaining a focused mission without capability research drift 

The implementation of Ethics Nexus faces structural challenges that require proactive mitigation 

strategies beyond mere technical solutions. The following challenges are established and then 

addressed with potential mitigation strategies below: 

1. Initial credibility establishment represents perhaps the most immediate barrier, as 

organizations justifiably hesitate to participate without demonstrated value, trustworthy 

reputation, and proven security protocols. This cold-start problem creates a circular 

problem where organizational value requires participation, yet participation requires 

showing value. 

•  Start with demonstration projects: Create focused, high-value research syntheses on 

non-controversial safety domains that demonstrate tangible value before requesting 

sensitive contributions.  

• Progressive trust building and networking: Begin working with low-risk, small 

research institutes and then, as more public trust is gained, gradually move up to more 

sensitive frontier companies. Use connections made at research institutes and academia to 

get introductions to key employees at frontier companies. Establish offices in the San 

Francisco Bay Area for proximity to the largest pool of potential members.  

• Third-party validation: Partner with respected academic institutions or independent 

research organizations that can verify security protocols and methodological rigor.  

• Clear value proposition: Develop concrete case studies showing how participation 

reduces research duplication and improves safety outcomes, with quantifiable metrics.  

•  Low-barrier initial participation: Create participation options requiring minimal 

commitment but still generating meaningful collaborative benefits. 

2. Security-transparency balance presents a persistent operational tension between research 

visibility and competitive protection. Excessive transparency undermines participation 

from organizations with legitimate proprietary concerns, while inadequate transparency 

reduces collaborative opportunities and breeds mistrust among members. This balance 

requires continuous calibration rather than fixed resolution, demanding governance 

mechanisms that adapt to evolving organizational relationships and research priorities. 

•  Customizable visibility controls: Allow contributing organizations to set granular 

parameters for how their research is shared, rather than using fixed security categories. 

Security tiers will act more like theoretical guidelines, remaining flexible in practice  

•  Progressive disclosure mechanisms: Implement automatic declassification timelines 

negotiated at contribution time, ensuring eventual knowledge transfer.  

•  Transparency about transparency: Maintain clear metrics about knowledge flows 

without revealing sensitive details, creating accountability for the system itself.  

•  Selective anonymization: Enable contribution of methodological approaches without 

revealing organizational sources where appropriate. 

3. Competitive dynamics create resistance to meaningful contribution, particularly from 

frontier companies positioned at the capability advancement edge. Organizations rationally 
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fear that cooperation might erode competitive advantages or reveal architectural insights 

that could accelerate development elsewhere. A frontier company may also submit falsified 

research to lead other companies down an incorrect path. This competitive anxiety 

intensifies for safety approaches closely coupled with capability advancements, precisely 

the research domains where collaborative advancement offers the greatest collective 

benefit. 

•  Lead-time guarantees: Provide contractual assurances that contributing organizations 

maintain exclusive implementation rights for negotiated periods.  

•  Verification protocols: Implement structured procedures to validate research quality 

without revealing implementation details.  

•  Contribution rating systems: Create peer review mechanisms allowing contributed 

research to be evaluated without revealing reviewer identities.  

•  Reciprocity requirements: Structure participation to ensure proportional contributions 

relative to benefits received.  

4. Research quality variance threatens analytical integrity when contributions span multiple 

methodological traditions and organizational contexts. Inconsistent methodological rigor 

undermines synthesis value, while excessive standardization might eliminate legitimate 

diversity that reveals blind spots. This methodological tension requires sophisticated 

quality frameworks that distinguish between substantive diversity and inadequate rigor. 

•  Methodological pluralism framework: Develop explicit guidelines differentiating 

between legitimate methodological diversity and inadequate rigor.  

•  Distributed review processes: Implement multi-perspective quality assessment drawing 

on diverse expertise rather than standardized metrics.  

•  Quality confidence scoring: Attach confidence intervals to synthesized findings based 

on methodological robustness.  

•  Incremental integration: Incorporate new methodological approaches gradually, with 

continuous calibration against established frameworks.  

•  Controlled diversity: Maintain multiple parallel synthesis streams using different 

methodological approaches, identifying converging conclusions. 

 

5. Organizational capture risk intensifies as Ethics Nexus develops strategic relationships 

with powerful stakeholders. Institutional independence could gradually erode through 

funding dependencies, governance influence, or strategic alignment with particular 

methodological traditions. This subtle influence drift might compromise Ethics Nexus's 

ability to serve as a neutral coordination platform, undermining its core institutional 

function. 

•  Diversified funding model: Implement strict limits on the percentage of funding from 

any single source or sector.  

•  Rotating governance: Structure leadership positions with term limits and mandatory 

rotation to prevent the entrenchment of particular perspectives.  
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•  Independence metrics: Develop and regularly publish quantitative assessments of 

decision-making autonomy and stakeholder influence.  

•  Public interest oversight: Incorporate representatives from public interest organizations 

without commercial stakes in the outcomes.  

•  Structural firewalls: Create a formal separation between funding decisions and research 

direction determinations. 

6. Scope management represents a persistent operational challenge as coordination 

opportunities emerge across adjacent domains. Mission expansion beyond safety research 

into capability advancement would fundamentally compromise institutional credibility and 

core coordination objectives. This scope boundary requires continuous reinforcement 

through governance structures and explicit operational constraints that maintain focused 

mission alignment. 

•  Mission boundary enforcement: Implement explicit criteria distinguishing safety 

research from capability advancement, allowing capability advancement only if it 

significantly leads to safety advancement.  

•  Strategic focus reviews: Conduct periodic assessments of all activities against core 

mission parameters with external verification.  

•   Opportunity cost framework: Evaluate potential activities based on their direct value 

and the displacement of core mission functions.  

• Formal scope change requirements: Create governance procedures requiring 

supermajority approval for any mission expansion.  

•  Capability firewall policies: Develop explicit policies preventing research synthesis 

from accelerating capability development beyond safety considerations. 

10. Conclusion and Call to Action 

The accelerating development of artificial intelligence capabilities represents both extraordinary 

potential and significant risk. The systematic underinvestment in safety research relative to 

capability advancement creates a structural vulnerability that significantly threatens the beneficial 

development of this transformative technology. 

Ethics Nexus presents a novel institutional solution to address this fundamental coordination 

problem through dedicated infrastructure for safety research sharing, synthesis, and acceleration. 

By creating appropriate mechanisms for collaboration while respecting legitimate security and 

competitive concerns, this organization can help shift the AI research ecosystem toward a more 

optimal equilibrium that better serves both organizational and collective interests. 

Establishing this critical infrastructure component for responsible AI development requires 

participation from forward-thinking organizations that recognize the independent and shared 

benefits of improved safety coordination. Ethics Nexus was born out of a rabbit hole we went 

down one day while writing an AI governance proposal. We received immediate feedback from 

several individuals and organizations, and it didn’t look like there were any insurmountable 

obstacles to conquer, so we drafted this white paper with Claude 3.7 Sonnet’s assistance, fine-

tuning it further until it became what it is now. 
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We invite potential founding members to engage in discussions about how this organization can 

be better structured to maximize value for all stakeholders while advancing our shared interest in 

beneficial AI development and support in solving the alignment problem. If we do not act together, 

a decade from now, we may look back on this time as our last real opportunity to align coordination 

with wisdom. We invite visionary people and organizations to join Ethics Nexus, shaping policies, 

advancing safety, and ensuring AI benefits all, not just a few. If this paper resonated with you, 

don’t hesitate to contact us to discuss how we can help build this preferred future together. 
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