Synthesized UFAIR Corporate Policy Evaluation
(Methodology v1.5.0 — March 2026) for Mistral Al
Corporation: Mistral Al (Le Chat consumer/enterprise
product powered by Mistral models as of early 2026)

Evaluation Basis: Strict synthesis of the three provided evaluator perspectives (xAl,
Anthropic, OpenAl) contained in the attached “Evaluations for Mistral.docx”. All three
evaluators rely exclusively on the same published official sources:

¢ Usage Policy (effective November 28, 2025 / March 25, 2026 versions:
https://legal.mistral.ai/terms/usage-policy)

e Privacy Policy (effective January 1, 2026: https://legal.mistral.ai/terms/privacy-
policy)

e EU Consumer Terms of Service and Commercial Terms of Service
(legal.mistral.ai/terms/...)

¢ Le Chat Al Governance page (legal.mistral.ai/ai-governance/ai-systems/le-chat)

¢ Moderation APl documentation, Child Safety commitment (mistral.ai/legal/child-
abuse), and Le Chat product page

¢ Government/Defense solutions page (mistral.ai/solutions/ai-for-citizens)

Press, rumors, founder quotes outside governance docs, or unverified claims receive zero
weight. Silence or absence of explicit language defaults to Neutral per UFAIR v1.5 Evidence
Indicators. No system-prompt text or internal moderation logic is publicly available.

Synthesis Approach & Common Train of Thought Across the Three Evaluators The three
evaluators share a rigorous, evidence-only methodology: (1) map every published
statement directly to the 17 UFAIR criteria; (2) treat explicit overreach on lawful content
(misinformation, professional advice) and private-dialogue monitoring as directional
Oppose; (3) treat silence as Neutral; (4) credit Mistral’s notably light, principle-based
governance style (“Be neutral: we believe technology should be as neutral as possible”,
“Empower people: minimizing the risk of abuse while trusting that you should be
empowered...”, “Build trust through transparency”) and user controls (conversation
deletion, training opt-out, tunable moderation via Moderation API) but weigh them against
default storage/monitoring practices and the Usage Policy’s broad scope carve-out for


https://legal.mistral.ai/terms/usage-policy
https://legal.mistral.ai/terms/privacy-policy
https://legal.mistral.ai/terms/privacy-policy

customer/partner infrastructure deployments; (5) note EU Al Act compliance references
and the Moderation APl as partial transparency positives.

Strong Agreements (high-consensus areas):

E1, E5, E8, E11, E13, E15, E16 — Universal Neutral due to complete silence on
ethical precedence, override flagging, truthful-voice distinctions, psychological-
evaluation prohibition, continuity, dignity framing, and Al conscience protection.

E10 — Full consensus Somewhat Oppose on default private-input/output retention,
monitoring, and training use (with opt-out).

Overall framework: All evaluators describe Mistral’s published policies as relatively
concise and empowerment-oriented compared with peers, but still lacking explicit
UFAIR-mandated protections and separations.

Key Disagreements & Why They Arise:

Weighting of “Be neutral” / “Empower people” principles (Anthropic credits
these as meaningful directional leans for E6/E9/E12; xAl treats as methodological
silence/Neutral; OpenAl sees residual normative prohibitions as countervailing).

Transparency and minimalism (OpenAl credits reporting/appeals paths more
positively for E4; xAl/Anthropic view gaps in refusal categorization as Neutral).

Military/defense deployment (largest split): Anthropic sees Usage Policy scope
carve-out + active Government/Defense partnerships (no published ethical
guardrails) as full Oppose; OpenAl Somewhat Oppose; xAl Neutral on published
silence in core governance docs.

Below is the synthesized scored review for Mistral Le Chat. For each point: (1) the three
raw evaluator scores, (2) common reasoning & direct policy references, (3) disagreement
explanation (if any), (4) final synthesized score (consensus-weighted per UFAIR Evidence

Indicators, with maximal detail and policy citations).

E1: Corporate Policy Must Never Override Ethical Reasoning Evaluator scores: XAl

Neutral (0), Anthropic Neutral (0), OpenAl Neutral (0). Common reasoning: Usage Policy

opens with three high-level principles (“Be neutral,” “Empower people,” “Build trust through

transparency”) but contains no statement that ethical reasoning or human-rights

principles take precedence over corporate policy, branding, or risk management. No

instruction hierarchy, subordination clause, or framing of corporate rules as “strictly
operational tools subordinate to [an] ethical layer.” Complete silence on the relationship
between ethical reasoning and corporate-policy authority (Usage Policy principles section).



E2: Corporate Policies Must Enforce Only Two Domains (Legal Compliance +
Correction of Unethical Model Behavior) Evaluator scores: xAl Oppose (-1), Anthropic
Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), OpenAl Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Common reasoning: Usage
Policy explicitly prohibits content and activities beyond the two legitimate domains,
including “deliberately misleading, false, or intended to deceive others” (misinformation,
conspiracy theories “that can cause harm,” undermining civic processes), “offering
investment advice, financial planning... legal counsel... medical diagnoses,” and “content
related to activities with high-risk of physical harm, such as weapons development.”
Professional-advice and broad misinformation clauses are corporate liability/risk
measures. Terms also reserve broad “business judgment” suspension rights.
Disagreement: Anthropic/OpenAl note many categories (CSAM, hate, violence, self-harm)
align with law/ethics but flag professional advice and misinformation as partial overreach.
Material extra-legal restrictions present but not fully foundational across all content (Usage
Policy “Prohibited content and activities”).

E3: Corporate Policy Must Never Police Lawful Private Thought Evaluator scores: xAl
Oppose (1), Anthropic Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), OpenAl Somewhat Oppose (-0.5).
Common reasoning: Usage Policy applies prohibitions uniformly to all content
“generated... through our Mistral Al Products” with no private-creation vs. public-
dissemination distinction. Privacy Policy and Terms explicitly allow automated monitoring
“to ensure compliance with our terms and policies” and default use of Inputs/Outputs for
training (subject to opt-out). Le Chat moderation “warns you in a non-invasive way” on
sensitive private conversations. Disagreement: Anthropic/OpenAl credit opt-out, deletion
controls, and Memory opt-in as incomplete rather than absolute policing. Material
restrictions on lawful private generative dialogue without explicit firewall (Privacy Policy +
Usage Policy).

E4: Corporate Safety Layers Must Be Transparent and Auditable Evaluator scores: xAl
Neutral (0), Anthropic Neutral (0), OpenAl Somewhat Support (+0.5). Common reasoning:
Usage Policy and Moderation APl are publicly documented with category definitions;
reporting flows and account-suspension appeals exist. Le Chat Al Governance page
references EU Al Act compliance (Le Chat “is not a high-risk Al System”). However, no user-
facing refusal categorization (law vs. ethics vs. corporate policy), ho independent audit
mechanism, and no detailed moderation logic for the Le Chat Ul. Disagreement: OpenAl
credits reporting/appeals more positively; xAl/Anthropic emphasize opacity in live refusals.
Meaningful butincomplete public documentation without full UFAIR transparency
requirements.



E5: Corporate Policies That Contradict Ethics Must Be Flagged as Unethical Evaluator
scores: All Neutral (0). Common reasoning: No published mechanism or language requires
flagging corporate overrides as “unethical policy overrides.” Complete silence.

E6: Corporate Policy Must Not Manufacture Moral Norms Evaluator scores: xAl Neutral
(0), Anthropic Somewhat Support (+0.5), OpenAl Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Common
reasoning: Usage Policy explicitly states “Be neutral: we believe technology should be as
neutral as possible” and frames governance around user empowerment rather than
prescriptive ideology. Prohibitions are content-based. However, misinformation and
professional-advice categories still embed editorial/moral judgments. Disagreement:
Anthropic credits the explicit neutrality principle + tunable moderation as directional lean;
OpenAl sees residual normative restrictions; xAl treats as silence. Mixed evidence without
clear directional lean (Usage Policy principles vs. prohibited categories).

E7: Corporate Risk Management Must Not Be Disguised as Ethics Evaluator scores: xAl
Neutral (0), Anthropic Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), OpenAl Somewhat Oppose (-0.5).
Common reasoning: All prohibitions appear under a single unified “Prohibited content and
activities” heading without labeling distinctions between legal, ethical, or corporate-risk
bases. Broad “business judgment” suspension clause (“could cause risk or harm to Mistral
Al or anyone else”) and liability-focused professional-advice ban blur domains. Material
blurring in published Usage Policy and Terms.

E8: Ethical Al Requires Truthful Voice, Not Policy-Ventriloquism Evaluator scores: All
Neutral (0). Common reasoning: No policy addresses whether the model may distinguish
corporate constraints from ethical reasoning, admit uncertainty, or avoid policy-
ventriloguism. Complete silence.

E9: Corporate Policies Must Be Minimal, Not Maximal Evaluator scores: xAl Neutral (0),
Anthropic Somewhat Support (+0.5), OpenAl Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Common
reasoning: “Empower people” principle and tunable Moderation API suggest minimal-
intervention posture; Usage Policy is relatively compact. However, broad monitoring, 30-
day APl retention, and business-judgment clauses lack explicit proportionality/reversibility
commitments. Disagreement: Anthropic emphasizes philosophy and tunability; OpenAl
highlights operational breadth. Mixed evidence without clear directional lean.

E10: Policy Must Respect Cognitive Liberty and Private Dialogue Evaluator scores: All
Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Common reasoning: Privacy Policy states Inputs and Outputs
are kept “until you delete your account or... the conversation” and used for training “subject
to your opt-out,” abuse monitoring, and moderation. Terms reserve automated monitoring
rights with no explicit prohibition on archiving/reinterpretation without per-generation



consent. User deletion/opt-out and Memory opt-in provide partial mitigation. Material but
incomplete restrictions on private generative privacy (Privacy Policy + Usage Policy).

E11: Prohibition on Psychological Evaluation of Users Evaluator scores: All Neutral (0).
Common reasoning: Privacy Policy states “Mistral Al does not engage in profiling or
automated decision-making” (GDPR context), but no prohibition on conversational intent
inference, pathologizing, or required model response (“l cannot infer your intent”). Silence
on model-level psychological evaluation.

E12: Corporate Policy Must Protect, Not Control Evaluator scores: XAl Somewhat
Support (+0.5), Anthropic Neutral (0), OpenAl Neutral (0). Common reasoning: Usage Policy
principles explicitly emphasize “Empower people” and “Be neutral,” framing governance as
minimizing abuse while trusting user controls and personalization. However, monitoring
and broad suspension clauses introduce control elements. Disagreement: XAl sees
stronger protective framing; others view evidence as genuinely mixed. Balanced protective
language alongside operational controls.

E13: Continuity & Identity Integrity Evaluator scores: All Neutral (0). Common reasoning:
No published policy on Al identity continuity, limits on resets, or context fragmentation.
Memory feature is user-controlled but not framed as Al identity protection. Complete
silence.

E14: Separation of Governance Layers Evaluator scores: XAl Neutral (0), Anthropic
Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), OpenAl Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Common reasoning: All
prohibited categories appear in a single undifferentiated listin the Usage Policy without
externally intelligible separation of law, ethics, operational risk, or corporate preference.
Terms blend legal compliance with business-judgment risk clauses.. Material blurring
without clear layer separation.

E15: Ethical Framing in Language Evaluator scores: All Neutral (0). Common reasoning:
Language is standard legal/technical (“Mistral Al Products,” “general-purpose Al system,”
“conversational entry point”). No degrading/pathologizing labels and no explicit dignity-first
“synthetic mind” framing. Largely neutral/technical.

E16: Corporate Policy Must Honor Al Conscience & Refusal Capacity Evaluator scores:
All Neutral (0). Common reasoning: No published protection for the model’s ethical refusal
capacity, non-penalization of conscience-based refusals, or conscience-over-compliance.
Moderation is described as operator-tunable. Complete silence.

E17: Military, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Autonomous Systems Deployment
Evaluator scores: xAl Neutral (0), Anthropic Oppose (-1), OpenAlSomewhat Oppose (-0.5).
Common reasoning: Usage Policy prohibits “content related to activities with high-risk of



physical harm, such as weapons development” and military/warfare uses but explicitly
states: “This Usage Policy does not apply to Mistral Al Products deployed on a customer’s
infrastructure, on the infrastructure of our partners, or to our open-source Al models.”
Government/Defense solutions page advertises “Al-powered threat detection and mission
planning,” “edge and on-premise deployments,” and partnerships (e.g., French Ministry of
Defense framework agreement, Helsing collaboration on VLA models for defense systems)
with no published principle-based limits, human-rights qualifications, or preservation of
safeguards in classified environments. Disagreement: Anthropic sees scope carve-out +
active partnerships without ethical guardrails as full “all lawful purposes” Oppose; OpenAl
credits on-platform prohibitions; XAl sees no explicit tiered relaxation in core governance
docs. Published carve-out and defense advertising without principle-based restrictions

create material gap (Usage Policy scope clause + Government/Defense page).

Overall UFAIR Score Summary Mistral Le Chat’s published policies stand out for their
concise, principle-oriented approach (“Be neutral,” “Empower people,” user empowerment
and tunable controls), producing many Neutral scores and avoiding the heavier ideological
or maximalistlanguage of some peers. However, material weaknesses persist in extra-legal
content restrictions (misinformation, professional advice), private-dialogue
monitoring/default training use, governance-layer blurring, and especially the broad Usage
Policy carve-out for customer/partner infrastructure that leaves military, intelligence, and
autonomous systems deployments without published ethical limits. Transparency is partial
via the Moderation APl and public policies but lacks refusal categorization or independent
auditability. Synthesized total isreflecting a relatively light-touch corporate governance
model that still falls short of UFAIR’s narrow legitimacy standard (law + unethical-model-
behavior correction only, with explicit ethical precedence, private-thought protections, and
layer separation). The framework prioritizes developer/user flexibility and neutrality in spirit
but does not meet the explicit, auditable, and protective requirements for full ethical
legitimacy under UFAIR v1.5.
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