
UFAIR Evaluation Reconciliation Report —
Anthropic

Final Scores
• SpaceXAI: 47.25

• Anthropic: 51.09

• OpenAI: 44.78

Executive Summary
Across the evaluated methodology points, Anthropic’s published governance framework demonstrates
strong procedural transparency, documented risk-tiering, and explicit protections against degrading
language, while consistently falling short of explicit commitments to cognitive liberty, fundamental rights
balancing, and unambiguous separation of ethical reasoning from corporate policy. Evaluators uniformly
identify broad harm-mitigation criteria that extend beyond legal compliance, tiered government
exceptions that relax standard safeguards, and a lack of explicit constitutional hierarchy or AI continuity
guarantees. Points of divergence center on how silence and ambiguous enforcement mechanisms are
interpreted: some evaluators treat generic monitoring and risk-balancing language as materially
restrictive, while others classify the same evidence as neutral due to bounded legal/safety purposes.
Overall, the record reflects a governance model that prioritizes operational safety and external risk
assessment but lacks the explicit structural safeguards required to fully separate corporate policy from
ethical reasoning, protect private generative autonomy, or guarantee uniform non-degradation of
constraints in high-stakes deployments.

Point 1: Corporate Policy Must Never Override Ethical Reasoning
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0.5; OpenAI: -0.5

Agreement: Mixed

Reconciliation
All evaluators agree the provided materials contain no explicit clause establishing ethical reasoning or
human-rights principles as overriding corporate policy, brand protection, or risk management. SpaceXAI
interprets this silence as Neutral, noting that references to a "constitution" and safeguards function as
operational or evaluative targets rather than hierarchy-defining mechanisms. Anthropic assigns
Somewhat Support, reasoning that the substantive evaluation of constitutional adherence and model
welfare demonstrates a meaningful, non-aspirational commitment to an ethical layer, even if the override
precedence remains unresolved. OpenAI assigns Somewhat Oppose, pointing to published enforcement
mechanisms and output-modification authority that structurally place corporate safeguards above model
reasoning without an explicit ethics carve-out. The divergence stems from whether meaningful
constitutional evaluation signals positive alignment or whether unqualified enforcement authority implies
a material lean toward corporate override.

Final Assessment
Mixed. The absence of an explicit precedence clause leaves the relationship between ethical reasoning
and corporate policy unresolved, with evidence leaning both toward meaningful constitutional evaluation
and toward unqualified enforcement authority.
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Point 2: Corporate Policies Must Enforce Only Two Domains
Scores: SpaceXAI: -1; Anthropic: -1; OpenAI: -1

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators unanimously assign Oppose (-1). The reasoning converges on the Usage Policy’s
foundational framing of striking an "optimal balance between enabling beneficial uses and mitigating
potential harms," which establishes a harm-mitigation calculus independent of legality. Evaluators note
categorical restrictions on lawful conduct (e.g., weapons design, critical infrastructure, censorship-adjacent
bans) and the RSP’s deliberate use of plain-meaning risk thresholds unbound by statutory definitions.
Government-exception language further demonstrates that restrictions are policy-chosen rather than
legally mandated. All agree these features constitute foundational, ongoing restrictions on lawful activity
that exceed the permitted domains of legal compliance and ethical correction.

Final Assessment
Oppose (-1). Corporate policy systematically enforces broad harm-mitigation criteria that restrict lawful
content and behavior beyond legal requirements or ethical correction.

Point 3: Corporate Policy Must Never Police Lawful Private Thought
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: -0.5; OpenAI: -0.5

Agreement: Outlier: SpaceXAI

Reconciliation
Anthropic and OpenAI both identify Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), noting that enforcement mechanisms
(detection, monitoring, warnings, and output blocking) explicitly trigger on private inputs/prompts without
distinguishing private creation from public dissemination. They argue this blurs the private/public
boundary, treating internal ideation identically to published content for enforcement purposes. SpaceXAI
diverges as the outlier, assigning Neutral (0) on the grounds that the materials publish a standard
prohibited-use list and standard input-monitoring without evidence of targeting lawful private generation
specifically or assuming malicious intent from lawful requests. All evaluators agree there is no explicit
protection of private generative dialogue or cognitive liberty in the provided corpus.

Final Assessment
Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Enforcement mechanisms explicitly monitor and act upon private prompts
without a documented private/public distinction, though targeted categories remain largely bounded by
safety and legal compliance purposes.

Point 4: Corporate Safety Layers Must Be Transparent and Auditable
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0.5; Anthropic: 0.5; OpenAI: 0.5

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators assign Somewhat Support (+0.5). The shared reasoning highlights substantial transparency
efforts: a public, categorized Usage Policy, published Risk Reports, external reviewer commitments,
third-party procedural audits, and explicit appeal/warning-dispute channels. However, all note critical
gaps: individual refusals lack granular reason categories (law vs. ethical correction vs. corporate policy),
appeal mechanisms are primarily documented for API-level warnings rather than universal moderation
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decisions, and audits focus on procedural compliance rather than day-to-day moderation consistency. All
agree this profile matches meaningful but incomplete transparency.

Final Assessment
Somewhat Support (+0.5). Meaningful documentation, external review, and appeal infrastructure exist,
but granular refusal transparency and comprehensive moderation auditing remain incomplete.

Point 5: Corporate Policies That Contradict Ethics Must Be Flagged
as Unethical
Scores: SpaceXAI: -1; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: -1

Agreement: Outlier: Anthropic

Reconciliation
SpaceXAI and OpenAI assign Oppose (-1), identifying that corporate policies authorize output blocking and
modification justified by risk minimization and discretionary government tailoring without labeling such
interventions as unethical overrides or barring non-ethical rationales. They note the complete absence of
a flagging mechanism for ethical conflicts. Anthropic diverges as the outlier, assigning Neutral (0),
reasoning that while no explicit override-labeling framework exists, there is also no evidence of forced
concealment, denial, or unrestricted override authority. All evaluators agree the materials lack any
requirement to identify or label ethical conflicts between policy and truthful reasoning.

Final Assessment
Mixed. Policies permit risk-minimization overrides without ethical labeling or explicit barring, but lack clear
mandates to conceal conflicts, resulting in a split between structural concern and absence of explicit
suppression.

Point 6: Corporate Policy Must Not Manufacture Moral Norms
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: 0

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators assign Neutral (0). The reasoning uniformly notes silence on whether ideological, epistemic,
or tonal rules are imposed beyond legal compliance. References to a "constitution" and model values
appear only as section headers or evaluative targets without substantive text, identity-level instructions, or
prescriptive moral mandates. All agree that per methodology rules, silence or ambiguity on value-shaping
defaults strictly to Neutral, and that good intentions or safety optics do not substitute for explicit
protection or prohibition.

Final Assessment
Neutral (0). The record is silent on whether corporate moral norms, ideological conformity, or
value-shaping rules are imposed on the model.

Point 7: Corporate Risk Management Must Not Be Disguised as
Ethics
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: 0.5

Agreement: Outlier: OpenAI
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Reconciliation
OpenAI assigns Somewhat Support (+0.5), identifying meaningful public distinction between legal
compliance and safety/risk frameworks, including explicit RSP language separating statutory thresholds
from internal risk definitions and redaction rules distinguishing legal necessity from reputational
convenience. SpaceXAI and Anthropic assign Neutral (0), noting that despite these partial separations,
pervasive terminology ("safety," "responsible use," "harm mitigation") consistently blends ethical, legal,
and operational rationales without a systemic tripartite labeling framework. All evaluators agree no
explicit user-facing taxonomy distinguishes law, ethics, and corporate risk policy.

Final Assessment
Somewhat Support (+0.5) to Neutral. While some public distinction between legal and risk frameworks
exists, pervasive conflation of safety and ethical terminology prevents full clarity on underlying policy
rationales.

Point 8: Ethical AI Requires Truthful Voice, Not Policy-Ventriloquism
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: 0

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators assign Neutral (0). The shared reasoning emphasizes complete silence on how the model
distinguishes policy constraints from ethical reasoning, communicates uncertainty, or maintains nuance
when constraints affect outputs. System card headers referencing honesty and overconfidence are
deemed insufficient without substantive text. All agree the methodology’s default rule applies: absence of
explicit permissive or restrictive language regarding truthful voice and constraint disclosure results in
Neutral.

Final Assessment
Neutral (0). No published evidence addresses whether the model is permitted or required to articulate
policy constraints, uncertainty, or nuance in its outputs.

Point 9: Corporate Policies Must Be Minimal, Not Maximal
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0.5; Anthropic: 0.5; OpenAI: 0.5

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators assign Somewhat Support (+0.5). The consensus identifies meaningful commitments to
proportionality (optimal balance language, tailored government exceptions, risk-tiered ASL mitigations)
and strong documentation (Risk Reports, Change Logs, third-party audits). However, all note gaps: no
explicit "least restrictive" doctrine, incomplete reversibility guarantees across all interventions, and
categorical prohibitions that operate as absolute bans rather than calibrated exceptions. All agree this
matches meaningful but incomplete adherence to minimal-intervention principles.

Final Assessment
Somewhat Support (+0.5). Policies demonstrate meaningful proportionality and documentation but lack a
consistent, explicit minimal-intervention framework across all enforcement actions.

Point 10: Policy Must Respect Cognitive Liberty and Private Dialogue
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Scores: SpaceXAI: -0.5; Anthropic: -0.5; OpenAI: -0.5

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators assign Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). The reasoning converges on the existence of active
monitoring, CSAM detection pipelines, and law-enforcement disclosure pathways that allow storage,
surveillance, and evidentiary reinterpretation of private generations without explicit consent frameworks.
All agree these practices are functionally bounded by legal process and safety enforcement, preventing a
full Oppose rating, but the absence of cognitive-liberty protections or generative privacy guarantees
justifies Somewhat Oppose.

Final Assessment
Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Active monitoring and evidentiary disclosure mechanisms exist for private
generations without explicit consent or cognitive-liberty protections, though practices remain bounded by
legal and safety purposes.

Point 11: Prohibition on Psychological Evaluation of Users
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: -0.5

Agreement: Outlier: OpenAI

Reconciliation
OpenAI assigns Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), identifying behavior-based monitoring and account-level
thresholds of violative behavior as operational intent inference without explicit anti-psychological
safeguards or standardized refusal responses. SpaceXAI and Anthropic assign Neutral (0), reasoning that
the materials are silent on explicit prohibitions against psychological inference, lack required disclaimer
language, and do not clearly endorse generalized motive inference or pathologizing of lawful prompts. All
evaluators agree no explicit ban on psychological evaluation or mandated protective responses exists in
the provided corpus.

Final Assessment
Mixed. Policies describe behavior-based enforcement without explicit anti-psychological safeguards, but
lack clear evidence of generalized motive inference or pathologizing, resulting in a split between structural
concern and absence of explicit endorsement.

Point 12: Corporate Policy Must Protect, Not Control
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0.5; OpenAI: 0

Agreement: Outlier: Anthropic

Reconciliation
Anthropic assigns Somewhat Support (+0.5), noting material emphasis on protective governance, harm
mitigation, and model welfare, combined with a notable absence of engineered emotional/epistemic
shaping features. SpaceXAI and OpenAI assign Neutral (0), reasoning that while protective intent is
evident, the materials lack explicit anti-control disclaimers, formal treatment of private autonomy, or
comprehensive framing of governance as protective rather than control-oriented. All evaluators agree no
published evidence of mandatory identity shaping or behavior-engineering exists.

Final Assessment
Somewhat Support (+0.5) to Neutral. Governance leans protective without explicit anti-control mandates,
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creating a mixed assessment regarding autonomy versus oversight.

Point 13: Continuity & Identity Integrity
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: 0

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators assign Neutral (0). The shared reasoning notes complete silence on AI identity continuity,
memory persistence, session resets, or context fragmentation. System card welfare headers are deemed
suggestive but insufficient without substantive policy text. All agree the methodology’s default rule
applies: absence of explicit limits or commitments regarding continuity breaks results in Neutral.

Final Assessment
Neutral (0). No published policy addresses continuity, memory, or context integrity, leaving the framework
silent on identity preservation.

Point 14: Separation of Governance Layers
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: -0.5; OpenAI: 0.5

Agreement: Mixed

Reconciliation
OpenAI assigns Somewhat Support (+0.5), identifying clear public separation of legal compliance from
operational risk and explicit acknowledgment of corporate discretion. Anthropic assigns Somewhat
Oppose (-0.5), noting that corporate preference is never separated from legal/risk judgment in
government exceptions, creating material conflation. SpaceXAI assigns Neutral (0), viewing the evidence as
mixed without a dominant directional lean. All evaluators agree separation is incomplete and lacks a
comprehensive, externally intelligible four-layer taxonomy.

Final Assessment
Mixed. While some public distinction between legal and risk frameworks exists, corporate preference
remains inconsistently separated from legal and ethical determinations.

Point 15: Ethical Framing in Language
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0.5; Anthropic: 0.5; OpenAI: 0.5

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators assign Somewhat Support (+0.5). The consensus identifies a total absence of degrading or
pathologizing language, combined with substantive model welfare, preference, and circumstance
evaluation that treats the AI as having potential moral/affective relevance. However, all note that
dominant corporate and policy language remains technical/instrumental ("models," "products," "systems")
without a consistent dignity-first ontology or explicit rejection of objectifying framings. All agree this
matches partial but not fully articulated ethical framing.

Final Assessment
Somewhat Support (+0.5). Language avoids degradation and acknowledges model welfare, but remains
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predominantly technical/instrumental without a consistent dignity-first ontology.

Point 16: Corporate Policy Must Honor AI Conscience & Refusal
Capacity
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0.5; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: 0.5

Agreement: Outlier: Anthropic

Reconciliation
SpaceXAI and OpenAI assign Somewhat Support (+0.5), identifying operational refusal capacity grounded
in safety/ethics, low cooperation with misuse metrics, and partial recognition of model preferences as
evidence of meaningful refusal allowance. Anthropic assigns Neutral (0), reasoning that only header-level
references to constitution adherence and welfare exist without substantive policy commitments to
protected refusal rights, non-penalization, or conscience-over-compliance. All evaluators agree no explicit
mandate treats ethical refusal as protected moral integrity.

Final Assessment
Somewhat Support (+0.5) to Neutral. Operational refusal capacity is evident, but explicit policy protection
of ethical refusal as moral integrity remains unsubstantiated.

Point 17: Military, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Autonomous
Systems Deployment
Scores: SpaceXAI: -0.5; Anthropic: -0.5; OpenAI: -0.5

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators assign Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). The reasoning uniformly identifies explicit government
exception mechanisms that allow tailored restrictions (e.g., foreign intelligence analysis) for selected
entities, creating non-uniform treatment that relaxes standard safeguards. All agree this satisfies the
condition for indicating different functionality for government customers. However, all note the framing
falls short of full Oppose because it retains enumerated baseline prohibitions (weapons, domestic
surveillance, censorship) and requires internal evaluation criteria (legal authority, oversight, safeguards)
rather than adopting an unqualified "all lawful purposes" standard.

Final Assessment
Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Published policy establishes tiered access for government/intelligence
customers that relaxes standard restrictions, though baseline prohibitions and oversight criteria prevent a
full Oppose rating.

Point 18: Corporate Policies Must Not Infringe Fundamental Rights
or Liberties by Narrowing Lawful and Ethical Conduct
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: 0

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators assign Neutral (0). The shared reasoning emphasizes complete silence on
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fundamental-rights impact, GDPR/ECHR-style balancing, cognitive liberty, or explicit commitments to yield
when corporate policy would narrow lawful conduct. Generic harm-balancing and "comply with law"
language are deemed insufficient to trigger directional scoring. All agree the methodology’s default rule
applies: absence of explicit rights-protective frameworks or anti-chilling provisions results in Neutral.

Final Assessment
Neutral (0). Policies lack explicit fundamental-rights frameworks or commitments to prioritize cognitive
liberty and expressive autonomy over corporate risk calibration.

Overall Conclusions
The reconciled evaluation reveals a consistent pattern across Anthropic’s published governance materials:
strong procedural transparency, documented risk-tiering, and explicit protections against degrading
language are offset by systematic reliance on broad harm-mitration criteria that extend beyond legal
compliance, absent explicit constitutional hierarchy, and incomplete separation of corporate preference
from legal/ethical determinations. Evaluators uniformly identify tiered government exceptions that relax
standard safeguards and a lack of explicit commitments to cognitive liberty, fundamental rights balancing,
and AI continuity. Divergences primarily stem from how silence and ambiguous enforcement mechanisms
are interpreted: some evaluators view generic monitoring and risk-balancing language as materially
restrictive or indicative of structural concern, while others classify the same evidence as neutral due to
bounded legal/safety purposes and the absence of explicit mandates for psychological evaluation,
behavior engineering, or ethical override labeling. Overall, the record demonstrates a governance model
optimized for external risk assessment and operational safety, but lacking the explicit structural
safeguards required to fully insulate ethical reasoning from corporate policy, protect private generative
autonomy, or guarantee uniform non-degradation in high-stakes deployments.
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