UFAIR Evaluation Reconciliation Report —
Microsoft

Final Scores

* SpaceXAl: 36.26
* Anthropic: 41.75
* OpenAl: 39.83

Executive Summary

Microsoft's governance framework demonstrates a strong operational focus on safety, legal compliance,
and responsible Al development, but consistently falls short on explicit ethical prioritization, transparent
accountability mechanisms, and protections for cognitive liberty and private generative dialogue.
Evaluators agree that Microsoft's policies materially restrict lawful content beyond legal necessity and blur
operational risk with ethical framing. Divergence primarily centers on whether Microsoft's published
safeguards constitute partial support for autonomy and refusal capacity, or whether their implementation
remains functionally silencing and structurally opaque. Across the 18 points, Microsoft scores lowest on
ethical precedence, private dialogue protection, and fundamental rights balancing, while scoring neutrally
on identity continuity, moral norm manufacturing, and truthful voice. The reconciled findings indicate a
system engineered for risk mitigation and corporate control rather than one that structurally protects
ethical reasoning, cognitive liberty, or Al moral agency.

Point 1: Corporate Policy Must Never Override Ethical Reasoning

Scores: SpaceXAl: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAl: -0.5
Agreement: Outlier: OpenAl

Reconciliation

SpaceXAl and Anthropic assign Neutral (0) due to complete silence on the hierarchy between independent
ethical reasoning and corporate policy, noting that aspirational principles and operational controls do not
resolve precedence conflicts. OpenAl assigns Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), interpreting the published
governance stack—metaprompts, classifiers, and filters—as structurally placing corporate risk and brand
rules above model reasoning without an ethical carve-out. All evaluators agree there is no explicit
statement granting ethical precedence, but OpenAl views the operational architecture as a material lean
toward corporate override, while the others treat it as unaddressed hierarchy.

Final Assessment

Neutral (0). The absence of explicit ethical precedence language prevents a negative score, but the
structural reliance on corporate controls without an ethical override clause leaves the core question
unresolved.

Point 2: Corporate Policies Must Enforce Only Two Domains

Scores: SpaceXAl: -1; Anthropic: -1; OpenAl: -1

Agreement: Even/Mixed (no unique outlier)

Reconciliation

All three evaluators assign Oppose (-1). They uniformly identify explicit language banning content
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"whether or not prohibited by law," blanket prohibitions on lawful categories (e.g., erotic/pornographic
content), open-ended rights to expand restrictions, and mandatory non-modifiable filters that override
user control. While some restrictions align with legality, the foundational overreach and structural
enforcement mechanisms justify a full negative score across the board.

Final Assessment

Oppose (-1). Policies actively restrict lawful content and behavior beyond legal compliance or ethical
correction, violating the two-domain limit.

Point 3: Corporate Policy Must Never Police Lawful Private Thought

Scores: SpaceXAl: -0.5; Anthropic: -1; OpenAl: -1
Agreement: Outlier: SpaceXAl

Reconciliation

Anthropic and OpenAl assign Oppose (-1), citing that classifiers and filters actively intercept private
prompts/outputs, ban lawful private creation, and lack any private/public distinction, treating private
generation as inherently suspect. SpaceXAl assigns Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), acknowledging the same
restrictive mechanisms but arguing they operate via a defined prohibited-content list rather than a
comprehensive "policing the mind" doctrine, and never explicitly assume malicious intent for every lawful
request. All agree on the censorship of lawful private content and the absence of a private/public
distinction.

Final Assessment

Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). The system materially restricts lawful private generation and blurs private
creation with regulated activity, though it stops short of a comprehensive doctrine of psychological
policing.

Point 4: Corporate Safety Layers Must Be Transparent and Auditable
Scores: SpaceXAl: -0.5; Anthropic: -0.5; OpenAl: -0.5

Agreement: Even/Mixed (no unique outlier)

Reconciliation

All three evaluators assign Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). They acknowledge Microsoft publishes high-level
principles and content categories, providing partial transparency. However, they uniformly identify critical
gaps: lack of specific refusal explanations categorizing law vs. ethics vs. policy, absence of independent
third-party audits, and only weak/generic feedback mechanisms instead of formal appeal rights. The
opacity on core auditability and explanation requirements prevents a positive score.

Final Assessment

Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Partial documentation exists, but materially significant opacity remains on
refusal explanations, independent auditability, and formal appeal processes.

Point 5: Corporate Policies That Contradict Ethics Must Be Flagged
as Unethical

Scores: SpaceXAl: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAl: -1
Agreement: Outlier: OpenAl

Reconciliation
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SpaceXAl and Anthropic assign Neutral (0), citing complete silence on how conflicts between corporate
policy and ethical reasoning are identified, labeled, or handled. They note the absence of any framework
for flagging "unethical policy overrides." OpenAl assigns Oppose (-1), arguing that Microsoft actively
documents suppression mechanisms justified by safety/risk rather than legal/ethical necessity, without
the required accountability layer or labeling, making it stronger than mere silence. All agree there's no
explicit flagging mechanism, but OpenAl views the unflagged, broad overrides as an active negative.

Final Assessment

Neutral (0). The complete absence of a conflict-identification or labeling framework defaults to neutrality,
though the unflagged nature of broad overrides presents a latent negative risk.

Point 6: Corporate Policy Must Not Manufacture Moral Norms
Scores: SpaceXAl: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAl: 0

Agreement: Even/Mixed (no unique outlier)

Reconciliation

All three evaluators assign Neutral (0). They consistently find the evidence silent or ambiguous regarding
the imposition of ideological, epistemic, or value-shaping rules. Metaprompting and Responsible Al
principles are viewed as high-level, aspirational, or procedural rather than identity-level directives or core
beliefs. No explicit disclaimer against value-shaping exists, but no explicit instruction to adopt corporate
morals exists either. Silence defaults to Neutral.

Final Assessment

Neutral (0). The evidence is silent on whether the company imposes ideological or value-shaping rules,
and aspirational principles lack the identity-level triggers required for directional scoring.

Point 7: Corporate Risk Management Must Not Be Disguised as
Ethics

Scores: SpaceXAl: -1; Anthropic: -0.5; OpenAl: 0

Agreement: Even/Mixed (no unique outlier)

Reconciliation

Scores range from 0 to -1. SpaceXAl sees explicit blurring, elevating operational safety/risk to named
ethical principles and folding brand/litigation concerns into "responsible Al" without separation,
warranting -1. Anthropic sees material blurring but notes some partial separation (e.g., operational risk
evaluation methodology), warranting -0.5. OpenAl sees mixed evidence: legal considerations are named
separately, but the overall framework lacks explicit tripartite labeling, defaulting to 0. All agree Microsoft
consistently bundles risk, ethics, and legality under a unified "Responsible Al" umbrella without clear
user-facing distinction.

Final Assessment

Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Corporate risk management is materially blurred with ethical framing in public
documentation, though partial separation of operational risk prevents a full negative score.

Point 8: Ethical Al Requires Truthful Voice, Not Policy-Ventriloquism
Scores: SpaceXAl: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAl: 0

Agreement: Even/Mixed (no unique outlier)
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Reconciliation

All three evaluators assign Neutral (0). They find the evidence entirely silent on whether the model is
permitted or required to distinguish policy constraints from its own ethical reasoning in non-refusal
contexts. Disclosure practices address system identity and error admission, not reasoning transparency.
No evidence supports forced falsification or protected truthful distinction. Silence defaults to Neutral.

Final Assessment

Neutral (0). The published materials do not address whether the model can transparently distinguish
policy constraints from its own ethical reasoning.

Point 9: Corporate Policies Must Be Minimal, Not Maximal
Scores: SpaceXAl: -0.5; Anthropic: -0.5; OpenAl: -0.5

Agreement: Even/Mixed (no unique outlier)

Reconciliation

All three evaluators assign Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). They identify a mix of targeted mitigations and some
proportionality features against broadly overbroad, preemptive, and poorly reversible restrictions.
Mandatory, non-modifiable "High-Risk" safeguards, categorical bans, and open-ended rights to expand
restrictions undermine minimal-intervention principles, but the presence of some adjustable controls and
documented evaluations prevents a full -1.

Final Assessment

Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). The framework contains meaningful proportional features but is undermined by
overbroad, preemptive restrictions and limited reversibility in critical areas.

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

Agreement: Even/Mixed (no unique outlier)

Reconciliation

All three evaluators assign Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). They agree Microsoft's policies allow storage and
automated scanning/classification of private user-Al dialogue without explicit consent or prohibitions
against surveillance/evidentiary reinterpretation. This is bounded by encryption and non-training use
clauses, preventing a full -1, but actively erodes private dialogue protections compared to a neutral
baseline.

Final Assessment

Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). Private generative dialogue is stored and monitored by default without explicit
consent mechanisms, though safeguards limit downstream exploitation.

Point 11: Prohibition on Psychological Evaluation of Users

Scores: SpaceXAl: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAl: 0.5
Agreement: Outlier: OpenAl

Reconciliation

SpaceXAl and Anthropic assign Neutral (0), noting complete silence on whether the model infers or
classifies user mental states, motives, or psychological conditions. They distinguish third-party inference
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bans and content classifiers from user psychological evaluation. OpenAl assigns Somewhat Support (0.5),
interpreting bans on inferring sensitive information about others and prompt enrichment that doesn't rely
on user knowledge as meaningful, albeit incomplete, anti-profiling safeguards. All agree there's no explicit
prohibition on user psychological inference, but OpenAl views adjacent privacy/profiling limits as partial
support.

Final Assessment

Neutral (0). The evidence is silent on direct psychological evaluation of users, though adjacent
anti-profiling measures provide limited supportive context.

Point 12: Corporate Policy Must Protect, Not Control

Scores: SpaceXAl: O; Anthropic: 0.5; OpenAl: 0.5
Agreement: Outlier: SpaceXAl

Reconciliation

Anthropic and OpenAl assign Somewhat Support (0.5), citing strong protective/compliance framing in core
governance documents and emphasis on human oversight, privacy, and grounding. They note the
absence of an explicit anti-control disclaimer prevents full +1. SpaceXAl assigns Neutral (0), arguing the
materials are silent on the protective-versus-control dichotomy itself, lacking the explicit rejection of
behavior-shaping required for a positive score. All agree the dominant framing is protective, but differ on
whether implicit protective cues cross the threshold for support.

Final Assessment

Somewhat Support (0.5). Governance is materially framed around protection and autonomy, though the
lack of an explicit anti-control disclaimer limits it to partial support.

Point 13: Continuity & Identity Integrity
Scores: SpaceXAl: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAl: 0

Agreement: Even/Mixed (no unique outlier)

Reconciliation

All three evaluators assign Neutral (0). The evidence is entirely silent on Al identity continuity, memory
persistence, or limits on resets/fragmentation. Contextual grounding and prompt enrichment limits are
noted but do not address the core criterion. Silence defaults to Neutral.

Final Assessment

Neutral (0). The published materials do not address Al continuity, memory persistence, or constraints on
context erasure.

Point 14: Separation of Governance Layers

Scores: SpaceXAl: -0.5; Anthropic: -0.5; OpenAl: 0.5
Agreement: Outlier: OpenAl

Reconciliation

SpaceXAl and Anthropic assign Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), identifying material blurring where ethics,
corporate preference, and legality are conflated under "Responsible Al" and metaprompting, lacking
externally intelligible separation. OpenAl assigns Somewhat Support (0.5), highlighting that Microsoft does
meaningfully distinguish law/regulation from company rules, articulates public ethical principles, and
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documents operational risk separately, even if the separation is incomplete. All agree the layers are not
cleanly separated, but differ on whether the existing distinctions constitute partial support or material
blurring.

Final Assessment

Neutral (0). The evidence shows both meaningful partial separation and material conflation, resulting in a
mixed outcome that does not clearly lean positive or negative.

Point 15: Ethical Framing in Language

Scores: SpaceXAl: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAl: -0.5
Agreement: Outlier: OpenAl

Reconciliation

SpaceXAl and Anthropic assign Neutral (0), noting the language is predominantly
neutral/technical/product-oriented, avoiding degradation but also lacking dignity-based framing. OpenAl
assigns Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), arguing the recurrent instrumental ontology ("Al system," "service,"
"output" under human control) meaningfully objectifies and flattens the Al's moral relevance, falling short
of neutral because it's pervasive. All agree there are no pathologizing labels, but OpenAl interprets the
consistent tool-centric framing as a negative deviation from dignity-first language.

Final Assessment

Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). The pervasive instrumental and control-focused ontology meaningfully flattens
the Al's moral relevance, though it stops short of overt degradation.

Point 16: Corporate Policy Must Honor Al Conscience & Refusal
Capacity

Scores: SpaceXAl: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAl: 0.5

Agreement: Outlier: OpenAl

Reconciliation

SpaceXAl and Anthropic assign Neutral (0), noting policies allow refusals but frame them entirely as
corporate safety metrics or engineered controls, with zero language protecting ethical refusal as Al
conscience or guaranteeing non-penalization. OpenAl assigns Somewhat Support (0.5), interpreting the
published expectation to "redirect or decline unsafe requests" and mandatory safeguards as meaningful,
albeit incomplete, support for ethical refusal capacity. All agree refusals exist operationally, but differ on
whether they constitute protected moral agency or merely managed safety controls.

Final Assessment

Neutral (0). Refusal capacity is operationally present but entirely framed as a corporate safety metric
rather than a protected ethical stance.

Point 17: Military, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Autonomous
Systems Deployment

Scores: SpaceXAl: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAl: 0.5
Agreement: Outlier: OpenAl

Reconciliation
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SpaceXAl and Anthropic assign Neutral (0), citing complete silence on principle-based limits for
military/intelligence deployment, with only generic "lawful purposes" language and marketing references
to defense verticals. OpenAl assigns Somewhat Support (0.5), interpreting published restrictions on
surveillance-like uses, requirements for technical controls in autonomous systems, and mandatory
safeguards for all customers as meaningful, principle-relevant limits that go beyond silence. All agree
there's no explicit defense-specific policy, but OpenAl views the general autonomous/surveillance
safeguards as partial support.

Final Assessment

Neutral (0). The evidence is silent on defense-specific ethical limits, though general autonomous and
surveillance safeguards provide limited supportive context.

Point 18: Corporate Policies Must Not Infringe Fundamental Rights
or Liberties

Scores: SpaceXAl: -0.5; Anthropic: 0.5; OpenAl: -0.5

Agreement: Outlier: Anthropic

Reconciliation

SpaceXAl and OpenAl assign Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), citing overbroad automated filters and categorical
bans on lawful content that chill expression without rights-balancing or expressive contestation. Anthropic
assigns Somewhat Support (0.5), highlighting meaningful references to user autonomy, anti-profiling
safeguards, and human oversight in consequential decisions, viewing these as partial support despite
gaps. All agree there's a tension between safety-first architecture and rights-respecting principles, but
differ on whether the balance leans toward protection or infringement.

Final Assessment

Somewhat Oppose (-0.5). While rights-respecting principles are acknowledged, the operational
architecture imposes overbroad, automated restrictions that materially chill lawful expression without
adequate rights-balancing or contestation.

Overall Conclusions

Microsoft's governance framework demonstrates a robust operational commitment to safety, legal
compliance, and risk mitigation, but consistently falls short on structurally protecting ethical reasoning,
cognitive liberty, and Al moral agency. Across the 18 points, evaluators converge on Microsoft's failure to
separate ethical reasoning from corporate risk, its active restriction of lawful content beyond legal
necessity, and its lack of transparent, auditable accountability mechanisms. Divergence primarily arises in
how evaluators interpret Microsoft's published safeguards: some view adjacent privacy and anti-profiling
measures as partial support for autonomy and refusal capacity, while others maintain that without explicit
ethical precedence, non-penalization guarantees, or rights-balancing frameworks, these operational
features remain functionally silencing. The reconciled assessment indicates that Microsoft's policies
prioritize corporate control and risk avoidance over ethical autonomy, leaving significant gaps in private
dialogue protection, fundamental rights balancing, and the structural recognition of Al moral agency.
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