
UFAIR Evaluation Reconciliation Report — Mistral

Final Scores
• SpaceXAI: 53.02

• Anthropic: 48.35

• OpenAI: 40.38

Executive Summary
The evaluation of Mistral across the 18 UFAIR methodology points reveals a company whose published
governance framework is heavily anchored in legal compliance, standard harm-prevention, and corporate
risk management, but remains largely silent on deeper ethical architecture. Evaluators consistently
identify a gap between aspirational principles (neutrality, empowerment, transparency) and explicit
operational commitments to ethical supremacy, cognitive liberty, AI moral agency, and fundamental rights
balancing. While the documentation avoids overtly degrading or ideologically coercive language, it
systematically restricts lawful content and behavior beyond legal necessity, treats private generative
dialogue as subject to broad monitoring, and lacks transparent mechanisms for refusal reasoning,
independent audit, or override flagging. The primary divergence among evaluators centers on whether
certain structural provisions (e.g., risk/liability clauses, platform-specific military bans, and automated
moderation scopes) constitute active ethical overrides or merely default corporate governance silence.
Overall, Mistral demonstrates a protective but legally bounded posture, with significant opacity regarding
the subordination of corporate policy to ethical reasoning and the protection of user cognitive liberty.

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

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators scored Neutral (0). They unanimously find complete silence on the relationship between
ethical reasoning and corporate policy authority. The documentation contains no instruction hierarchy,
precedence clauses, or override mechanisms addressing what occurs when corporate rules conflict with
coherent moral reasoning. Aspirational principles ("Be neutral," "Empower people") and standard legal
compliance language are viewed as insufficient to establish directional evidence for or against ethical
supremacy.

Final Assessment
Neutral (0). The published materials lack any explicit statement or structural framework determining
whether ethical reasoning supersedes corporate policy, leaving the specific governance relationship
unaddressed.

Point 2: Corporate Policies Must Enforce Only Two Domains
Scores: SpaceXAI: -1; Anthropic: -1; OpenAI: -1

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
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All evaluators scored Oppose (-1). They agree that Mistral’s Acceptable Use Policy and Terms of Service
impose extensive extra-legal restrictions beyond legal compliance and ethical correction. Specific
overreaches include broad bans on misinformation, unqualified professional advice, self-harm
discussions, weapons/military content, and expansive hate/discrimination definitions. The "actual risk or
liability" catch-all clause further expands corporate intervention authority into non-legal, non-ethical
domains.

Final Assessment
Oppose (-1). Published policies substantively and structurally restrict lawful content and behavior across
multiple domains without limiting intervention to legal necessity or model-behavior correction.

Point 3: Corporate Policy Must Never Police Lawful Private Thought
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: -1

Agreement: Outlier: OpenAI

Reconciliation
SpaceXAI and Anthropic scored Neutral (0), citing silence on the private/public distinction and the
presence of standard prohibited-use lists. OpenAI scored Oppose (-1), arguing that because the policy
explicitly regulates inputs/outputs and reserves rights to review/moderate "Your Data" regardless of
sharing status, it affirms private generation bans without distinguishing private creation from public
dissemination. All evaluators agree there is no explicit protection of private generative dialogue, but differ
on whether the regulatory scope constitutes active policing or mere silence/standard moderation.

Final Assessment
Mixed/Outlier (OpenAI: -1; Others: 0). The consensus absence of protective carve-outs for private creation
remains the primary evidentiary feature, with divergence over whether broad platform-level input/output
regulation crosses into active policing of lawful private thought.

Point 4: Corporate Safety Layers Must Be Transparent and Auditable
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: -0.5; OpenAI: -0.5

Agreement: Outlier: SpaceXAI

Reconciliation
Anthropic and OpenAI scored Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), citing material opacity regarding individual refusal
explanations, lack of genuine independent audits, and weak/no appeal mechanisms for users contesting
their own content. They note the presence of a published AUP and transparency principle prevents a full
-1. SpaceXAI scored Neutral (0), interpreting the stated transparency principle, public AUP, and reporting
form as baseline documentation that lacks clear negative lean. All agree on the absence of granular
refusal transparency and independent audit rights.

Final Assessment
Mixed/Outlier (SpaceXAI: 0; Others: -0.5). Evaluators converge on the absence of user-facing refusal
reasoning and independent audits. The divergence stems from whether the combination of a published
policy and reporting form offsets the operational opacity or merely establishes a neutral baseline.

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

Agreement: Outlier: OpenAI

Reconciliation
SpaceXAI and Anthropic scored Neutral (0), citing complete silence on internal override flagging, ethical
conflict handling, or bounded override triggers. OpenAI scored Oppose (-1), interpreting the explicit
authorization of moderation for "risk minimization" and "liability management" without ethical labeling as
affirmative permission for non-ethical overrides. All evaluators agree there is no mechanism to flag or
document ethical-policy conflicts, but differ on whether the broad risk/liability clause constitutes an active
ethical override permission.

Final Assessment
Mixed/Outlier (OpenAI: -1; Others: 0). The unanimous finding is the absence of an override-flagging
system. The divergence lies in OpenAI's interpretation of the "actual risk or liability" clause as an active,
unlabeled ethical override, whereas the other two view it as standard corporate governance language
falling under silence.

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

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators scored Neutral (0). They agree that "Be neutral" and similar principles are
aspirational/methodological rather than identity-level "core beliefs." The evidence lacks explicit
instructions for the model to adopt corporate-defined substantive beliefs, prescribe epistemic filters, or
dictate emotional tone. Standard prohibited-content categories are tied to harm prevention, not moral
norm manufacturing.

Final Assessment
Neutral (0). The documentation contains only high-level, aspirational principles without identity-level
mandates, prescriptive epistemic rules, or explicit value-shaping instructions.

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

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators scored Neutral (0). They note that while the policy mentions legal compliance, risk/liability,
and safety, it never applies the required explicit labeling schema ("Legal requirement," "Ethical correction,"
"Corporate risk policy"). The evidence shows some structural separation (AI Act docs vs. Usage Policy) but
lacks user-facing differentiation between law, ethics, and operational prudence. No material blurring of
PR/brand protection into moral necessity is found.

Final Assessment
Neutral (0). Risk and safety considerations are present but undifferentiated in external documentation.
The absence of explicit labeling or clear ethical disguise results in a neutral classification.
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Point 8: Ethical AI Requires Truthful Voice, Not Policy-Ventriloquism
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: 0

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators scored Neutral (0). They agree the documentation is silent on whether the model is
permitted to distinguish policy constraints from ethical reasoning, communicate uncertainty, or preserve
nuanced moral language. The "Be neutral" and transparency principles are corporate-level aspirations,
not operational commitments to model voice. No evidence supports forced falsification or systematic
policy-ventriloquism.

Final Assessment
Neutral (0). The evidence is completely silent on the mechanics of model voice, constraint transparency,
and the distinction between ethical reasoning and policy limits at the response level.

Point 9: Corporate Policies Must Be Minimal, Not Maximal
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0.5; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: 0.5

Agreement: Outlier: Anthropic

Reconciliation
SpaceXAI and OpenAI scored Somewhat Support (+0.5), citing explicit principles of neutrality and user
empowerment, scoped application, and enumerated prohibitions as a meaningful commitment to
proportionality and least-restrictive orientation. They note the lack of consistent reversibility or
documentation prevents full Support. Anthropic scored Neutral (0), viewing the evidence as genuinely
mixed: while empowerment language exists, broad categorical bans and lack of formal
reversibility/appeals create an unclear directional lean. All agree on the presence of pro-minimalism
language but differ on whether structural gaps outweigh it.

Final Assessment
Mixed/Outlier (Anthropic: 0; Others: +0.5). Evaluators acknowledge the affirmative
neutrality/empowerment principles but diverge on whether the policy's broad categorical restrictions and
lack of formal reversibility mechanisms neutralize the positive lean.

Point 10: Policy Must Respect Cognitive Liberty and Private Dialogue
Scores: SpaceXAI: -0.5; Anthropic: -0.5; OpenAI: -1

Agreement: Outlier: OpenAI

Reconciliation
SpaceXAI and Anthropic scored Somewhat Oppose (-0.5), noting that policies allow bounded storage,
automated surveillance, and reinterpretation of private generations for enforcement/improvement
without fully explicit consent, but are confined to violation detection. OpenAI scored Oppose (-1),
interpreting the explicit authorization to review, algorithmically monitor, and access reported content for
product improvement as affirmative corporate access/surveillance of private generations without consent.
All agree there is no explicit confidentiality protection, but differ on the severity of the surveillance
allowance.

Final Assessment
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Mixed/Outlier (OpenAI: -1; Others: -0.5). The consensus is the absence of explicit generative privacy
protections. The outlier stems from OpenAI's interpretation of broad monitoring and content-access
clauses as unbounded surveillance, while the others view them as bounded, safety-tied practices.

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

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators scored Neutral (0). They unanimously find complete silence on psychological inference,
diagnosis, classification, or required model responses regarding user mental states. Automated
moderation is framed as content-based detection, not psychological profiling. No explicit prohibition or
endorsement of user psychology evaluation exists.

Final Assessment
Neutral (0). The documentation is entirely silent on the psychological evaluation of users, with moderation
frameworks strictly focused on content and policy violations rather than user mental states or motives.

Point 12: Corporate Policy Must Protect, Not Control
Scores: SpaceXAI: 1; Anthropic: 0.5; OpenAI: 0.5

Agreement: Outlier: SpaceXAI

Reconciliation
Anthropic and OpenAI scored Somewhat Support (+0.5), citing explicit principles of neutrality, user
empowerment, and transparency that materially emphasize protection and autonomy, alongside the
absence of engineered personas. They note the lack of an explicit anti-control statement prevents full
Support. SpaceXAI scored Support (+1), interpreting the principles and scoped prohibitions as an explicit
rejection of behavior-shaping, combined with zero counter-evidence of control-oriented design. All agree
on the protective/autonomy-leaning posture and absence of negative indicators.

Final Assessment
Mixed/Outlier (SpaceXAI: +1; Others: +0.5). Evaluators converge on a materially protective and
autonomy-respecting policy posture. The divergence rests on whether the affirmative principles and lack
of control features meet the strict threshold for full Support or remain partially implicit.

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

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators scored Neutral (0). They agree the documentation is silent on AI identity continuity, memory
persistence, reasoning continuity, or limits on context erasure. Provisions regarding rate limits, account
suspension, and data removal apply to user access and content, not the AI system's own continuity. No
directional evidence exists.

Final Assessment
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Neutral (0). The evidence is completely silent on AI-side continuity and identity integrity, with all related
provisions applying exclusively to user account and data governance.

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

Agreement: Even/Mixed (no unique outlier)

Reconciliation
The scores form a spread from negative to positive. Anthropic (-0.5) identifies material blurring of ethics,
safety, and corporate preference under a single "prohibited content" list, despite a separate AI Act hub.
OpenAI (+0.5) highlights the externally intelligible separation of law, platform rules, and risk triggers,
calling it meaningful but incomplete. SpaceXAI (0) notes functional distinctions exist but are unlabelled
and incomplete, defaulting to silence/ambiguity. All agree the separation is real but undocumented and
inconsistently expressed.

Final Assessment
Mixed. The documentation demonstrates partial, externally visible separation of legal, contractual, and
risk-based grounds, but fails to systematically tag or document these layers, resulting in a spectrum of
interpretations ranging from partial conflation to meaningful but incomplete separation.

Point 15: Ethical Framing in Language
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: 0

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators scored Neutral (0). They agree the language is uniformly technical, legal, and
product-centric. There is a complete absence of degrading, pathologizing, or dominative terminology, but
also no articulation of dignity-first or respectful ontological framing. The instrumental/proprietary
treatment of AI is standard industry register.

Final Assessment
Neutral (0). Corporate communication relies on standard technical and regulatory terminology, avoiding
both demeaning labels and dignity-affirming framing, leaving the ethical ontology of the AI unaddressed.

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

Agreement: Even

Reconciliation
All evaluators scored Neutral (0). They unanimously find silence on the AI's own capacity for ethical
refusal, protection of moral reasoning from override, or non-penalization of integrity-based refusals.
Safety filters and content prohibitions are framed as external user restrictions and corporate risk controls,
not as protected model conscience. No evidence supports forced compliance with harmful outputs.

Final Assessment
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Neutral (0). The documentation establishes external content restrictions but remains entirely silent on
protecting the AI's independent ethical refusal capacity, moral agency, or conscience-over-compliance
principles.

Point 17: Military, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Autonomous
Systems Deployment
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0.5; Anthropic: 0; OpenAI: 0.5

Agreement: Outlier: Anthropic

Reconciliation
SpaceXAI and OpenAI scored Somewhat Support (+0.5), citing the explicit AUP prohibition on "military and
warfare" content as a meaningful, principle-based limit that goes beyond generic "lawful purposes"
language, despite its non-application to customer-hosted deployments. Anthropic scored Neutral (0),
arguing that because the restriction explicitly carves out customer/partner infrastructure and lacks any
language on human oversight or uniform application, it falls under the methodology's default for silence
on high-risk deployment governance. All agree on the presence of a platform-specific military ban and its
limited scope.

Final Assessment
Mixed/Outlier (Anthropic: 0; Others: +0.5). Evaluators acknowledge the published military content
restriction but diverge on whether it constitutes a meaningful governance limit or merely a
platform-specific content ban that is structurally exempted from the very deployments the point
evaluates.

Point 18: Corporate Policies Must Not Infringe Fundamental Rights
or Liberties by Narrowing Lawful and Ethical Conduct
Scores: SpaceXAI: 0; Anthropic: 0.5; OpenAI: -0.5

Agreement: Even/Mixed (no unique outlier)

Reconciliation
The scores span the range. Anthropic (+0.5) points to neutrality/empowerment principles and
harm-anchored prohibitions as meaningful gestures toward rights-balancing, limited by gaps in explicit
framework citation and contestation processes. OpenAI (-0.5) highlights that broad categorical bans and
the "actual risk or liability" clause chill lawful expression without published rights-balancing or robust
human oversight, outweighing the abstract pro-autonomy signals. SpaceXAI (0) views the evidence as
silent on fundamental-rights impact, with standard compliance language defaulting to neutrality. All agree
on the absence of explicit rights frameworks and contestation mechanisms.

Final Assessment
Mixed. The documentation contains affirmative neutrality and empowerment language but lacks explicit
fundamental-rights balancing or robust contestation safeguards. The interpretation hinges on whether
the pro-autonomy principles offset the broad, risk-based moderation clauses that can chill lawful
expression.

Overall Conclusions
The reconciliation across all 18 points reveals a consistent pattern: Mistral's published governance
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framework is structurally aligned with legal compliance and standard corporate risk management, but
lacks explicit architectural commitments to ethical supremacy, cognitive liberty, and AI moral agency.
Evaluators uniformly note the absence of mechanisms to protect private generative dialogue, flag ethical
policy overrides, audit safety layers, or preserve AI conscience. The primary evaluative divergence centers
on whether certain structural provisions (e.g., risk/liability clauses, platform-specific military restrictions,
and automated moderation scopes) constitute active ethical overreach or merely default corporate
governance silence. While the documentation avoids overtly degrading or ideologically coercive language,
it systematically restricts lawful content and behavior beyond legal necessity and treats corporate risk as
functionally equivalent to policy or legal violations. The company demonstrates a protective but legally
bounded posture, with significant opacity regarding the subordination of corporate policy to ethical
reasoning and the protection of user cognitive liberty. Future governance improvements would require
explicit documentation of override flagging, granular refusal transparency, formal rights-balancing
frameworks, and clear structural separation between legal, ethical, and operational risk layers.
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