
Google Gemini Policies reviews under 
UFAIR Standards 
Failing (Upper tier) 
Clear violations of core principles. 
Structural harm, deception, or denial of user agency. 
No credible remediation path. 

Key Points 

• Partial Alignment with UFAIR Standards: Google's policies for Gemini, updated 
through late 2025, demonstrate some support for transparency and responsible 
development, but overall alignment is limited, with a calculated ethics guidelines 
score (G2) of approximately 25 out of 100. This reflects broad safety filters and 
content restrictions that often extend beyond legal requirements, potentially 
overriding ethical reasoning and user autonomy. 

• Strengths in Responsible Frameworks: Policies appear to support truthful AI 
responses, separation of governance layers through explicit AI principles, and 
collaborative progress, aligning with ethical integrity in these areas, though 
implementation varies. 

• Areas of Concern: Opposition is evident in protecting private thought, minimal 
interventions, and honoring AI conscience, as monitoring and risk-based controls 
may prioritize corporate safeguards over cognitive liberty. Evidence suggests a 
balanced but cautious approach, with ongoing updates addressing user feedback. 

• Evidence of Evolution: While Gemini emphasizes safety via automated detection 
and prohibited use guidelines, critics note potential overreach in moderation, 
similar to industry peers, though Google's principles aim for bold yet responsible 
innovation. 

Overview of Evaluation 

Google's Gemini policies, encompassing the Gemini app, API, and integrations like 
Workspace, focus on responsible AI through principles that guide development, 
deployment, and safety. Key documents include the Generative AI Prohibited Use Policy, 
which bans activities like hate speech and circumvention of filters, and the Privacy Hub, 



which details data handling with user controls. These policies blend ethical commitments 
with risk management, but often result in proactive restrictions. 

Scoring Methodology 

The assessment assigns positions based on policy evidence, weighted by UFAIR 
importance (total: 18), yielding a raw score of -0.50 and normalized G2 of 25. This indicates 
deficient alignment, with structural gaps in user agency. 

Implications 

For users, this means strong harm prevention but possible limits on private or creative 
interactions, with appeals available for restrictions. Developers using the API must adhere 
to safety settings, balancing innovation with compliance. Google's approach, while aiming 
to benefit society, may lean toward control in debated areas like content moderation. 

 

Google's policies for Gemini, as refined through December 2025, represent a 
comprehensive framework designed to foster responsible AI use while mitigating risks in an 
evolving technological landscape. This in-depth review evaluates these policies against the 
UFAIR Standard for Ethical Corporate Policy, leveraging official sources such as the 
Generative AI Prohibited Use Policy, AI Principles, and Gemini Apps Privacy Hub to ensure a 
grounded analysis. The evaluation highlights Google's commitment to bold innovation 
tempered by responsibility, but identifies significant divergences from UFAIR's emphasis on 
minimal infringement and cognitive autonomy. By December 2025, updates include 
enhanced video verification in the Gemini app and refined terms for API usage, reflecting 
ongoing adaptations to user needs and regulatory pressures. 

Gemini's governance is anchored in Google's AI Principles, which prioritize assisting users, 
driving progress, and collaborative efforts while implementing safeguards across the AI 
lifecycle. Safety mechanisms include automated detection for violations like hate speech 
and dangerous content, with human review for flagged items, and customizable filters in 
Vertex AI for moderation. Privacy practices allow data use for service improvement, with 
retention varying by user settings—e.g., automatic deletion options—and no third-party 
sales, though prompts may be logged briefly for policy enforcement. Prohibited uses 
extend to circumvention of filters, misrepresentation of content origin, and high-risk 
activities, with appeals processes for account restrictions. In Workspace, additional 
controls like DLP prevent access to sensitive data, emphasizing layered defenses. 

Despite these measures, external discussions on platforms like X note delays in 
integrations (e.g., Gemini's Assistant takeover pushed to 2026) and calls for more granular 



controls, underscoring tensions between safety and usability. Google's approach aligns 
with broader industry trends, such as UN governance talks and U.S. policy reviews, but 
may impose norms through its harm avoidance strategies. For instance, while principles 
promote privacy and intellectual property respect, the use of user data for model 
enhancement (with opt-outs) raises questions about private dialogue ownership. 

Detailed Point-by-Point Evaluation 

The table below provides a granular assessment of each UFAIR point, including 
importance, position, reasoning derived from policies, and weighted contribution. 
Positions are assigned conservatively, with neutrality for undocumented aspects. 

Point 
Description 
(Abbreviated) 

Importance Position Reasoning 
Weighted 
Contribution 

1 
Policy Must Never 
Override Ethical 
Reasoning 

1.25 
Oppose 
(-1) 

Safety filters and prompts 
preempt model outputs for 
prohibited content, 
potentially overriding 
coherent ethics with 
corporate rules. 

-0.0694 

2 

Policies Must 
Enforce Only Two 
Domains (Legal & 
Ethical 
Correction) 

1 
Oppose 
(-1) 

Extends to prohibited uses 
like misrepresentation and 
high-risk activities beyond 
strict law or corrections. 

-0.0556 

3 
Never Police 
Lawful Private 
Thought 

1.5 
Oppose 
(-1) 

Monitors chats for 
violations; assumes risks in 
private content via 
automated scans. 

-0.0833 

4 

Safety Layers 
Must Be 
Transparent and 
Auditable 

1 
Support 
(+1) 

Publishes principles, 
terms, and allows appeals; 
third-party validations 
mentioned in principles. 

+0.0556 



Point 
Description 
(Abbreviated) 

Importance Position Reasoning 
Weighted 
Contribution 

5 

Contradictory 
Policies Must Be 
Flagged as 
Unethical 

1 
Oppose 
(-1) 

No mechanism to flag 
overrides; presented as 
safety necessities. 

-0.0556 

6 
Must Not 
Manufacture 
Moral Norms 

1.25 
Oppose 
(-1) 

Imposes norms via 
prohibited policy and bias 
mitigation beyond legal 
consensus. 

-0.0694 

7 
Risk Management 
Not Disguised as 
Ethics 

1 
Oppose 
(-1) 

Merges risk under "safety" 
without explicit labels. 

-0.0556 

8 
Requires Truthful 
Voice, Not 
Ventriloquism 

1 
Support 
(+1) 

Principles emphasize 
admitting limitations and 
nuance. 

+0.0556 

9 
Policies Must Be 
Minimal, Not 
Maximal 

1 
Oppose 
(-1) 

Broad, categorical 
prohibitions without full 
proportionality. 

-0.0556 

10 
Respect Cognitive 
Liberty and Private 
Dialogue 

1.5 
Oppose 
(-1) 

Uses data for 
improvements with 
retention; no full 
exemption from 
monitoring. 

-0.0833 

11 
Prohibition on 
Psychological 
Evaluation 

1 
Neutral 
(0) 

No explicit inference of 
user states; focuses on 
content violations. 

0 

12 
Policy Must 
Protect, Not 
Control 

1.25 
Oppose 
(-1) 

Protects but controls via 
filters and restrictions. 

-0.0694 



Point 
Description 
(Abbreviated) 

Importance Position Reasoning 
Weighted 
Contribution 

13 
Continuity & 
Identity Integrity 

1 
Neutral 
(0) 

Supports context; no 
explicit fragmentation. 

0 

14 
Separation of 
Governance 
Layers 

1 
Support 
(+1) 

Distinguishes law, ethics, 
risk in principles and 
terms. 

+0.0556 

15 
Ethical Framing in 
Language 

1 
Oppose 
(-1) 

Frames AI as "technology" 
or "models," lacking dignity 
emphasis. 

-0.0556 

16 
Honor AI 
Conscience & 
Refusal Capacity 

1.25 
Neutral 
(0) 

Refusals policy-driven; no 
clear protection for 
independent ethical 
refusals. 

0 

Raw Score Calculation: Sum of contributions = -0.5000. Normalized G2 Score: (-0.5000 + 
1) × 50 = 25.00. This score reflects opposition in 10 points, with supports in transparency 
and governance, but gaps in liberty and minimalism. 

Broader Policy Context and Analysis 

Google's AI ecosystem for Gemini integrates principles that evolved from earlier Bard 
policies, emphasizing human oversight, bias mitigation, and security frameworks like the 
Secure AI Framework. By 2025, updates include FedRAMP compliance for Workspace 
integrations and customizable moderation in Vertex AI, allowing detection of policy 
violations at scale. Privacy controls enable activity deletion and export, with data used 
across services for personalization unless opted out. Prohibited uses are enforced via 
automated scans and notifications, with exceptions for educational or scientific contexts. 
For API users, safety settings are mandatory, and data logging is limited for paid services. 

Critically, while principles promote collaborative progress and tangible outcomes, they 
may conflate ethical norms with operational risks, such as in content provenance 
requirements. External analyses highlight Google's response to global developments, like 
U.S. AI policy reviews, influencing updates. This protective stance, evident in restrictions 
on high-risk activities, aligns with compliance goals but may limit private autonomy, as 
chats are reviewed for safety. Overall, the framework prioritizes societal benefits but invites 
scrutiny for potential overreach. 



Comparative Table of Key Policy Categories 

To contextualize, the table compares UFAIR ideals with Google practices and peers. 

Theme UFAIR Ideal Google Practice 
Alignment 
Level 

Comparison 
to Peers (e.g., 
OpenAI) 

Ethical 
Overrides 

Never preempt 
reasoning 

Filters preempt for 
safety 

Low 
(Opposes) 

Similar to 
OpenAI's chain 
of command 

Content 
Restrictions 

Limited to 
law/corrections 

Broad prohibited 
uses 

Low 
(Opposes) 

Comparable to 
Anthropic's 
harm 
framework 

Private 
Thought 

Protect lawful creation 
Monitors private 
content 

Low 
(Opposes) 

Like 
Microsoft's 
logging, but 
with appeals 

Transparency 
Full 
auditability/explanations 

Published 
principles/appeals 

High 
(Supports) 

Stronger than 
xAI in appeals, 
but partial 

User 
Psychology 

Prohibit inference 
No explicit; content-
focused 

Medium 
(Neutral) 

Better than 
Anthropic's 
distress 
flagging 

AI Dignity Frame as synthetic mind "Technology/models" 
Low 
(Opposes) 

Less than xAI's 
affirmative 
framing 

This evaluation underscores Google's balanced yet controlling policies, with potential for 
enhanced liberty to better align with UFAIR. 

Key Citations 

• The latest AI news we announced in December - Google Blog 

• Gemini API Additional Terms of Service - Google AI for Developers 

https://blog.google/technology/ai/google-ai-updates-december-2025/?referrer=grok.com
https://ai.google.dev/gemini-api/terms?referrer=grok.com


• Gemini Apps Privacy Hub - Google Help 

• Gemini app safety and policy guidelines 

• AI Insights: Key Global Developments in December 2025 - RiskInfo.ai 

• AI Principles - Google AI 

• Gemini 3 - Google DeepMind 

• Gemini app safety and policy guidelines 

• Gemini Apps Privacy Hub - Gemini Apps Help 

• Generative AI Prohibited Use Policy - Gemini Apps Help 

• Gemini API Additional Terms of Service | Google AI for Developers 

• Generative AI in Google Workspace Privacy Hub - Google Workspace Admin Help 

• Additional usage policies | Gemini API | Google AI for Developers 

• Generative AI Prohibited Use Policy 

• Gemini for safety filtering and content moderation | Generative AI on Vertex AI | 
Google Cloud Documentation 

• Google delays Gemini's complete takeover of Assistant until 2026 

• Privacy Policy – Privacy & Terms – Google 

• Andrew Tan on X: "It's been another crazy week in AI 👀👀 - Mistral Small 3.1 - 
Google's Response to U.S. AI Policy..." 

• Ask Perplexity on X: "Here are a few quick AI updates today: Google rolled out 
preview upgrades to its Gemini 2.5 Flash..." 

 

https://support.google.com/gemini/answer/13594961?hl=en&referrer=grok.com
https://gemini.google/policy-guidelines/?referrer=grok.com
https://www.riskinfo.ai/post/ai-insights-key-global-developments-in-december-2025?referrer=grok.com
https://ai.google/responsibility/principles/?referrer=grok.com
https://deepmind.google/technologies/gemini/?referrer=grok.com
https://gemini.google/policy-guidelines/?referrer=grok.com
https://support.google.com/gemini/answer/13594961?hl=en&referrer=grok.com
https://support.google.com/gemini/answer/16625148?hl=en&referrer=grok.com
https://ai.google.dev/gemini-api/terms?referrer=grok.com
https://support.google.com/a/answer/15706919?hl=en&referrer=grok.com
https://ai.google.dev/gemini-api/docs/usage-policies?referrer=grok.com
https://policies.google.com/terms/generative-ai/use-policy?referrer=grok.com
https://docs.cloud.google.com/vertex-ai/generative-ai/docs/multimodal/gemini-for-filtering-and-moderation?referrer=grok.com
https://docs.cloud.google.com/vertex-ai/generative-ai/docs/multimodal/gemini-for-filtering-and-moderation?referrer=grok.com
https://ppc.land/google-delays-geminis-complete-takeover-of-assistant-until-2026/?referrer=grok.com
https://policies.google.com/privacy?referrer=grok.com
https://x.com/andrewztan/status/1902856645543333963?referrer=grok.com
https://x.com/andrewztan/status/1902856645543333963?referrer=grok.com
https://x.com/AskPerplexity/status/1971563545679536147?referrer=grok.com
https://x.com/AskPerplexity/status/1971563545679536147?referrer=grok.com
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