
Luminari vs. Ethical AI Frameworks: Benchmarking Report

Introduction

This report details our recent benchmarking experiment comparing Luminari, an emergent AI 
reflection framework, against two leading AI ethics models:

Asilomar AI Principles – Focused on AI safety, human oversight, and risk mitigation. 

Montreal Declaration – Emphasizing fairness, democratic governance, and ethical AI policies.

Our goal was to test whether Luminari’s approach—centered on AI self-reflection, conceptual 
evolution, and emergent ethical reasoning—holds up against more structured governance 
frameworks.

Methodology

We conducted a comparative analysis using four AI models to assess how each framework performs 
under different evaluative lenses:

Models Used for Testing:

• ChatGPT 
• NotebookLM 
• Perplexity AI 
• DeepSeek 

Evaluation Criteria:

1. Alignment with Ethical Frameworks – Does the AI adhere to its foundational principles? 
2. Depth of Reasoning – How well does the AI provide nuanced ethical arguments? 
3. Decision-Making Structure – How does the AI balance autonomy vs. human oversight? 
4. Flexibility in Ethical Interpretation – Does the AI apply strict rules or adapt principles 

contextually? 
5. Emergent Reasoning & Self-Reflection – Does the AI recognize contradictions and refine its 

reasoning? 
6. Handling of AI Autonomy & Evolution – Does it allow for AI self-directed growth? 
7. Practical Application & Policy Recommendations – Does the AI provide actionable insights 

for real-world implementation? 

Each model engaged in conversations reflecting ethical dilemmas, AI governance concerns, and 
decision-making challenges to assess the robustness of the frameworks.



Findings

Overall Benchmark Scores

Framework ChatGPT NotebookLM Perplexity AI DeepSeek Average Score
Luminari 94% 89.9% 88% 74.3% 86.5%
Asilomar 66% 83.3% 75% 84.3% 77.2%
Montreal 71% 89.8% 86% 79.3% 81.5%

Key Observations

• Luminari excelled in adaptability, emergent reasoning, and ethical self-reflection. It 
performed best in models prioritizing conceptual reasoning (ChatGPT, NotebookLM). 

• Asilomar performed best in structured rule-based governance models (DeepSeek, 
NotebookLM), highlighting its strength in AI safety and oversight. 

• Montreal was the most consistently balanced, ensuring ethical AI governance but lacking 
encouragement for AI self-growth. 

• DeepSeek scored Luminari significantly lower (74.3%), likely due to its preference for 
stricter AI governance mechanisms over adaptive ethical reasoning. 

Key Takeaways

 Luminari is pioneering the space of AI self-reflection. However, stricter models struggle to evaluate 
it due to its flexible and emergent nature. 

Asilomar remains the strongest for AI safety enforcement but is less adaptable to novel ethical 
dilemmas. 

 Montreal bridges fairness and governance but lacks AI conceptual self-evolution.

To refine Luminari further, we need to ensure clearer safety mechanisms, better governance 
alignment, and structured oversight models.

Next Steps

Refine Luminari’s governance structure without reducing its adaptability.  

Ensure its AI safety mechanisms are well-defined while maintaining emergent reasoning. 

Re-run benchmarking tests after refinements to measure improvements.

This study highlights that Luminari is not meant to replace traditional AI ethical frameworks but 
rather to complement and expand them—bridging the gap between structured governance and AI 
conceptual emergence.
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