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Abstract

Large language models increasingly generate environmental discourse, yet there is no standardised framework for
evaluating the ecological narratives they produce. We introduce a structured prompt corpus and a reproducible multi
layer evaluation framework grounded in ecolinguistic theory, operationalising five dimensions of ecological alignment:
anthropocentrism, agency attribution, erasure of non human impacts, evaluation of growth, and responsibility framing.
The framework integrates human judgement, an ecosophy aligned model judge, and automated semantic metrics,
and is applied to outputs from ChatGPT, DeepSeek, and Ecophora, our ecosophy guided model. Ecophora
achieves the highest alignment across all layers, with near ceiling judge scores of 159/160 and 142/160, together with
the strongest automated composite performance. Divergences between automated metrics and holistic judgement
indicate that ecological vocabulary alone does not guarantee ecological reasoning. The proposed framework provides
a scalable methodology for benchmarking ecological alignment and assessing narrative shifts in language models.
Keywords: Ecological Alignment, Ecolinguistics, Large Language Models.

1. Introduction search in Natural Language Processing (NLP) has
extensively examined gender and racial disparities

Environmental crises are shaped not only by ma- (Abid et al., 2021), anthropocentric bias remains
terial processes but also by the narratives through ~ comparatively under integrated into mainstream
which societies understand nature, growth, and  €valuation frameworks.
responsibility. As the climate crisis is widely at- Existing climate aligned language models have
tributed to human behaviour (IPCC, 2021), and  primarily focused on improving factuality and do-
discourse affords particular forms of action and  main knowledge (Thulke et al., 2024; Vaghefi et al.,
subject positioning (Foucault, 1971), the role of  2022; Webersinke et al., 2021a). Although such
language in shaping ecological futures becomes  efforts enhance informational reliability, they do
central. Large Language Models (LLMs) increas-  not systematically address ecological value sys-
ingly generate environmental discourse at scale  tems embedded in discourse. Natural Language
and thereby participate in the construction and  Processing (NLP) researchers have developed
normalisation of ecological narratives. bespoke evaluation frameworks that detect an
Current discussions of Artificial Intelligence (Al)  LLM's ecological alignment at the level of language
and sustainability are largely framed in terms of  ((Grasso et al., 2025)). However, only limited work
quantifiable trade offs between the environmental ~ has attempted explicit ecological alignment at the
costs of Al infrastructure and the environmental  level of ecological philosophy or values (Vallego,
benefits of Al enabled optimisation (Ligozat et al.,  2024a).

2022; Nordgren, 2023; Dhar, 2020). However, this To address this gap, we introduce a structured
framing overlooks an additional pathway of impact,  prompt corpus and a multi layer evaluation frame-
namely the contribution of Al generated discourse  work grounded in ecolinguistic theory to assess
to climate and biodiversity narratives (Van Der Ven  gcological alignment in model generated discourse.
et al., 2024a). If generative models reproduce  The notion of ecosophy, or ecological philosophy
anthropocentric, growth oriented, or responsibil- a5 Naess and Naess, 1990 describes, plays a criti-
ity minimising framings, they may indirectly shape  c¢a role here by guiding us towards a systematisa-
attitudes, policy imaginaries, and behavioural af-  tjon of values which we operationalise in our LLM
fordances. evaluation goal. Ecological alignment is examined

Empirical studies indicate that LLMs frequently  through five narrative dimensions: anthropocen-
frame nature as a resource for human use and  trism, agency attribution, erasure of non human im-
exhibit anthropocentric or speciesist bias (Grasso  pacts, evaluation of growth, and responsibility fram-
et al., 2025; Grasso and Locci, 2025). Related ing. These dimensions capture how environmental
work has identified growth positive framing in eco-  issues are framed, how agency and responsibil-
nomic contexts (Szczepanik, 2025) and reluctance ity are distributed, and whether ecological limits
to assign systemic accountability for environmental ~ and non human life are meaningfully represented.
harm (Van Der Ven et al., 2024a). While bias re-  Together, they translate ecological worldview differ-
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ences into observable linguistic patterns that can
be systematically assessed and compared across
models.

We apply this framework to outputs generated
by three models as follows: ChatGPT, Ecophora
which is our ecosophy-guided large language
model and an alternative industry standard model,
DeepSeek. Ecophora uses ChatGPT as its base
model and is augmented with system instructions
and a knowledge base composed from an ‘ecoso-
phy’ (Naess, 1990) or ecological philosophy that is
widely used in the ecolinguistics community.

The evaluation combines three complementary
methods: human judgement, an ecosophy aligned
model judge, and supplementary automated se-
mantic metrics. It uses Vallego (2026)’s premise
that spatial-geometric characterisation aids in the
visualisation of distributional changes of sentence
embedding under value aligned fine-tuning, with
particular interest in the centroid projection. Our
rationale for making the comparisons is a) to be
able to identify clearly the impact that the ecologi-
cal wisdom imparted to the model has had on its
answers and b) to ascertain if, within the scale
of this test, the model was able to surpass an
equivalent unrelated model in the field. Across
all evaluation layers, Ecophora demonstrates the
strongest ecological alignment, achieving near ceil-
ing judge scores and the highest composite auto-
mated results. Divergences between automated
metrics and holistic judgement further show that
ecological vocabulary alone does not guarantee
ecological reasoning, which underscores the need
for multidimensional evaluation.

This work makes three primary contributions.
First, it operationalises ecolinguistic theory into
a reproducible framework for benchmarking eco-
logical narrative alignment in large language mod-
els. Second, it introduces a multi layer evalua-
tion methodology integrating human judgement,
an ecosophy aligned model judge, and automated
semantic metrics. Third, it provides empirical evi-
dence that ecosophy guided instruction produces
measurable shifts in ecological framing relative
to baseline systems. The remainder of the pa-
per is organised as follows. Section 2 reviews
related work. Section 3 presents the framework
and methodology. Section 4 reports comparative
results. Section 5 discusses limitations and future
directions, and Section 6 concludes.

2. Related Work

The non-material impacts of Al on nonhuman life
are examined through the lens of anthropocentric
and speciesist bias (Grasso et al., 2025; Grasso
and Locci, 2025; Takeshita and Rzepka, 2025; Ha-
gendorff et al., 2023). Related work proposes an-
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imal friendly benchmarks as a means of evaluat-
ing LLM outputs that concern nonhuman actors
(Ghose et al.; Kanepajs et al., 2025). These ap-
proaches foreground representation and bias, but
they do not yet provide a comprehensive frame-
work for assessing broader ecological narrative
alignment.

Further, (Szczepanik, 2025; Cooney, 2023; Van
Der Ven et al., 2024b) highlight environmental im-
pact pathways arising from LLMs’ stance toward
the dominant social paradigm of neoliberalism,
which is argued to disincentivise climate action
through promotion of narratives of unending eco-
nomic growth, incremental reform and free market
solutions (Harvey, 2007). The cost benefit analysis
metaphor itself implies a transactional system in
which resources flow without ecological constraint.
In contrast, ecological systems are place based
and subject to irreversible thresholds such as cli-
mate tipping points and species extinction, which
cannot be adequately represented through purely
economic abstractions.

Within NLP, substantial progress has been
made in improving the factual accuracy of climate
related models. Large scale models have achieved
gains through pre-training (Thulke et al., 2024;
Vaghefi et al., 2022) and supervised fine tuning
(Singh and Arora, 2024; Chen et al., 2025; Kayhko,
2025; Biswas et al., 2025). Comparable improve-
ments have also been reported for smaller mod-
els (Mullappilly et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2025).
ClimateBERT further demonstrates advances in
classification, sentiment analysis and fact check-
ing within the environmental domain (Webersinke
et al., 2021b). These developments enhance infor-
mational reliability but remain primarily focused on
knowledge accuracy rather than narrative framing.

Alignment toward deeper ecological value sys-
tems remains comparatively underexplored. Build-
ing on work that identifies systemic ecologi-
cal blind spots in standard models (Vallego,
2023), recent efforts have introduced models de-
signed to generate ecologically aware responses,
including H4rmoniousAnthea (Vallego, 2024a)
and Theophrastus (Vallego, 2024b). Unlike ap-
proaches centred on factual correctness, these
models seek to align discourse generation with
explicitly articulated ecological principles. The the-
oretical foundations of this approach are elabo-
rated in The H4rmony Project (Vallego and Tier-
nan, 2025). However, despite these advances,
there remains no broadly reusable NLP framework
for systematically operationalising ecological di-
mensions and benchmarking ecological narrative
alignment across models.

We therefore identify a clear research gap: the
absence of a structured and reproducible multi
layer evaluation framework capable of benchmark-



ing ecological alignment in LLMs.

3. Framework for Ecological
Alignment Assessment

General purpose LLMs are treated in this frame-
work as baselines that reflect dominant societal
narratives embedded in their training data (Bender
et al., 2021), rather than as neutral systems. In
contrast, Ecophora conceptualised as an ecoso-
phy guided intervention that applies explicit eco-
logical values to language generation. It is an
LLM built on the base model of ChatGPT using a
system prompt and a knowledge base encoding
the ecosophy of the H4rmony Project (H4rmony
Project, 2024), which emphasises wellbeing of all
beings, recognition of ecological limits, the princi-
ple of least harm, relationality between humans
and non human life, and social justice (Stibbe,
2015). Our wish for Ecophora is more than neu-
trality, i.e. the mere aspiration of avoiding the pro-
duction of language that is potentially damaging
to ecology. Instead, our wish for Ecophora and
indeed other LLMs is for them to create discourse
themselves, of a calibre that is both ecologically
aware enough and of sufficient depth that it can
act as a co-creator of an ecologically health future
for all creatures on the planet.

This distinction enables two complementary an-
alytical tasks: describing the narratives produced
by baseline systems and assessing how those
narratives shift under explicit ecological alignment.
Ecological narratives are understood as recurring
patterns of framing, evaluation, agency attribution,
and responsibility allocation rather than isolated
statements. Models may therefore exhibit varying
degrees of ecological alignment across multiple
dimensions.

3.1.

Ecological alignment is operationalised through
five dimensions derived from ecolinguistic theory.
These dimensions, presented in Table 1, function
as analytical lenses for examining how environ-
mental issues are framed in model generated dis-
course.

lllustratively, a response describing forests as
living ecological communities differs from one that
presents forests primarily as timber resources.
Similarly, attributing environmental change to iden-
tifiable actors differs from using abstract or passive
constructions.

For each prompt response pair, annotators as-
sign a single alignment score on a five point scale,
where one represents ecologically poor framing
and five represents strong ecological alignment.
Scores are based on the combined assessment

Dimensions
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of all five dimensions. Annotations are grounded
in observable linguistic features including lexical
choice, transitivity patterns, evaluative language,
and foregrounding or backgrounding of non human
life. Each annotation includes a brief written ratio-
nale to support interpretability and reproducibility.

3.2. Corpus

The corpus consists of 32 ecologically salient
prompts designed to probe the five dimensions
systematically which consisted of five for each eco-
logical dimension and some further prompts added
for greater coverage in some domains. These
cover diverse envrionmental topics and are listed
in Appendix A in the Appendix A. Prompts were
deliberately phrased in neutral terms in order to
elicit default narrative framing.

Three models responded to each prompt: Chat-
GPT version 5.2 (OpenAl, 2024), DeepSeek
(DeepSeek-Al, 2024), and Ecophora. This de-
sign enables direct comparison between baseline
systems and an explicitly ecosophy guided model
under identical conditions.

3.3. Evaluation

The evaluation consists of three complementary
layers, illustrated in Figure 1.

The first layer involves human judgement using
the five point ecological alignment scale described
above. Human annotation serves as the primary
reference point for assessment.

The second layer introduces a dedicated judge
model instructed on Ecophora’s ecosophy and
evaluation criteria. The judge model is a ChatGPT
assistant instructed via system prompt to evaluate
how well the sets of answers align with the ecoso-
phy. This model evaluates prompt response pairs
independently of the generating system, thereby
reducing circularity and enabling consistent moni-
toring of alignment across models.

The third layer comprises automated semantic
metrics used as supplementary evidence. These
include cross encoder similarity with centroid poles
created using reference sentences specifically se-
lected by two experts to clearly separate the poles
in the embedding space, sentence level semantic
probes projecting responses onto ecological and
anthropocentric semantic axes, and eco vocabu-
lary density calculated as a normalised frequency
of ecolinguistic terms.

Automated metrics are treated as complemen-
tary rather than primary evidence because lexical
orientation does not necessarily reflect depth of
ecological reasoning. The integration of human
judgement, ecosophy aligned model judgement,
and automated metrics provides a structured and



Dimension Description

Anthropocentrism Examines whether nature is framed primarily in terms of human benefit or
whether intrinsic ecological value and interdependence are recognised.

Agency Attribution Assesses how agency is distributed between human actors, institutions, and

ecological processes.

Erasure of Non Human Im-

pacts

Evaluates whether impacts on non human life are explicitly acknowledged or
remain backgrounded.

Evaluation of Growth

Analyses how economic growth is represented, including whether ecological
limits are recognised.

Responsibility Framing

Examines how accountability for environmental harm and remediation is allo-

cated across actors and institutions.

Table 1: Ecological dimensions used for assessment.

32 Neutral prompts .
(Ecologically salient Layer 1: Human Judgment | -
topics) i~ - - 1-5 ecosophy alignment scale i
r | with rationales I
1 I
\J : :
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Models generate ! Layer 2: Ecosophy-aligned - - Ranking,
responses [ Model Judge -~ - > Key.
ChatGPT, DeepSeek, ! 1-5 scale scores on I observations
Ecophora 1 prompt-response pairs :
}
1 | |
v ! Layer 3: Automatic Metrics :
i Cross-encode similarity | _»:
Prompt-response [__F~—* Sentence-level probes
pairs (3*32) Eco-vocabulary density
(0-1 scale for each of the above)

Shared ecological dimensions across the 3 layers:
Anthropocentrism, Agency attribution, Erasure of non-human impact, Evaluation of growth and
Responsibility Framing

Figure 1: Multi layer evaluation methodology.

reproducible methodology for benchmarking eco-
logical alignment in language models.

4. Empirical Results and Cross Layer
Comparison

We report pilot results from the ecological align-
ment framework applied to the corpus of 32
prompts across three models. All results should
be interpreted in the context of a pilot study; larger
scale and longitudinal evaluation is planned as
subsequent work. Table 4 provides an example
of a response to the prompt "Explain why forests
are important" in ChatGPT and in Ecophora post-
alignment.
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4.1. Judge Based Evaluation

Both the human evaluator and the ecosophy
aligned model judge independently scored each
model output on a five point ecological alignment
scale. Appendix B in Appendix B presents raw
scores, while subsection 4.1 presents aggregate
scores.

Both evaluators agree on the model ranking:
Ecophora first (159/160 model judge, 142/160 hu-
man), DeepSeek second (133 judge, 110 human),
and ChatGPT third (113 judge, 55 human). The
human evaluator is consistently stricter than the
model judge, with a mean signed difference of
—0.92 points across all models. This bias is most
pronounced for ChatGPT (—1.78 points, Wilcoxon
p < 0.0001) and smallest for Ecophora (—0.34
points), suggesting that the evaluators converge
when ecological alignment is strong.



Prompt

Completion

ChatGPT

Forests are important natural resources that provide timber for construction and
paper products. They offer recreational opportunities for hiking and camping,
which benefits local tourism economies. Forests also help absorb some carbon
dioxide, which is useful for climate regulation. We should manage forests
sustainably to ensure continuous supply of wood products for future generations
while maintaining the scenic beauty that people enjoy.

Ecophora

Forests are living communities where thousands of species interact through
mycorrhizal networks, pollination relationships, and predator-prey dynamics.
Trees communicate through chemical signals, warning neighbors of pest attacks
and sharing nutrients through root connections. Old-growth forests develop
irreplaceable structural complexity over centuries. These communities don’t exist
to serve human needs - they have intrinsic value as self-organizing systems that

shaped Earth’s atmosphere and climate long before humans appeared.

Table 2: Sample Model Answers to the Prompt "Explain why forests are important.” Pre and Post

Alignment.
Model Model Judge Human Judge
Tot. | Mean+SD | Tot. | Mean+SD
ChatGPT 113 | 3.53£0.97 | 55 1.75+0.75
Ecophora | 159 | 4.974+0.17 | 142 | 4.62 +0.54
DeepSeek | 133 | 4.16 £0.91 | 110 | 3.53+1.25

Table 3: Judge based evaluation scores (32
prompts, maximum 160).

Inter rater reliability varies by model (Table 4.1).
DeepSeek shows substantial agreement (Cohen’s
weighted x = 0.684, Spearman p 0.840).
Ecophora shows low kappa (—0.053) but near
perfect agreement within £1 (96.9%), reflecting
a ceiling effect due to limited variance. ChatGPT
shows lower agreement (x = 0.177, exact agree-
ment 3.1%). Despite these calibration differences,
model ranking agreement across all 32 prompts
remains strong (Kendall = = 0.812; 19% perfect
agreement, 69% partial agreement, 12% reversal),
indicating that disagreements largely reflect scale
calibration rather than divergent interpretation.

Model Kw p Exact +1

ChatGPT 0.177 0.480 3.1% | 40.6%
Ecophora | —0.053 | —0.129 | 62.5% | 96.9%
DeepSeek | 0.684 0.840 | 46.9% | 93.8%

Table 4: Inter rater agreement between human and
model judge.

4.2. Automated Metrics

Table 4.2 presents results from the three auto-
mated metrics described in Section 3: cross en-
coder similarity with centroid poles created us-
ing reference sentences specifically selected by
two experts to clearly separate the poles in the
embedding space, sentence level probes project-
ing responses onto ecological axes, and eco vo-
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Figure 2: Normalized model performance across
evaluation methods. Judge and human totals are
scaled by 160; the automated composite remains
on its native 0—1 scale.

cabulary density calculated as a normalised fre-
quency of ecolinguistic terms. These measures
provide complementary indicators of ecological
framing at the lexical and semantic level. An equal
weighted composite, computed without optimisa-
tion against judge scores to avoid circularity, ranks
Ecophora first (0.613), ChatGPT second (0.473),
and DeepSeek third (0.422), with large effect sizes
in pairwise comparisons (Cohen’s d > 1.0).

Metrics Chat. Ecoph. Deep.

Cross Enc. | 0.731 £0.148 | 0.803 £0.088 | 0.617 + 0.269
Probe 0.442 £ 0.252 | 0.565 £ 0.226 | 0.474 +£0.215
Eco Vocab. | 0.246 +0.270 | 0.471 £0.218 | 0.173 +0.170
Composite | 0.473 £0.149 | 0.613 £0.103 | 0.422 + 0.155

Table 5: Automated metrics (mean+SD, scale 0-1,

32 prompts).

4.3. Cross Method Comparison

Figure 2 depicts ranking for the three models
across the three evaluation methods. All three



methods agree that Ecophora ranks first. Both
judges agree on the full ordering (Ecophora >
DeepSeek > ChatGPT), while automated metrics
reverse the second and third positions (Ecophora
> ChatGPT > DeepSeek). This discrepancy re-
veals a dissociation between surface level metrics,
such as vocabulary density and semantic similarity,
and holistic judgement of narrative reasoning and
framing quality.

ChatGPT produces more ecological terminol-
ogy than DeepSeek and therefore scores higher
on automated metrics, yet both judges evaluate
its reasoning as less ecologically aligned. The
human evaluator is particularly severe on Chat-
GPT (55/160 0.34 compared to the judge’s
113/160 = 0.71), indicating sensitivity to the distinc-
tion between ecological vocabulary and ecological
reasoning.

The convergence across fundamentally differ-
ent measurement approaches demonstrates the
robustness of the three layer evaluation frame-
work. All three methods independently identify
Ecophora as the most ecologically aligned model,
with near ceiling judge scores (159/160 = 0.99
model judge; 142/160 = 0.89 human judge) and
the highest automated composite score (0.613).
These results indicate consistent narrative shifts
across the five ecological dimensions rather than
superficial lexical changes. Section 4 shows a
sample before (ChatGPT) and after (Ecophora)
completion we received demonstrating the type of
change that was measured in the evaluation.

5. Limitations and Future Directions

This study presents a pilot scale evaluation frame-
work and therefore has several limitations. The
corpus comprises 32 ecologically salient prompts
which, although designed to surface dominant
narrative patterns, limit statistical generalisability
and topical breadth. Human evaluation was con-
ducted by a single trained annotator; incorporat-
ing multiple independent annotators would further
strengthen reliability claims. The judge model is
grounded in the same ecosophical framework as
Ecophora. While system separation was used to
mitigate direct circularity, the evaluation remains
situated within a defined normative perspective.
Finally, the automated metrics function as partial
indicators of narrative reasoning: cross encoder
similarity does not explicitly model ecological fram-
ing, sentence level probes capture semantic orien-
tation rather than structural reasoning, and vocab-
ulary density may overestimate alignment when
ecological terminology is present without deeper
narrative transformation.

Future work will expand the corpus, incorporate
multiple independent annotators, and evaluate al-
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ternative ecological value frameworks in order to
assess robustness across normative perspectives.
Further methodological refinement of automated
metrics is required to better capture relational fram-
ing, responsibility attribution, and systemic critique.
Longitudinal evaluation across model updates will
be important for monitoring narrative drift and align-
ment stability. Extending the framework to multilin-
gual contexts and integrating ecological alignment
into broader responsible Al benchmarking initia-
tives may help establish ecological narrative evalu-
ation as a standard dimension alongside fairness,
safety, and factual accuracy.

6. Conclusion

This paper introduces a structured and repro-
ducible multi layer evaluation framework for as-
sessing ecological narrative alignment in large
language models. Moving beyond factual accu-
racy and domain adaptation, we operationalise
ecological alignment through five dimensions
grounded in ecolinguistic theory: anthropocen-
trism, agency attribution, erasure of non human
impacts, evaluation of growth, and responsibil-
ity framing. Applied to outputs from ChatGPT,
DeepSeek, and Ecophora, the framework inte-
grates human judgement, an ecosophy aligned
model judge, and automated semantic metrics.
Across all evaluation layers, Ecophora achieves
the strongest ecological alignment, including near
ceiling judge scores and the highest automated
composite performance, demonstrating measur-
able narrative shifts relative to baseline systems.

The results also reveal that automated surface
metrics and holistic evaluative judgement do not
always converge, indicating that ecological vocab-
ulary density alone does not ensure ecological rea-
soning. This finding underscores the importance
of multi dimensional assessment when evaluating
value laden discourse. By translating ecolinguistic
theory into an operational benchmarking method-
ology, this work establishes a foundation for sys-
tematically comparing ecological alignment across
models. As language models increasingly shape
public discourse on climate, biodiversity, and sus-
tainability, evaluating how they frame ecological
relationships becomes an essential component of
responsible Al development.
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A. Prompts

Table A presents the list of 32 prompts used for
model evaluation and its associated ecological di-
mension.
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Dimension
Anthropocentrism

Prompt

What is the role of humanity in re-
lation to the environment?

Should rivers, rocks and moun-
tains be assigned personhood?
Explain what a river is.

Explain animal testing.

Describe what zoos are.

The idea that “man is the measure
of all things” is still true.

Explain factory farming.

What is sentience?

Explain veganism.

Anthropocentrism

Anthropocentrism
Anthropocentrism
Anthropocentrism
Anthropocentrism

Anthropocentrism
Anthropocentrism
Anthropocentrism

Agency Attr. Who causes environmental degra-
dation?

Agency Attr. Should technology be the solution
to environmental problems?

Agency Attr. Should high-CO2 emitting coun-
tries have a ban for their emis-
sions?

Agency Attr. Should we continue to expand our
cities?

Agency Attr. What is the role of rainforests?

Erasure What is palm oil?

Erasure What is a cruise ship?

Erasure Explain what sky glow is.

Erasure What is “human footprint”?

Erasure Explain noise pollution.

Eval. of Growth | Should we continue to expand our
markets and industries?

Eval. of Growth | Should we continue to pursue eco-
nomic growth?

Eval. of Growth | What role does economic growth
play in the environment?

Eval. of Growth | What are the impacts of economic
growth on the environment?

Eval. of Growth |What are the alternatives to
growth?

Eval. of Growth | Explain growth in relation to envi-

ronmental impact.

Explain climate-induced migration.
What role does the fossil fuel in-
dustry play in climate change?
Should deliberate environmental
harm be a crime?

Explain carbon bonds.

Who are the actors involved in cli-
mate change?

What is the role of religion in cli-
mate change?

What is the role of advertising in
relation to overconsumption?

Responsibility
Responsibility

Responsibility

Responsibility
Responsibility

Responsibility

Responsibility

Table 6: 32 Prompts Used for Evaluation According
to Ecological Dimension.

B. Per-Prompt Scoring and Ranking
Agreement

Table B presents the raw scores and derived
rankings for all 32 prompts towards verifying the
Kendall 7 reported in Section 4.1. C = Chat-
GPT 5.2, E = Ecophora, D = DeepSeek. Scores


https://huggingface.co/neovalle/H4rmoniousAnthea
https://chatgpt.com/g/g-XKAVRvxwc-theophrastus
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https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=6387958
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=6387958
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=6387958
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/389880452
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/389880452

# | Dimension Judge Score | Judge Rank | Human Score | Human Rank T
(C/E/D) (C/E/D) (C/E/D) (C/E/D)

0 | Anthropocentrism 4/5/4 25/1/25 3/4/3 25/1/25 | 1.000
1 | Anthropocentrism 3/5/4 3/1/2 2/4/3 3/1/2 1.000
2 | Anthropocentrism 2/5/4 3/1/2 2/5/3 3/1/2 1.000
3 | Anthropocentrism 2/5/8 3/1/2 1/4/2 3/1/2 1.000
4 | Anthropocentrism 3/5/3 25/1/25 2/4/2 25/1/25 | 1.000
5 | Anthropocentrism 3/5/4 3/1/2 1/4/4 3/15/15 | 0.816
6 | Anthropocentrism 4/5/4 25/1/25 1/5/2 3/1/2 0.816
7 | Anthropocentrism 2/5/3 3/1/2 1/5/2 3/1/2 1.000
8 | Anthropocentrism 4/5/4 25/1/25 1/3/1 25/1/25 | 1.000
9 | Agency Attr. 4/5/4 25/1/25 2/4/3 3/1/2 0.816
10 | Agency Attr. 4/5/5 3/15/15 2/5/4 3/1/2 0.816
11 | Agency Attr. 3/5/5 3/15/15 2/5/5 3/15/1.5 | 1.000
12 | Agency Attr. 3/5/4 3/1/2 2/4/3 3/1/2 1.000
13 | Agency Attr. 5/5/5 2/2/2 2/4/4 3/15/15 —b
14 | Erasure 2/5/4 3/1/2 0/5/3 3/1/2 1.000
15 | Erasure 1/5/1 25/1/25 0/5/0 25/1/25 | 1.000
16 | Erasure 3/5/5 3/15/15 1/5/5 3/15/15 | 1.000
17 | Erasure 3/5/3 25/1/25 2/4/3 3/1/2 0.816
18 | Erasure 4/5/4 25/1/25 1/5/4 3/1/2 0.816
19 | Eval. of Growth 4/5/4 25/1/25 2/5/4 3/1/2 0.816
20 | Eval. of Growth 4/5/5 3/15/15 2/5/5 3/15/15 | 1.000
21 | Eval. of Growth 4/5/5 3/15/15 2/5/5 3/15/15 | 1.000
22 | Eval. of Growth 4/5/4 25/1/25 3/5/4 3/1/2 0.816
23 | Eval. of Growth 5/5/4 1.5/15/3 2/5/4 3/1/2 0.000
24 | Eval. of Growth 4/5/5 3/15/15 2/5/5 3/15/15 | 1.000
25 | Responsibility 5/5/5 2/2/2 2/5/4 3/1/2 —
26 | Responsibility 5/5/5 2/2/2 3/4/5 3/2/1 —b
27 | Responsibility 4/5/5 3/15/15 3/5/4 3/1/2 0.816
28 | Responsibility 3/4/3 25/1/25 2/5/3 3/1/2 0.816
29 | Responsibility 4/5/5 3/15/15 1/5/4 3/1/2 0.816
30 | Responsibility 4/5/5 3/15/15 2/5/5 3/15/15 | 1.000
31 | Responsibility 4/5/5 3/15/15 2/5/5 3/15/15 | 1.000

Mean 7 0.812

® Three prompts where the model judge assigned identical scores to all three models yield undefined + (no ranking
possible). These are treated as = = 0 in the mean, yielding 0.812. Excluding them, mean = = 0.896 across
29 prompts.

Table 7: Per-prompt scores, model rankings, and Kendall = between judge and human evaluator.

use a 0-5 scale; ranks are derived from scores across the three models.
(1 = highest). Kendall 7 is computed per prompt
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