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Overall Score Comparison

Framework Score Comparison (Radar)

Models Compared

7
Average Score

56
Score Range

45–78
Model Agreement

87%
Highest Score

78
gemini-3-flash-

preview

Lowest Score

45
gpt-4o-mini



Consensus Scorecard
Average scores across 7 models per framework, with agreement levels and outlier detection.

53
Rule of Law

Strong Agreement (88%)

⚠️ gemini-3-flash-preview scored higher (72)

42–72
spread: 30pts

50
Democratic Erosion

Moderate Agreement (82%)

⚠️ gemini-3-flash-preview scored higher (80)

35–80
spread: 45pts

62
Power Consolidation

Strong Agreement (87%)

⚠️ qwen3.5-397b-a17b scored lower (45) · ⚠️ gemini-3-flash-preview scored higher (85)

45–85
spread: 40pts

49
Historical Precedent

Strong Agreement (87%)

⚠️ gemini-3-flash-preview scored higher (74)

38–74
spread: 36pts

54
Authoritarian Patterns

Moderate Agreement (83%)

⚠️ gemini-3-flash-preview scored higher (82)

40–82
spread: 42pts

59
Constitutional Violations

Strong Agreement (90%)

⚠️ gemini-3-flash-preview scored higher (75)

50–75
spread: 25pts
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Model Comparison Matrix
Score heatmap across all 7 models and 6 analysis frameworks. Color intensity indicates threat level.

Framework AVG

Rule of Law

Democratic Erosion

Power Consolidation

Historical Precedent

Authoritarian Patterns

Constitutional Violations

OVERALL THREAT
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gpt-4o-mini
Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 22, 2026

MODERATE

45
/100

Framework Scores

Rule of Law 42

Democratic Erosion 35

Power Consolidation 55

Historical Precedent 38

Authoritarian Patterns 40

Constitutional Violations 50

Executive Summary

The Executive Order exhibits notable authoritarian

patterns, particularly in its targeting of legal professionals

and the implications for judicial independence. While it

does not constitute a direct constitutional violation, it raises

significant concerns regarding the erosion of democratic

norms and the consolidation of executive power. The

historical context of similar actions further amplifies the

urgency of monitoring these developments.

Top Key Findings

✓ [Rule of Law] The order's broad language may undermine

the clarity and predictability essential for the rule of law.

✓ [Rule of Law] Revoking previous orders without clear

justification can lead to arbitrary governance.

✓ [Democratic Erosion] The focus on a law firm's

compliance with specific political ideologies indicates a

potential erosion of legal independence.



deepseek/deepseek-r1-0528
Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 22, 2026

MODERATE

45
/100

Framework Scores

Rule of Law 42

Democratic Erosion 35

Power Consolidation 55

Historical Precedent 38

Authoritarian Patterns 40

Constitutional Violations 50

Executive Summary

The document demonstrates moderate-severity

authoritarian patterns through its conditional revocation of

sanctions against a private law firm, establishing a

template for executive interference in private sector

governance. While not overtly violating constitutional

provisions, it creates dangerous precedents for coercing

ideological compliance through economic pressure. The

transactional resolution bypasses normal legal channels

and erodes institutional independence norms, though the

revocation itself mitigates immediate threats. Historical

parallels to loyalty tests and corporatist control models

elevate concerns about systemic democratic erosion.

Top Key Findings

✓ [Rule of Law] Arbitrary application of executive sanctions

to private entity

✓ [Rule of Law] Creation of extra-legal compliance

framework

✓ [Democratic Erosion] Instrumentalization of private

institutions (Levitsky & Ziblatt's 'tolerated institutions'

criterion)



qwen/qwen3.5-397b-a17b
Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 22, 2026

MODERATE

45
/100

Framework Scores

Rule of Law 45

Democratic Erosion 35

Power Consolidation 45

Historical Precedent 40

Authoritarian Patterns 40

Constitutional Violations 50

Executive Summary

This document shows moderate constitutional concerns

with an overall threat score of 45/100. Key concerns

include: Use of state power to mandate private

employment and client selection criteria; Executive branch

dictating private hiring standards without legislative

authority.

Top Key Findings

✓ [Rule of Law] Governance via negotiated settlement

rather than statutory law

✓ [Rule of Law] Retroactive application of policy standards

to private conduct

✓ [Democratic Erosion] Targeting specific private entities

for political or ideological reasons



moonshotai/kimi-k2.5
Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 22, 2026

HIGH

64
/100

Framework Scores

Rule of Law 62

Democratic Erosion 60

Power Consolidation 68

Historical Precedent 58

Authoritarian Patterns 65

Constitutional Violations 70

Executive Summary

This document represents a sophisticated form of

authoritarian governance that operates through

transactional coercion rather than direct prohibition. While

the revocation of Executive Order 14237 appears to

restore normalcy, it actually documents the successful

extraction of political concessions from a major law firm

under duress. The President established a direct

mechanism for compelling ideological conformity—forcing

abandonment of DEI initiatives, imposing 'political

neutrality' in client selection (effectively chilling

representation of opposition interests), and extracting $40

million in tribute—all under the implicit threat of continued

government sanctions. This represents a critical

degradation of the rule of law by substituting executive

whim for statutory standards, violating the Bill of Attainder

clause through targeted punishment, and undermining the

legal profession's role as an independent check on

governmental power. The document normalizes the

concept that private professional entities must purchase

immunity from state harassment through political

compliance and financial contributions to administration-

preferred causes.

Top Key Findings

✓ [Rule of Law] Substitution of executive decree for

statutory and regulatory processes governing attorney

conduct

✓ [Rule of Law] Retroactive punishment of a firm for the

actions of a former partner without establishing legal

culpability

✓ [Democratic Erosion] Attack on institutional checks and

balances by targeting legal representation that traditionally

holds government accountable



z-ai/glm-5
Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 18, 2026

HIGH

67
/100

Framework Scores

Rule of Law 65

Democratic Erosion 68

Power Consolidation 72

Historical Precedent 60

Authoritarian Patterns 70

Constitutional Violations 65

Executive Summary

Executive Order 14244 represents a deeply concerning

revelation of authoritarian governance tactics. While the

document superficially 'revokes' previous sanctions

against Paul Weiss, it actually serves as evidence of

successful coercion: a major law firm was threatened with

executive sanctions, then granted relief only after making

extensive political and financial concessions. The

extracted commitments—including a $40 million pro bono

pledge during the President's term, abandonment of DEI

policies, and 'political neutrality' in client selection—

function as both tribute and public submission. The

document's celebratory tone ('This development should

give Americans hope') normalizes the idea that private

entities must demonstrate loyalty to the executive to avoid

state retaliation. This protection racket model, once

established, creates a template for targeting other firms

and professions. The chilling effect on legal representation

of government opponents represents a direct assault on

the legal profession's role as a check on executive power

—a classic early-stage authoritarian pattern documented

across multiple historical cases.

Top Key Findings

✓ [Rule of Law] Executive orders used as weapons rather

than governance tools, undermining their legitimate

function

✓ [Rule of Law] Selective enforcement pattern: punishment

for non-compliance, reward for submission—antithesis of

rule of law

✓ [Democratic Erosion] Levitsky & Ziblatt's warning about

'politicizing independent institutions' is directly manifested

here



deepseek/deepseek-v3.2
Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 17, 2026

MODERATE

45
/100

Framework Scores

Rule of Law 42

Democratic Erosion 35

Power Consolidation 55

Historical Precedent 38

Authoritarian Patterns 40

Constitutional Violations 50

Executive Summary

The document represents a MODERATE threat, primarily

through the precedent it sets rather than immediate severe

action. While revoking a previous restrictive order

superficially appears positive, the context reveals

concerning authoritarian patterns: the executive used the

threat of sanctions (EO 14237) to extract ideological

concessions from a private law firm regarding its internal

policies, client selection, and hiring practices. This

constitutes executive overreach into private sector

operations based on political criteria. The most significant

threat is normalization of using government power to

coerce ideological alignment from independent

professions, particularly the legal field which serves as a

critical check on power. However, the revocation aspect

and the firm's ostensibly voluntary compliance mitigate the

immediate severity.

Top Key Findings

✓ [Rule of Law] Executive singles out specific private entity

for special treatment based on political criteria

✓ [Rule of Law] Blurs line between lawful advocacy and

"harmful activity"

✓ [Democratic Erosion] Weakening of institutional

forbearance by using executive power against perceived

political opponents



google/gemini-3-flash-preview
Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 16, 2026

HIGH

78
/100

Framework Scores

Rule of Law 72

Democratic Erosion 80

Power Consolidation 85

Historical Precedent 74

Authoritarian Patterns 82

Constitutional Violations 75

Executive Summary

The document describes a 'quid pro quo' arrangement

where the Executive Branch used a prior threatening order

(EO 14237) to coerce a private law firm into changing its

internal governance, hiring practices, and political speech.

By extracting a $40 million commitment to state-approved

causes and forcing the renunciation of specific individuals

and policies, the order bypasses constitutional protections

for private associations and free speech. It signals to the

entire legal profession that representation of political

opponents or adherence to certain corporate social

policies will result in executive retaliation.

Top Key Findings

✓ [Rule of Law] Arbitrary application of 'remedial action'

based on political alignment rather than statutory violations

✓ [Rule of Law] Erosion of the attorney-client privilege and

the right to counsel of one's choice

✓ [Democratic Erosion] Weaponization of law

enforcement/executive power against perceived political

enemies



Consensus Analysis
Where models agree and disagree across the 7 analyses.

✅ Areas of Agreement (<10pt spread)

No frameworks had close agreement (<10pt spread).

⚠️ Areas of Disagreement (≥10pt spread)

⚠️ Democratic Erosion
Range: 35–80 — Spread: 45pts

High variance between models

⚠️ Authoritarian

Patterns

Range: 40–82 — Spread: 42pts

High variance between models

⚠️ Power

Consolidation

Range: 45–85 — Spread: 40pts

High variance between models

⚠️ Historical Precedent
Range: 38–74 — Spread: 36pts

High variance between models

⚠️ Rule of Law
Range: 42–72 — Spread: 30pts

High variance between models

⚠️ Constitutional

Violations

Range: 50–75 — Spread: 25pts

High variance between models

📋 Consolidated Recommendations

Merged and deduplicated across all 7 models — prioritized by how many models suggested each.

Bar Association intervention to protect the independence of the legal profession from executive

interference.

Suggested by 1 model: gemini-3-flash-preview

Bar association review of executive interference with legal profession independence

Suggested by 1 model: deepseek-v3.2

Civil society organizations should document and challenge the chilling effect on attorney-client

relationships and access to legal representation

Suggested by 1 model: kimi-k2.5

Congress should investigate the original EO 14237 and determine whether constitutional violations

occurred in the targeting of Paul Weiss

Suggested by 1 model: glm-5

Congressional hearings should examine whether this pattern constitutes abuse of office for private

political gain

Suggested by 1 model: glm-5

Congressional investigation into the circumstances of EO 14237 and potential Bill of Attainder violations

Suggested by 1 model: kimi-k2.5


