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Consensus Scorecard

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

Rule of Law
45 0-65
L Moderate Agreement (80%)
MODERATE spread: 65pts
1\ glm-5 scored lower (0)
Democratic Erosion
43 0-70
D Moderate Agreement (79%)
MODERATE spread: 70pts
1\ glm-5 scored lower (0)
Power Consolidation
54 0-78
O Moderate Agreement (76%)
MODERATE spread: 78pts
1\ glm-5 scored lower (0)
Historical Precedent
43 0-72
C Moderate Agreement (78%)
MODERATE spread: 72pts
i\ glm-5 scored lower (0) - I\ deepseek-v3.2 scored higher (72)
Authoritarian Patterns 0-75
47 D Moderate Agreement (77%)
MODERATE spread: 75pts
1\ glm-5 scored lower (0)
Constitutional Violations 0-68
47 O Moderate Agreement (79%)
MODERATE spread: 68pts
1\ glm-5 scored lower (0)



Model Comparison Matrix

Score heatmap across all 7 models and 6 analysis frameworks. Color intensity indicates threat level.
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gpt-4o0-mini MODERATE
Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 22, 2026 45

Framework Scores Executive Summary
Rl of Law The executive order demonstrates significant authoritarian
patterns by politicizing federal grantmaking and
consliifional viitons pemoctal Froskr consolidating power within the executive branch. This
undermines constitutional norms and erodes democratic
principles by targeting specific groups and ideologies for
P R exclusion from funding. The potential for misuse of power
raises urgent concerns about the rule of law and
Hislorizal Pracedant adherence to democratic values.
Rule of Law D 42
Democratic Erosion - 35 Top Key Findings
Power Consolidation G 55 o [Rule of Law] The executive order raises questions about
Historical Precedent pr— 38 the adherfance to established legal frameworks governing
grantmaking.
Authoritarian Patterns [ 40 . ) ) .
a [Rule of Law] Potential misuse of discretionary powers
Constitutional Violations ~ @mm 50 may erode trust in governmental processes.

@ [Democratic Erosion] The executive order reflects a
pattern of undermining pluralism in funding decisions.



deepseek/deepseek-r1-0528

Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 22, 2026

MODERATE

45

Framework Scores

Rula of Law

Consiiutional Violations

ALthoriarian Pattams

Demacralic Eraslon

Poivar Consalidation

Hislorizal Pracedant

Rule of Law L 48
Democratic Erosion L] 40
Power Consolidation D 60
Historical Precedent L 42
Authoritarian Patterns L 50
Constitutional Violations @ 55

Executive Summary

The order establishes a framework for ideological
screening of research funding through centralized political
control, posing moderate but significant threats to
academic freedom and institutional autonomy. While
framed as oversight reform, its targeting of disfavored
viewpoints (Sec 4b), politicization of grant review (Sec 4c),
and retroactive termination powers (Sec 6b) collectively
enable viewpoint discrimination. The document stops short
of direct institutional attacks but creates mechanisms for
political interference in knowledge production, with
historical parallels to academic suppression. Constitutional
concerns center on First Amendment violations through
content-based funding restrictions.

Top Key Findings

o [Rule of Law] Vague standards enabling arbitrary
enforcement

° [Rule of Law] Retroactive contract modification

@ [Democratic Erosion] Undermining peer-review systems
in grant allocation



gwen/qwen3.5-397b-a17b MODERATE

Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 22, 2026 48

Framework Scores Executive Summary
Feula of Law This Executive Order presents moderate threats to
democratic governance through its politicization of federal
conslitenal viatens pemacrale Erosian grantmaking. While presidents have broad authority over
executive branch spending priorities, the order's
ideological restrictions, undermining of peer review
Authartinrian Peliers Power Goeoiialion independence, and termination-for-convenience
provisions create concerning patterns. The document
Historical Pracedant operates within formal legal channels but introduces
subjective criteria that could enable arbitrary enforcement.
Rule of Law p— 46 The most significant concerns are the requirement that
funding advance presidential priorities, the reduction of
Democratic Erosion e 48 peer review to advisory status, and vague standards like
Power Consolidation L 52 'anti-American values.' However, the order includes
Historical Precedent PR 40 standard savings clauses acknowledging applicable law
constraints and does not suspend constitutional rights or
Authoritarian Patterns e 4o dissolve democratic institutions. The threat level is
Constitutional Violations  @mmmm 42 moderate because while concerning patterns exist, they
operate within existing executive authority frameworks
rather than representing clear constitutional breaches.

Top Key Findings
a [Rule of Law] Vague standards create arbitrary
enforcement risk

@ [Rule of Law] Retroactive application to existing grants
raises contract impairment concerns

° [Democratic Erosion] Politicization of scientific funding
decisions



moonshotai/kimi-k2.5 MODERATE
Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 22, 2026 48

Framework Scores Executive Summary
Feula of Law This document shows moderate constitutional concerns
with an overall threat score of 48/100. Key concerns
conslitenal viatens pemoctal Froskr include: The explicit prohibition on funding research that
'denies the sex binary' or promotes 'class warfare
propaganda’' creates a government-enforced orthodoxy
Auhoritaren Peties Power Goeoiialion that mirrors historical authoritarian control over
educational and research institutions; The requirement
Historical Pracedant that existing grants be made terminable for 'convenience'
based on shifting 'national interest' standards constitutes a
Rule of Law pr— 48 retroactive impairment of vested contractual rights without
procedural safeguards.
Democratic Erosion L 45
Power Consolidation (L 55
Historical Precedent (] 42 TOp Key Findings
Authoritarian Patterns e o0 @ [Rule of Law] Retroactive application of termination
Constitutional Violations = @mmmmmm 52 standards to existing grants undermining legitimate

reliance interests

a [Rule of Law] Arbitrary enforcement standards based on
undefined 'national interest' and shifting agency priorities

0 [Democratic Erosion] Delegitimization of independent
expertise and academic institutions as sites of 'absurd
ideologies'



z-ai/gim-5

Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 18, 2026

Framework Scores Executive Summary

Feulle of Law ": "Executive Order 14332 represents a significant but not
extreme authoritarian maneuver that operates through

consliifional viitons pemacrale Erosian bureaucratic mechanisms rather than direct repression. Its
A primary threat lies in the systematic politicization of federal
grant-making, transforming what should be merit-based,
Auhoritaren Peties Power Goeoiialion expert-driven processes into instruments of ideological
enforcement. The order achieves this through three
Hislorical Fracedant mechanisms: (1) requiring political appointee approval
over peer review, (2) establishing vague ideological
Rule of Law 0 criteria that enable arbitrary enforcement, and (3) creating
retroactive termination powers based on subjective
Democratic Erosion 0 'national interest' determinations. The document's rhetoric
Power Consolidation 0 explicitly targets specific academic fields and viewpoints
as 'anti-American,' signaling intent to defund disfavored
Historical Precedent 0 9 9
research areas. While the order includes standard
Authoritarian Patterns 0

‘consistent with applicable law' language and some
Constitutional Violations 0 legitimate oversight goals, these appear designed to
provide legal cover for what is fundamentally an
ideological restructuring of federal funding. The approach
mirrors tactics employed by illiberal democracies like
Hungary, where centralization of academic funding under
political control preceded broader democratic erosion.",
"urgent_concerns": [ "Immediate freeze on grant issuance
until political appointees approve all funding opportunity
announcements (Section 3(c))", "Retroactive modification
of existing grants to permit termination based on newly
invented 'national interest' criteria (Section 6(b))",
"Ideological litmus tests for funding eligibility that may
violate First Amendment protections"”, "Replacement of
expert peer review with political appointee 'independent
judgment' across all federal grant-making agencies" ],
"recommendations": [ "Congress should exercise oversight
through hearings on the implementation of this order and
its impact on federally-funded research”, "Affected
institutions should document instances where grants are
denied or terminated based on ideological criteria for
potential litigation", "Legal challenges should focus on First
Amendment unconstitutional conditions doctrine and
separation of powers issues", "Professional academic
associations should coordinate responses

Top Key Findings

No findings data available.



deepseek/deepseek-v3.2

Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 17, 2026

Framework Scores Executive Summary
Fula of Law This executive order represents a significant threat to
academic freedom, scientific independence, and
Consiiutional Violatons Diemacralic Eroslon . g q
democratic norms. It systematically replaces merit-based
evaluation of research proposals with political control,
establishing ideological litmus tests for federal funding.
Authartinrian Peliers Power Conpokiaion The order's most dangerous elements include: (1)
requiring all grants to 'advance the President's policy
Hislorical Fracedant priorities," (2) prohibiting funding for entire categories of
research based on political opposition to certain academic
Rule of Law P 65 fields, (3) granting political appointees veto power over
peer-reviewed recommendations, and (4) creating
Democratic Erosion 70 retroactive termination authority for existing grants. While
Power Consolidation D 78 framed as improving oversight, the order effectively
Historical Precedent PU— 75 weaponizes the grantmaking process to suppress
disfavored research and enforce ideological conformity
Authoritarian Patterns 75 across academia and civil society.
Constitutional Violations @ 68

Top Key Findings

Q [Rule of Law] Vague standards like 'anti-American values
and 'national interest' create arbitrary enforcement

a [Rule of Law] Retroactive application of new standards to
existing grants

Q [Democratic Erosion] Weakening of institutional checks
on executive power in funding decisions



google/gemini-3-flash-preview

Framework: comprehensive — Analyzed: February 16, 2026

Framework Scores

Rula of Law

Consiiutional Violations

ALthoriarian Pattams

Demacralic Eraslon

Poivar Consalidation

Hislorizal Pracedant

Rule of Law
Democratic Erosion
Power Consolidation
Historical Precedent
Authoritarian Patterns

Constitutional Violations

64

62

78

66

72

65

Executive Summary

Executive Order 14332 represents a significant shift from
a merit-based, expert-driven administrative model to a
politically-centralized patronage and censorship model. By
subordinating scientific peer review to the 'independent
judgment' of political appointees and mandating that all
grants advance specific 'Presidential priorities,' the order
creates a mechanism for systemic viewpoint
discrimination. The most dangerous element is the
‘termination for convenience' clause based on 'agency
priorities," which allows the executive to de-fund any
project or institution that falls out of political favor,
effectively weaponizing the federal budget against
domestic ideological perceived opponents.

Top Key Findings

o [Rule of Law] Introduction of arbitrary standards like 'anti-
American values' that lack legal definition

0 [Rule of Law] Retroactive alteration of existing grant
contracts

@ [Democratic Erosion] Capture of the referees:
Subordinating career civil servants and peer-review panels
to political 'senior appointees'



Consensus Analysis

Where models agree and disagree across the 7 analyses.

Areas of Agreement (<10pt spread)

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

[] Consolidated Recommendations

I\ Areas of Disagreement (>10pt spread)

I\, Power Consolidation

I\ Authoritarian
Patterns

I\ Historical Precedent

I\, Democratic Erosion

I\ Constitutional
Violations

I\ Rule of Law

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

Suggested by 1 model: deepseek-v3.2

Suggested by 1 model: deepseek-v3.2

Suggested by 1 model: deepseek-r1-0528

Academic and scientific community mobilization to protect peer review processes

Clarification through legislation of the criteria for federal research funding

Clarification through rulemaking to prevent arbitrary enforcement of vague terms

Congressional oversight hearings on the implementation of this order

Suggested by 1 model: deepseek-v3.2

Range: 0-78 — Spread: 78pts

High variance between models

Range: 0-75 — Spread: 75pts
High variance between models

Range: 0-72 — Spread: 72pts
High variance between models

Range: 0-70 — Spread: 70pts
High variance between models

Range: 0-68 — Spread: 68pts
High variance between models

Range: 0-65 — Spread: 65pts
High variance between models

Congressional oversight hearings on the politicization of the National Science Foundation and NIH.

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

implications
Suggested by 1 model: qwen3.5-397b-a17b

Suggested by 1 model: deepseek-r1-0528

Congressional oversight of implementation to prevent ideological screening

Congressional oversight hearings to examine implementation and potential First Amendment



