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Abstract

Although studies have already found Freedom House’s* Freedom in the World rankings to be geopoliti-
cally biased, the index remains in use by academia (including Russian academia) with surprising fre-
quency. This article provides detailed and quantitative evidence that Freedom House* is essentially part of
the US Government and US political establishment, and is thus in principle liable to issue moral judge-
ments that are distorted by the US’s attitude towards the states under judgement. The article then develops
a more accurate formula for calculating a state’s democraticness according to the Polity index, and also
develops an improved method, based on arms transfers and UNGA voting, of approximating states’ align-
ment with the US (and thus presumed US attitude towards states). It then uses these metrics to measure
the effect of US attitude on Freedom House’s* evaluations of states’ freedom/democracy. This bias is
found to be about half as powerful as the effect of actual regime type, approaching equal size in more
recent years. Its magnitude is sufficient to, in some cases, completely transform a state’s regime type, from
very democratic to very authoritarian or (less commonly) vice versa. These findings cast grave doubt upon
the validity of Freedom House* metrics and confirm the US’s status as a universalistic state whose appli-
cation of its own Cosmopolitan-Liberal ideology is deeply flawed, and they problematize political science
in universalistic states as not only (or at all) a source of knowledge, but also (or instead) an important

source of legitimation and motivation for such states’ international behavior.
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Introduction

This article tests the Freedom in the World
ratings of Freedom House (FH)* for bias
resulting from US government (USG) attitude
and associated with states’ (non)alignment
with the US.

Section by section, this article:

e Shows that FH’s* (in)accuracy is impor-
tant, inter alia, because FH* is cited with sur-
prising frequency within Russian academia.

® Reviews the existing literature on FH’s*
possible bias, and outlines this article’s contri-
bution to the subject.

e Explains that FH* is functionally part of
the USG and representative of the US political
elite, and thus liable to be biased.

¢ Details why and how FH* judgements
are incorporated into the analysis as a simple
average of FH’s* Political Rights and Civil
Liberties.

e Evaluates various measures of regime
type, selecting Polity as the best baseline meas-
ure against which FH* can be compared.

e Examines Polity’s various components,
selecting Competitiveness of Executive Recruit-
ment and Competitiveness of Participation.

* Designated an undesirable organization in Russia by Ministry of Justice Order No. 619-R of 21 May
2024 and by decision of the Office of the General Prosecutor on 6 May 2024.
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e Details how they are transformed into
a single measure of democracy.

e Explains why and how voting alignment
in the UN General Assembly, and patterns of
arms transfers, are used to create a measure of
US relations/attitude vis-a-vis other states.

e Carries out the core analysis, regressing
FH* judgements over actual regime type
(Polity) and US attitude (UNGA and arms) in
1972—2018. Bias is most certainly found. US
attitude has a p-value of .000 in nearly all mod-
els, and its effect is about half as large (coeffi-
cient 62%, fixed-effects coefficient 59%, effect
size 47% as large) as that of actual regime type.
It approaches or even exceeds the effect of
regime type in 2014—2018 (coefficient 84%,
fixed-effects coefficient 130%, effect size
67%). And these figures refer to average effects;
in many categories of actual regime type, many
or most US-hostility-afflicted states are greatly
or even fully ‘downgraded’ by FH*.

e Discusses the results and concludes.

Russian academic literature’s citation

of Freedom House’s* Freedom in the World

FH’s* (in)accuracy is an important matter,
inter alia, because the index is relied upon with
surprising frequency by respected Russian
scholars in leading Russian journals. (Regar-
ding English-language usage in 1973—2010, see
Bush [2017: 718].)

Overall, within CyberLeninka’s database for
the period 2011-2024, 152 Russian-language
articles reference Freedom House’s* Freedom
in the World index'. The standout journals are

Political Science (Iloaumuueckas nayka), with
eleven articles, and Politeia (Iloaumus), with
seven articles; all others have four or fewer.

Excluding predatory and student journals,
2020—2024 saw the publication of thirty arti-
cles that substantively engage with FH*, refer-
encing its judgement of at least one country.

Across the reviewed corpus, six articles
adopted a condemnatory, critical, or at mini-
mum skeptical stance toward Freedom House
(FH), treating it as a potentially biased source?.
Three articles were largely neutral and descrip-
tive, or approached FH’s indicators instru-
mentally — emphasizing how states might
“game” the metrics rather than treating them
as objective measures of political reality’.
By contrast, twenty-one articles employed
FH’s* ratings without critical scrutiny*. In four
of these cases, FH’s* ratings were used along-
side The Economist’s Democracy Index’; in
two cases, alongside Polity®; and in one case,
alongside both Polity and V-Dem’.

Thus, the Russian literature utilizes FH*
with substantial frequency and little skepti-
cism. (Which would itself seem to contradict
FH’s* definition of Russia as a “consolidated
authoritarian regime” [Shushpanova 2022:
152].) Such uncritical usage is problematic
because, as discussed in the next section, stud-
ies have repeatedly uncovered a political-stra-
tegic bias within FH’s* ratings.

The literature on FH* bias
FH* has repeatedly been characterized in
the literature as a potentially biased source.

T Annually, the figures are 7, 9, 9, 9, 9, 9, 14, 15, 15, 18, 7, 16, 8, and 7. The search’s URL is
< cyberleninka.ru/search?q= “freedom in the world” “freedom house” 4To8page="1>.

2 Nykawoe, Jlykawosa, Jlatoe 2021; Mexesud 2020; PognorHos 2022; TkadeHko 2024: 49;
TpaBkuHa, Bacunbes 2023; @ainH6epr 2024: 74. For bibliographic information, see Appendix 1.

3 BnacoBa 2023; [ayku, MapnuHckas-Cakosud 2022: 60; Cagverko 2020. See Appendix 1.

4 Annmvio, MaTtawesa 2020: 22; Aprbinos, Menblunkos, LLlo6oteHko 2022: 145; ba6ud, baTbikoB
2022: 193; bepepcoH, CemeHos 2020: 100; Bontos, Xyp6en 2023: 160; Bonkos, loH4apos, CHeroBas
2020; Enncees 2020: 99; XpaHos 2020: 65; NHwakos, ManvHosa 2020; KupToH, Yoppen 2022: 120;
KopoTtaes et al. 2022; KypiokmH 2020: 275; JletHskos 2020: 377; JlyneHa Jlonec 2022: 91;
ManateHko, HucHesny, Psi6os 2020: 91; ManaweHkoBa, XaputoHoBa 2022: 258; Mamego, 2023:
738; MNMapxomerko 2022: 133; MaweHues, basapkuHa, KpoccTtoH 2022: 91; Le6eko, LLe6eko 2024: 8;
LLlywnaHoBa 2022: 152. See Appendix 1.

5 Enucees 2020: 99; NHwakos, ManuHosa 2020; JletHsakos 2020: 377; Lywnatosa 2022: 152.
See Appendix 1.

5 benepcoH, CemeHos 2020: 100; XXpgaHoe 2020: 65. See Appendix 1.

7 Kopotaes et al. 2022. See Appendix 1.
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Much of this discussion has focused either on
anomalies in the ratings of individual coun-
tries [Scoble, Wiseberg 2019; Hartmann,
Hsiao 1988; Goldstein 1992; Mainwaring,
Brinks, Perez-Linan 2001] or on how domes-
tic (regional, ethnic, religious, etc.) charac-
teristics of evaluated states relate to the rat-
ings [Bollen 1993; Bollen, Paxton 1998;
2000].

Fewer studies have attempted to quantify
whether FH* assessments are associated with
US government (USG) attitudes. Two that
have both report associations between FH*
scores and alignment with the US. Steiner
[2014: 18] finds that FH* ratings are positively
and negatively associated, respectively, with
alliance ties and antagonistic relationships with
the US. Bush [2017: 722] similarly reports that
states more closely aligned with the US in
UNGA voting receive higher average ratings
from FH* than from Polity.

Yet neither Steiner nor Bush directly esti-
mate the magnitude of this association. In par-
ticular, Steiner models USG-state relations
using multiple indicators whose coefficients do
not always point in the same direction, com-
plicating the calculation of their net effect.
More generally, differences in how “actual
democracy” and US—state relations are opera-
tionalized may affect the precision and compa-
rability of the estimates.

This study seeks to advance the measure-
ment strategy and scope of this line of inquiry
in several respects. First, it extends the tempo-
ral coverage from 1972—2000 (Steiner) and
1972—-2004 (Bush) to 1972-2018, ending
before a subsequent methodological adjust-
ment in FH*’s approach. Second, to capture
regime characteristics, it replaces the Combi-
ned Polity Score used by Steiner and Bush
with a measure derived from two Polity com-
ponents that is intended to be more precise
and closer to the construct employed by FH*.
Third, for proxies of USG attitudes toward

other states, it retains UNGA voting align-
ment (as in Steiner and Bush) but excludes
several additional indicators used by Steiner —
US financial assistance®, overlap with the US
alignment portfolio’, and repeated military
conflict with the US" — while incorporating
an improved measure of arms transfers.
Finally, the study focuses not only on whether
an association between US alignment and
FH* ratings is detectable, but also on estimat-
ing its approximate magnitude.

Freedom House* is part of the USG

and representative of the US political elite,

and thus liable to be biased

FH’s* position within US policy and politi-
cal networks has been discussed in prior schol-
arship, including by Sarah Bush, who charac-
terizes Freedom House as having an “ideologi-
cal affinity” with the US government. She also
notes a degree of personnel circulation between
Freedom House and the USG, citing individu-
als such as David Kramer (FH* President
2010—2014; Assistant Secretary of State), Max
Kampelman (FH* board member; US ambas-
sador), Jeanne Kirkpatrick (FH* board mem-
ber; US ambassador), Thomas Melia (FH*
Deputy Executive Director; Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State), and Jennifer Windsor (FH*
Executive Director; USAID Deputy Assistant
Administrator) [Bush 2017: 720]. In addition,
Bush reports that, among the six FH* execu-
tive directors for whom biographical informa-
tion was available, all had “worked for the [US]
government or military,” as did Raymond
Gastil, who developed the methodology of
Freedom in the World and led the project in
1972—1989 [Ibid: 724]. For a further list and
broadly similar conclusions, see Giannone
[2010: 73-75].

To provide a descriptive estimate of overlap
between FH* leadership and the broader US
political establishment, I compiled a partial
network diagram (Supplement: Establishment

8 Applicable only to low-income states.

9 Entirely spurious, as nominal alliances (e.g. US-Cuba per the 1947 Rio Treaty) may be fictional, while
real alliances (e.g. US-Israel) may not be formally enshrined. Hence the measure’s unexpectedly negative

association with FH* ratings [Steiner 2014: 15].

10 Relevant in only a very small number of cases.
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Diagram)'". Among 39 members of FH’s* sen-
ior leadership in 2000, 62% had previously
served, were serving, and/or would later serve
as officials within the US government and/or
major US political parties, while an additional
23% appear institutionally proximate to these
networks'2.

Moreover, FH* ratings are used by the USG
as criteria “to determine whether countries
qualify to receive economic aid via the Mille-
nnium Challenge Corporation” and “to eva-
luate its efforts to promote democracy in the
developing world” [Bush 2017: 711; Giannone
2010: 75].

Figure 1
Proportion of Freedom House* financing provided by the USG, by fiscal year
(data for 2006—2007 through 2011—2012 missing)

R
=)
S
=
R N o]
— < ﬁ'&&
=N _ S|
& e S| N
—lzl =2 [|¥|s
Qe o~ 1)
IS S | oo 3
S ) R ) 3]
N 2° [0 I
o — ) Tl
Sy — = 1SN
2 | R 2
N
] ~
R
[3a)
— ©
~)
® SR
2 w3 (R
wn I Rl o
R o
=
G5
R
o0
o
R
bel
o
R
IS
NN O PAND =~ T VOO —~ AN M T N D0 D —
AN DA DADRNDNDS DO D DD DS DD = e = ISR
o RS NS N N N N N e R G G e T G R R D I B R R I e e e e R IR =]
TITITITTITITIg9999 Y T9CTTC9CTP7TMCM9MMfM99 MUMMBI@TTCTTTCTT%CUTTT 99
—~ N O WV O~ =~ AN T VOO —~ NS N O~ 0D
DDA DDA DD DO DD DD DD = e e Q
AN SD DD S S S OS S S S o000 o090 0o oo
—_ - = = 2 4 4 " " A QA A AN AN A AN A AR AA

Source: Author’s calculations ".

1 This analysis encompasses the USG, the US’s two governing parties, and various nominally-non-
governmental organizations that are quite deeply enmeshed within the USG and with one another.

2 Specifically, one appointed Donald Rumself to the board of his own company, one signed the
Statement of Principles of the Project for the New American Century (PNAC), one was the wife of the
US Ambassador to China, two were members of the neoconservative quasi-political-party Social Demo-
crats USA, two were members of the pro-separatist/pro-terrorist American Committee for Chechnya,
and two were members of both the Social Democrats and the Committee.

13 Percentages for FY1991/1992 — FY2005/2006 approximated from Figure 4 in Bush [2017: 720].
USG and total funding for FY2012/2013 — FY2020/2021 is derived from: “Freedom House[*] Inc.,
Statement of Activities, Year Ended June 30, 2014”, <web.archive.org/web/20150910085258/
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Finally, FH* receives substantial funding
from the US government (see Figure 1).

In sum, measured by personnel or by fund-
ing, FH* is functionally part of the USG.

Several factors suggest that its judgments
may be affected by bias. The most salient
among them is as follows: States', especially
ones that are morally-ideologically driven,
tend to condemn those with which they come
into conflict®. And for states that perceive the
world through a universalistic identity-moral-
ity-ideology (IMI), general condemnation of
another state leads to (or is equivalent to) con-
demnation per the universalist’s IMI. In the
case of the US, that means categorizing the
state as lacking in democracy, which is (notion-
ally) Cosmopolitan-Liberalism’s fundamental
value and absolute good. These categorizations
may end up quite detached from reality's; FH*
judgements may end up correlated not only
with actual regime type, but also with states’
relations with the US.

Investigating this requires measures of FH*
judgements, of actual regime type, and of
alignment with the US.

The measure of FH’s* judgements

From 1972 through 2018, FH* issued judge-
ments of states’ Political Rights and Civil
Liberties, each ranging from 7 (“least free”) to
I (“most free”). Since 2019, these have been
replaced with a 0—40 PR scale and a 0—60 CL
scale. This study analyzes the 1972—2018 data,
although future work would probably benefit
from incorporating the newer data as it beco-
mes voluminous enough for robust statistical
analysis.

FH* presented PR and CL as equally impor-
tant, and calculated states’ overall “freedom
rating” (that is indeed the measure’s actual
name) by simply averaging PR and CL. And
this average is FH’s* final product, which
would be most directly aligned with USG atti-
tudes if those are indeed biasing the results.

https:/freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FY14_Statement_of Activities.pdf>; “Freedom House[*]
Inc., Financial Statements, Year Ended June 30, 2016”, <projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/display
audit/1078020161 >, PDFp6; “Freedom Housel*] Inc., Financial Statements, Year Ended June 30,
2018”, <projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/display _audit/1078020181 >, PDFpB; “Freedom Housel[*]
Inc., Financial Statements, Year Ended June 30, 2020”, <projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/display
audit/1078020201 >, PDFpB; “Freedom Housel*] Inc., Financial Statements, Year Ended June 30,
2021”, <projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/display audit/1078020211 >, PDFp6.

14 This article essentially black-boxes the state, treating its foreign-policy-making elite as a monolith
that has roughly common opinions of foreign countries (just as it has a roughly common IMI). This is,
obviously, a simplification. Every political elite contains a range of opinions, and holders of highly atypical
views may occasionally acquire significant influence or power. This has arguably happened in the case of
Trump, who is ideologically orthogonal to the US political elite, and outright hostile to FH* and related
organizations. With that said, the degree to which apparent divergences represent actual change — let
alone the degree to which any change is likely to be lasting — should not be overestimated. Insofar as any
divergence does actually take place, and manifests in the arms sales and UNGA voting patterns of the
US, this would drag US attitude as measured in this study away from the attitude of the broad political
elite and towards that of the diverger affecting policy (in this case, Trump). However, this would only
serve to distort measurement of the political establishment’s attitude, and thus minimize its measured
effect on FH* ratings, meaning that the actual effect is even greater than calculated. Furthermore, this
analysis concludes in 2018, only two years into Trump’s first administration, which was much more
conventional than the second. Moreover, these two years provide almost no time for Trump to affect
patterns of US arms transfers, which are generally a matter of years and even decades. In sum, any
Trump-versus-establishment divergence is debatable, at most of limited significance to 2017—-2018, and
only going to understate this article’s argument insofar as it has any effect at all.

15 The various mechanisms by which this can occur are listed in the Theory of Particularism/Univer-
salism [Royce 2025], but include the Egocentric Bias in Moral Judgement, due to which one’s enemies
are emotionally disliked [Epley, Caruso 2004: 178-182], the Fundamental Attribution Error, due to which
disliked behavior is attributed to fundamental attributes of the actor [Gawronski 20071, and universalistic
manichaeanism, due to which one’s own state is seen as morally-ideologically good, and its enemies as
morally-ideologically bad [Kennedy 2013].

6 Royce [2025] cites various examples of this [Samuels 1991; Owen 1993; Oren 1995; Peceny
1997; Oren 2005].
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Therefore, I construct FHTotal, the measure of
FH’s* judgements to be used in this analysis, as
the (unweighted'”) average of PR and CL. It is
transposed onto a scale from 0 (entirely unde-
mocratic) to 100 (entirely democratic). Since
both PR and CL are 7-step scales, FHTotal
has 14 total steps, each separated from the next
by 7.69 points.

Various measures of states’

levels of democracy

We now require a measure of actual regime
type with which to compare FHTotal. Super-
ficially, there is a plethora of measures from
which to choose, but most are actually unsuit-
able. For instance, of the measures listed in
one recent review [Grundler, Krieger 2021: 4]:

The Boix-Miller- Rosato and Bjornskov-Rode
indices are dichotomous, and thus insuffi-
ciently precise for our purposes. (They are also
beset by more complex problems.)

The Vanhanen index has the advantage of
more or less total objectivity, but it also has
very low validity. It does not consider political
competition’s freedom/fairness per se, instead
relying entirely on turnout and on non-ruling
parties’ share of the vote. (In both cases, higher
values are more democratic.) It is thus unable
to distinguish between e.g. a genuinely popular
ruling party vs. a rigged election, or artificially-
suppressed turnout vs. the electorate’s normal

apathy. Indeed, the index will perversely penal-
ize governments that enjoy wide support from
the demos, and perversely reward those that
coerce mass turnout.

The Acemoglu-Naidu-Restrepo-Robinson and
Pemstein-Meserve-Melton indices are derived
from combinations of the above-listed indices
(thus inheriting their limitations), from Polity
(which I will shortly argue for using in isola-
tion), and from FH* itself (thus being unsuita-
ble as baselines with which to compare FH*).

Finally, V-Dem [Coppedge et al. 2025] and
the Lexical Index of Electoral Democracy
[Skaaning 2021] are manifestly inaccurate, at
least partly due to an apparent US bias'®.

Two other measures, not considered by
Grundler and Krieger, are the Economist Inte-
lligence Unit’s Democracy Index and the Bertel-
smann Transformation Index. But the EIU cov-
ers only 2006, 2008, and 2010—2018, while the
BTI covers only 2006—2018 (or less, for many
countries) and does not evaluate the OECD.
(Once again, this does not even touch on more
complex problems with these two indices.)

Therefore, Polity is the most suitable meas-
ure of freedom/democracy, with which to
compare FH*.

It is true that, in the late 1990s, Polity
joined the State Failure Task Force [Marshall,
Gurr 2020: 1], which is “funded by the Central
Intelligence Agency”". However, Polity began

17 Alternative weightings would have negligible effect on the results: within the full sample’s 6414
country-years analyzed in the regressions below, PR and CL have a correlation of .932.

8 For instance, according to V-Dem, as of 2024, “liberal democracy” is supposedly greater in the
absolute monarchy of Qatar (8/100) than in Russia (6), greater in Israel (62) than in Hungary (32),
greater in Montenegro (48) than in Serbia (22). Of course, Qatar, Israel, and Montenegro are US allies,
while Russia and Serbia are not, and Hungary has become the great bugbear of Cosmopolitan-Liberals in
the US-Led Bloc. Actually, even the US in 1789 — when slavery flourished and only propertied white men
could vote — is considered to be more liberal-democratic (28/100) than modern-day Russia or Serbia.
Also telling, in 2024, Slovakia was punished for electing Robert Fico, with a sharp downgrade from 73
to 58, while Poland was rewarded for voting out its national conservatives with a similarly-sharp upgrade
from 45 to 62. As for the LIED, consider that Russia is classified as lacking competitive elections
beginning in 2004, and as completely lacking multiparty legislative elections beginning (probably not by
coincidence) in 2022. Both claims are false, but the latter’s objective inaccuracy is particularly
indisputable; non-ruling parties have 27.3% of seats, with the largest at 12.7%. Meanwhile, Azerbaijan
is classified as “multi-party”, the next step up, even though all non-ruling parties collectively hold 10.4%
of seats in parliament, with the largest at a mere 2.4%. And Ukraine is an “electoral democracy”, the
second-highest category, even though its non-ruling parties (last elected in 2019) won 29.2% of seats,
with the largest at 10.1%, figures that barely differ from Russia’s. (For parliamentary data, see: IPU
Parline. URL: https://data.ipu.org (accessed 08.12.2025).

9 Polity IV Project: Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 1800—2013 // Center for
Systemic Peace. URL: https://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm (accessed: 08.12.2025).
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well earlier, in the 1970s [Marshall, Gurr 2020:
3—4), and its methodology was thus developed
and applied for many years by just a few
American scholars, seemingly with little influ-
ence from the US political establishment.

More importantly, Polity does not present
itself as a freedom index or even a democracy
index, as it describes aspects of political sys-
tems that are broader than just democracy/
autocracy.

Polity’s work thus appears to be more fact-
based, andlesssusceptible to US Cosmopolitan-
Liberal bias, than FH* and many of the other
indices considered above?. This analysis uses,
specifically, the Polity V dataset?'.

Selecting Polity’s applicable indicators

However, precisely because Polity is not
intended to be a freedom index, not all of its
indicators are directly comparable to FH’s*
Political Rights (FHPR) and Civil Liberties
(FHCL) scores.

Competitiveness of Executive Recruitment
(henceforth ExecCompet) is best understood as
the extent to which “chief executives are...cho-
sen in...competitive elections” [Marshall, Gurr
2020: 22]. Competitiveness of Participation
(ParticCompet) is “the extent to which alterna-
tive preferences for policy and leadership can
be pursued in the political arena” [Ibid: 26].
Together, they directly or indirectly address all
(except possibly the last) of FHPR’s eight com-
ponents (see Appendix 2). As for FHCL’s four-
teen components, four are so broad, vague,
complex, and/or contested that measurement
is essentially impossible (see Appendix 3), six
are covered by ExecCompet and/or ParticCompet

(Appendix 4), one is both incoherent and cov-
ered (Appendix 5), and only three are neither
of those things (Appendix 6). Thus, insofar as
FHCL is coherent, it too is largely incorporated
into ExecCompet and ParticComper?*. Confir-
ming this, within the data’s 6,414 country-
years, a compound of Polity’s ExecCompet
and ParticComper™® correlates with FHPR alone
at a rate of .878, but with the average of FHPR
and FHCL at a negligibly higher rate of .881.

On the other hand, Polity’s other four com-
ponents are generally not directly related to
democracy, FHPR, or FHCL (see Appendix 7).
Nevertheless, Polity uses them (except for
Regulation of Chief Executive Recruitment),
along with ExecCompet and ParticCompet, to
calculate the Institutionalized Democracy Index,
the Institutionalized Autocracy Index, and in
turn the Combined Polity Score (as Democracy
minus Aufocracy). Yet, along with the discon-
nect between democracy and three of the
CPS’s five components, the CPS is also prob-
lematic (in general, and especially as a measure
of democracy for use here) because of its com-
ponents’ nonsensical weighting, which is most
evident if the components’ effects on the CPS
are transposed from the CPS’s additive scale
of -10 to 10, onto an additive scale of 0 to 100
(see Table 1).

Several problems with the CPS are now evi-
dent. First, Constraint on Chief Executive has
been given the greatest weight — 35% — seem-
ingly by accident, just because it has the largest
number of distinct categories®®. Second, the
quantitative distinction, made between the
“transitional” (25 points) and “election”
(30 points) categories of ExecCompet, is inex-

20 |Insofar as Poality is still subject to some degree of US bias — it is, after all, an American product —
this would partly conceal the effect of that bias upon FH*, meaning that the true effect of USG attitude
upon FH* judgements is even larger than estimated in this analysis.

21 Polity V dataset // Center for Systemic Peace. 7 February 2021. URL: web.archive.org/web/
20220728195009/https://www.systemicpeace.org/inscr/pov2018.xls (accessed: 08.12.2025).

22 Despite FHCL’s superficial distinction from FHPR, Gastil himself came to see FH’s* ratings, in their
entirety, as “essentially a survey of democracy” [Gastil 1990: 26]. Other research has similarly cast
doubt on whether FHPR and FHCL are actually “indicators of distinct aspects of democracy” [Coppedge,

Alvarez, Maldonado 2008: 645].

23 Specifically, PolityDem, calculated as (ExecCompet + ParticCompet + ParticCompet) / 3 and

described in the next section.

24 |n fact, it has long been recognized that this component “virtually determines” states’ democracy/
autocracy as measured by Polity [Gleditsch, Ward 1997: 3801, although this may now be less the case
than it was for the Polity lll data that was available in 1997.
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Table 1
CPS components’ values, transposed to a 0—100 scale
ExecCompet Openness of Executive Recruitment
selection ‘closed’ OR ‘dual (designation)” f -3 - 0 (These pairs of ExecCompet and
selection open 2 -5 Openness of Executive Recruitment are
unregulated unregulated 0 - 15 their only possible combinations. Values
transitional ‘dual (election)’ OR ‘open” T +2 - 25 indicate the two components’ joint effect
election open +3 - 30 onthe Combined Polity Score .)
Constraint on Chief Executive
unlimited authority 300
intermediate category 2 -5
slight-moderate -1~ 10
intermediate category  +1 - 20
substantial  +2 - 25
intermediate category  +3 - 30
parity or subordination ~ +4 - 35
Regulation of Participation
restricted 2 -0
sectarian -1 -
‘unregulated’ OR ‘multiple identity’ OR ‘regulated” + 0 - 10
ParticCompet
repressed 2 -0
suppressed -1 -5
unregulated 0 - 10
factional +1 - 15
transitional  +2 - 20
competitive ~ +3 - 25
T These categories are scored identically.

Source: Author’s calculations based on Marshall and Gurr [2020: 15—16].

plicably small compared to their major sub-
stantive difference. Third, given that (as
explained above) ParticCompet is one of the
only two measures directly related to democ-
racy, and is by far the more wide-ranging of the
two, it seems to be severely underweighted. In
short, despite its popularity, the CPS is not
suitable for our purposes.

Calculating the measure of democracy

To produce a better measure of democracy
that is maximally comparable to FH*, we
should use only ExecCompet and ParticComper®.

Their contributions to the CPS transpose
onto individual 0—100 scales (lowest value = 0,
“unregulated” midpoint = 50, highest value =
100) as detailed in Table 2%:

25 Gleditsch and Ward note that, among the five components of the Combined Polity Score, it is
ExecCompet and PolitCompet that correlate most strongly with other (non-Polity) measures of
democracy — and it is thus strange that PolitCompet plays such a “minor role” in the determination (as
calculated by the authors) of states’ CPS values [Gleditsch, Ward 1997: 379]. And this diminishment of
PolitComp’s effect makes “popular participation in selection of leaders” — widely seen as a defining feature
of democracy — either “totally absent or relatively unimportant” in determining the CPS [lbid: 376].

26 This transposition does not affect the actual data, but merely eases interpretation of regression
results by bringing the variable onto a 0—100 scale. The one instance of substantive transformation is
the compression of the highest three categories of ParticCompet, such that 1 point on the CLS becomes
worth 16.67 points on the transposed 0—100 scale (rather than 25 as is the case for ParticCompet’s
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Table 2
ExecCompet and ParticCompet, transposed
to 0—100 scales

ExecCompet
selection 2 -0
unregulated 0 - 50
dual/transitional +1 - 75
election +2 - 100
ParticCompet
repressed 2 - 0
suppressed -1o- 25
unregulated 0 - 50
factional +1 -  66.67
transitional +2 - 83.33
competitive and open  +3 - 100

Source: Author’s calculations based on Marshall and Gurr
[2020: 15—16].

The overall democraticness of a state
(henceforth PolityDem) is then calculated
by averaging its transposed ExecCompet and
ParticCompet values, with  ParticCompet
weighted twice as heavily:

ExecCompet + ParticCompet + ParticCompet
3

ParticCompet is doubly weighted because
ExecCompet relates exclusively to the election
(or other form of selection) of the chief exe-
cutive, whereas ParticCompet encompasses
nearly all other aspects of the political sys-
tem: “the extent to which alternative prefer-

PolityDem =

ences for policy and leadership can be pur-
sued in the political arena”; the inclusiveness
of the political process; the existence and free
operation of political parties and an opposi-
tion; the integrity of elections; the regularity
of voluntary power transfers; etc. [Marshall,
Gurr 2020: 26—27]. Additionally, as noted
above, ParticCompet explicitly overlaps much
more than ExecCompet does with FH’s* Civil
Liberties. Finally, many of ParticCompet’s
components are also relevant to the selection
of the executive, and are thus implicitly
included within ExecCompet, too. There
should accordingly be little difference
between ParticCompet and ExecCompet, in
any case, and they indeed correlate at a rate
of .812 within the full sample’s 6,414 coun-
try-years.

USG attitude toward other states

As for USG attitude toward other states, this
analysis estimates it based on (1) voting align-
ment in the UN General Assembly and
(2) arms transfers.

Both are here assumed to be determined by
a state’s relations (degree of alignment or
nonalignment) with the US, which is in turn
assumed to be (in the long run) roughly equiv-
alent to the USG’s attitude toward that state
(since relations determine USG attitude, and
vice versa)?”. See Figure 2.

first three categories and all of ExecCompet categories). However, this is necessary to preserve “unre-
gulated” as the component’s middle value — as that category’s name, neutral/vacuous description
(merely “political participation is less than fully regulated”), and null value on the CPS indicate it is meant
to be — and to keep the negative and positive sides of the ParticCompet scale corresponding to 0—50
and 50—100, respectively.

27 According to Royce [2025], the US’s moralistic-ideological attitude toward other states is both
distorted by their submission/resistance to the US and itself determinative of US behavior. However, for
the purposes of this analysis, one need only accept that the USG’s attitude toward a state, and that
state’s relations with the US, generally converge in the long run for one reason or another.

Actually, one may disagree even with that. But, in any case, this study’s statistical analysis (see
below) does find a state’s relations with the US to have a quite strong effect upon FH’s™ judgement of
that state. And if this effect is not mediated through US/FH* attitude, resulting in unconscious bias, then
some other explanation is required.

The most obvious alternative is eonscious bias. FH* does not think better (worse) of states that have
good (bad) relations with the US, let alone consider them to be more (less) democratic. But it
nevertheless deliberately raises (lowers) their assessed levels of democracy, either voluntarily or by
order of the US Government, presumably for the purpose of political propaganda targeting US and/or
global audiences.

| consider such an explanation to be significantly less plausible than the unconscious-bias explanation.
But it is not ruled out by the study, and some readers may prefer it as an explanation for the study’s
findings.
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Figure 2
Hypothesized influence of this analysis’s variables
on one another

USG attitude ————> :lt:ttiz ; .
toward state «———— 1
with US
FH* bias
toward state Arms UNGA

Source: Author.

Therefore, Arms and UNGA can serve as
rough proxies for USG attitude, for the pur-
pose of measuring its influence on FH* judge-
ments.

UNGA voting — crude and rather superfi-
cial, yet easily quantified — is a very popular
measure of states’ international positions. For
this analysis, I use states’ alignment with the
“US-led liberal order”, in their UNGA voting,
as calculated by Bailey, Strezhnev, and Voeten
[2017]. To construct the UNGA measure used
in this analysis, the Bailey-Strezhnev-Voeten
values, originally running from -2.57 (maxi-
mally distant) to +3.08 (maximally aligned
with the US), are converted to a 0—100 scale.

This analysis’s second measure, arms trans-
fers, is far less popular, and is calculated here
from scratch.

Fearon and Hansen [2018] have argued for
arms transfers as a measure of state alignment

[Ibid: 6], and find that arms transfers align
almost perfectly with paradigmatic foreign pol-
icy pivots such as those of Egypt or Iran [Ibid:
12—17], that states with diverging arms-transfer
patterns are more likely to fight one another
[Tbid: 3], and that arms transfers plausibly
illustrate states’ alignment both during and
after the Cold War [Ibid: 24—-25].

For this analysis, I construct a measure of
arms transfers that improves upon Fearon and
Hansen.

It isbased on SIPRI’s Trend Indicator Values
(TIVs), which estimate the production cost
and military utility of transferred arms, regard-
less of their sale price.

The seven largest arms exporters in the
1962—2024 period®, collectively accounting
for 88% of all exports in that period, are
a priori® classified as:

e US-aligned: the US, UK, France, (West)
Germany, and Italy.

e neutral: China (1972—1989).

e US-adversarial: USSR/Russia
years)®, China (1990-2018).

A state’s Arms value is then calculated on a
0—100 scale’ as:

USaligned + (0.5 X neutral)
USaligned + neutral + USadversarial

(all

Arms =

However, unlike UNGA voting, arms trans-
fers can be sporadic and low-volume. There-
fore, a state’s Arms value for a given year is not
calculated solely on the basis of transfers in
that year’2. Instead, Arms is calculated on the
basis of the year in question, the preceding

28 Given the procedure for constructing Arms (described below), the measure for 1972—-2018 should
actually use data from 1962—2028. But SIPRI data are presently only available through 2024.

23 Fearon and Hansen [2018: 17] similarly base their measure on the axiomatic classification of
certain arms-exporters. However, they do not classify Italy as ‘Western’, they do not consider China to
be a US adversary at any point in time, and they conflate China and all other arms exporters in a third,
‘Other’ category.

30 |t may not strictly be accurate to classify US-Russian relations as adversarial in much of the 1990s,
but the assumption is nevertheless functional, since the buyers of Russian arms in this period were still
mostly states whose relations with the US were poor (indeed, worse than those of Russia itself): e.g.
Algeria, Belarus, China, Cuba, Eritrea, Iran, North Korea, Laos, Libya, Myanmar, Nicaragua, Sudan, Syria,
and Vietnam.

31 Fearon and Hansen [2018: 18] do not calculate a continuous alignment variable. Rather, they
simply classify a state as either “Western”, “Eastern”, or “Other”, depending on which of the three camps
provided the largest volume of arms in the given year.

32 Fearon & Hansen [2018: 18] also take measures to deal with zero-volume and low-volume years,
but these are more drastic than my own procedure, as they discard small volumes altogether and allow
a country’s categorization to be determined entirely by transfers that are up to 20 years out of date.
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Table 3
Linear regression of FHTotal over PolityDem and Att
n = 2864
2 =.896
adj. > = .896
effect size
ind. var. coef.  st.err. p-value M
PolityDem .646 .007 .000 .763
Att .399 .010 .000 .360
constant  -4.779 .503 .000

Source: Author.

year, and the following year. Then, if the total
volume of arms transfers (US-aligned, neutral,
and US-adversarial) is less than one billion
TIV, the measurement’s window is enlarged by
one year in both directions until a volume of
one billion TIV is reached. If that level is still
not reached even with a 21-year window (the
year in question, plus the 10 preceding and 10
following years), then no Arms value is assigned
for that country-year. (Thus, depending on
data availability, Arms is variously based on 3 to
21 years of data.)®

In the resulting Arms variable, a score of 0
indicates total nonalignment with the US, 50
indicates a neutral or mixed position, and 100
indicates total alignment with the US.

This analysis’s summary measure of USG
attitude (A#) is then calculated as the (equally-
weighted) average of UNGA and Arms®.

The effects on FH* scores of actual regime

type and USG attitude

With FHTotal, PolityDem, and Aft estab-
lished, we can now turn to the core analysis.
The central question is whether, and to what
extent, Art has a significant effect — controlling
for PolityDem — on FHTotal. A substantial such
effect would indicate that FH* judgements
indeed reflect, and are biased by, USG atti-
tude’.

The available data contain 2,864 state-year
observations in 1972—2018 that have values for
FHTotal, PolityDem, and Atf”.

If FHTotal is regressed over the independ-
ent variables of PolityDem and Aff in these
observations, both IVs have definite statistical
significance (p=.000), and A# is estimated to
have a coefficient and effect size that are 62%
(.399/.646) and 47% (.360/.763), respectively,
as large as those of PolityDem. See Table 3.

In other words, on average, FH* judgements
are determined roughly half as much by USG
attitude as they are by actual regime type.

And if the sample is split into historical
periods, the effect of Atf only strengthens over
time; see Table 4.

In sum, Atf’s effect is statistically signifi-
cant, at least half as large as PolityDem’s, and
growing over time, to the point of almost
equaling PolityDem’s effect in 2014—2018.

33 |f a second variable, ArmsLeft, is calculated based only on the current year and up to ten preceding
years, and UNGA is regressed over both, Arms has a coefficient of .519, while ArmsLeft has a coefficient
of negative .238. This confirms that Arms is better calculated symmetrically, rather than only to the left
on a timeline.

34 |f UNGA and Arms actually determined Att or a state’s relations with the US, then weighting them
by substantive importance might be desirable. But they merely reflect relations and proxy for Att, and
there is no clear reason to expect that UNGA or Arms would be more accurate in reflecting it. The two
measures should, therefore, be equally-weighted.

35 Note that Att is not a perfect measure of relations with the US, let alone of USG attitude, and
insofar as it is inaccurate (in a presumably random manner), its true effect on FHTotal will only be
understated in the following analysis.

36 This analysis assumes that the (simplified) formula of the regression, PolityDem + Att = FHTotal,
essentially represents actual democracy + US alignment = democracy measurement that is biased
towards US-aligned states. Mathematically, there is one alternative interpretation: democracy measu-
rement biased against US-aligned states + US alignment = actual democracy. However, this is substan-
tively implausible. There are no grounds for suspecting Polity of anti-US bias, and its position within the US
(not to mention years of CIA funding) suggest that it may be itself subject to a US bias — simply one not
nearly as large as FH’s™. If anything, then, FH’s™ hias is even larger than assessed in this analysis, since
the control for actual democracy is itself partially affected by that bias and is thus ‘eating’ some of it.

37 Excluding microstates whose populations were under one million in 2018, and excluding observations
that are coded by Polity as instances of occupation, anarchy, or regime change.
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Table 4
Characteristics of A7 in different time periods
full data First Cold War Inter-Cold-War Second Cold War
(1972—1991) (1992-2013) (2014-2018)
Att's coefficient as
% of PolityDem 's 62% 41% 70% 84%
Att's effect size as
% of PolityDem 's 1% 30% 57% 67%
Atf's p-value .000 .000 .000 .000
Source: Author.
Figure 3

Average FHTotal (y-axis) assigned to states with each combination® of PolityDem (x-axis) and At (shading)
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O 67<Att
O 33<Att<67
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Source: Author.

But the average effect of Art, naturally, does
not convey the extent of the distortion affecting
certain states. Figure 3 below begins to give a
sense of that distortion, by indicating the aver-

age score given by FH* to recipients of each
PolityDem score, depending on whether the
USG is negatively, neutrally, or positively dis-
posed towards them.

38 Combinations with n<<20 not shown.
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Figure 4
FH* treatment of states towards which the US is positively disposed®:
percent of states, within each value of PolityDem* (x-axis), that are assigned each value of FHTotal (y-axis)

FHTotal

0 17 33 42-44 69-72  78-81 89-92 100
(n=149) (87) (46) (35) (72)  (75) (191)  (815)
PolityDem

Source: Author.

How to interpret diagram: For instance, of the 149 observations with a PolityDem value of 0, an FHTotal value of 58 is assigned
10 2%, of 50 to 1%, of 42 to 1%, of 33 to 32%, of 25to 17%, of 17 to 29%, of 8 to 12%, and of 0 to 5%.

As one can see, there are large gaps, varying
from 7 to 33 points in width, between average
FHTotal for states towards which the USG is
negatively disposed (A7t < 33) and for states
towards which the USG is positively disposed
(Art > 66).

And these averages include some cases in
which the effect of bias is near-total, as evi-
dent in the following diagrams, fully detailing
how FH* alters Polity’s evaluations depending
on positive (Figure 4) or negative (Figure 5)
Att.

39 1475 observations (52% of total) for which Att > 66.67.

40 Categories with n<20 not shown.
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Figure 5
FH* treatment of states towards which the US is negatively disposed*!:
percent of states, within each value of PolityDem*? (x-axis), that are assigned each value of FHTotal (y-axis)

100
92
83
75
67 o
58
8
2 50 1 2 ) 3
E
42 2 ] 3
3 . ® )
P (1) @) . . @
17 ) @ ® . 2
8 . 5 e ) 9
0 s
0 17 42-44 56-61 69-72 78-81 89-92
(n=358) (175) (43) (23) (38) (26)  (84) (37)
PolityDem

Source: Author.

For instance, of states whose PolityDem is
about 80 (either 77.77 or 80.55) and towards
which the USG is positively inclined (Att
> 66.67), 63% receive roughly the same score
(67-92) from FH*, while 8% are upgraded
(to 100) and 29% are downgraded (to 58, 50,
or 42). However, of states with the same

PolityDem value, but towards which the USG is
negatively inclined (4# < 33.33), 25% are rela-
tively unchanged, 0% are upgraded, and a full
75% are downgraded to anywhere between 58
and 8. Thus, the USG’s negative attitude is
driving FH’s* scoring of some states almost the
entire way down the regime-type spectrum.

41 784 obhservations (27% of total) for which Att < 33.33.

42 Categories with n<20 not shown.



55

FREEDOM HOUSE RATINGS' DISTORTION BY US ATTITUDE

h 4

Discussion

Our findings suggest that FH* perceptions
of a state’s regime type are partially determined
by the USG’s attitude towards that state.

On average, this bias is about half as strong
as the effect of actual regime type (coefficient
62% as large, effect 47%), although it has
become almost as powerful as reality (84%,
67%) amidst the great-power conflict of recent
years (2014—2018).

Moreover, those average effect sizes contain
within themselves massive bias in the cases of
many states, especially those that have PolityDem
scores between 33 and 81. The lack of absolute
clarity regarding such regimes likely leaves
more room for the operation of (conscious
and/or unconscious) bias. Furthermore, math-
ematically, there is significant space for such
states to be dragged upwards or downwards by
that bias.

Accordingly, the four intermediate Polity Dem
categories (33, 42—44, 69-72, and 78-81),
that have sufficient observations to compare
states towards which the US is negatively
(At < 33) and positively (67 < Atf) inclined,
feature 28-, 21-, 33-, and 23-point gaps bet-
ween the average scores of Aff < 33 and 67 < Att.

For many individual states, the effect of bias
is larger still, completely altering ascribed
regime type relative to its reality. The following
states have been ‘downgraded’ by 53—72 points
for periods of at least three consecutive years:
Russia  (2004—2018); Iran (1997-2003);
Cambodia (1995-2000, except 1997); Chad
(2007—2018); Central African Republic (2016—
2018); Democratic Republic of the Congo
(2006—2015); Somalia (2012—2018); Kenya
(1997-2001); Zimbabwe (2009—2012). Russia
stands out for the length and depth of its down-
rade, by 11 points in 1992, 22 in 1993—-1997, 31
in 1998, 39 in 1999, 47 in 2000—2003, 56 in
2004-2013, 64 in 2014—2015, and an unprec-
edented 72 (nearly the entire scale) in 2016—
2018.

And, as mentioned in various footnotes
throughout this article, the results of this study

are, if anything, underestimates. Any short-
comings of Art as a measure of US attitude will
only muddle and suppress its assessed effect on
FHTotal. And Polity itself may be subject to
some of the bias affecting FH*. (And it cer-
tainly could not plausibly be systematically
biased in the opposite direction.)

Conclusion

Most directly, this article’s findings mean
that FH* may be inaccurate and should not be
used as a measure of democracy. This does not
necessarily warrant any additional measures by
the Russian government; the Ministry of
Justice has already designated FH* as an
Undesirable Organization. But this certainly
ought to prompt Russian academia — and actu-
ally all academia, especially within states
towards which the US is hostile — to reject
FH* as an indicator of what it ostensibly meas-
ures (democracy/‘freedom’). It should instead
be used only for unorthodox purposes that
explicitly account for and utilize its bias. (For
instance, comparing it to Polity as a means of
estimating USG attitude towards other states.)

In fact, caution is warranted regarding all
democracy indices (maybe even Polity) that
are produced within the US-led bloc or under
its influence. Such indices may (FH* certainly
does) essentially amount to projections of the
US’s friend-enemy distinction under the guise
of a (factually inaccurate) division of states
into the democratic and undemocratic.

Insofar as Russian political science retrans-
mits these projections, it perpetuates the US’s
ideological hegemony, lionizing the US-Led
Bloc while (not coincidentally) deprecating
Russia and many states whose friendliness or at
least neutrality is important to Moscow. For
instance, while the Russian-language literature
cited at the beginning of this article does, in
2020-2024, twice note FH’s* claim that the US
is becoming less democratic under Trump*, the
articles also focus on FH’s* positive categoriza-
tions of the US-led bloc (twice)*, and on FH’s*
negative categorizations of Venezuela (once)®,

43 )KpaHos 2020: 65; MaweHues, bazapkuHa, KpocctoH 2022: 91. See Appendix 1.
44 Aprbinos, MeHbluvkos, LLio6oTterko 2022: 145; VHwakos, ManuHosa 2020: 46. See Appendix 1.

45 JlyneHa INonec 2022: 91. See Appendix 1.



56

DYLAN PAYNE ROYCE

h 4

Turkiye (twice)*, China (once)¥, Vietnam
(once)*®, and Russia (six times)®.

Beyond FH*, this study has made two
methodological contributions. It has devel-
oped an improved (UNGA- and arms-based)
method for roughly estimating states’ (non)
alignment with the US. (Although, as sug-
gested above, the FH*-Polity gap is likely to
indicate USG attitudes with even greater accu-
racy.) And this study has also developed a more
accurate formula for calculating a state’s dem-
ocraticness according to Polity.

The study also suggests, more generally, that
states’ regime type should not be analyzed
by — or based upon information from — entities
that ascribe any normative value to regime
type, or that are under the control or influence
of any government, society, or other institution
that does so. Only the avoidance of such enti-
ties can minimize the risk of information and
analysis being consciously or unconsciously
shaped so that normative judgements of states
are matched by equally normative judgements
of their regime types. (More methodologically
complicated approaches, such as V-Dem, do
not actually address this risk, if all their infor-
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Appendix 2

Polity: Competitiveness of Executive Recruitment (ExecCompet)

(0) Not Applicable / Unregulated: Power transfers are coded Unregulated...in the Regulation of
Executive Recruitment.

(1) Selection: Chief executives are determined by hereditary succession, designation, or by a
combination of both, as in monarchies whose chief minister is chosen by king or court. Examples
of pure designative selection are rigged, unopposed elections; repeated replacement of presidents
before their terms end; recurrent military selection of civilian executives; selection within an insti-
tutionalized single party; recurrent incumbent selection of successors; repeated election boycotts
by the major opposition parties, etc.

(2) Dual/Transitional: Dual executives in which one is chosen by hereditary succession, the
other by competitive election. Also used for transitional arrangements between selection (ascrip-
tion and/or designation) and competitive election.

(3) Election: Chief executives are typically chosen in or through competitive elections matching
two or more major parties or candidates. (Elections may be popular or by an elected assembly.)

[Marshall, Gurr 2020: 21-22]

Polity: Competitiveness of Participation (ParticCompet)

(0) Not Applicable: ...polities that are coded as Unregulated, or moving to/from that position, in
Regulation of Political Participation...

(1) Repressed: No significant oppositional activity is permitted outside the ranks of the regime
and ruling party. Totalitarian party systems, authoritarian military dictatorships, and despotic
monarchies are typically coded here. ...

(2) Suppressed: Some organized, political competition occurs outside government, without
serious factionalism; but the regime systematically and sharply limits its form, extent, or both in
ways that exclude substantial groups (20% or more of the adult population) from participation. ...
Examples of ‘suppression’ are: i. Prohibiting some kinds of political organizations, either by type
or group of people involved (e.g., no national political parties or no ethnic political organizations).
ii. Prohibiting some kinds of political action (e.g., Communist parties may organize but are pro-
hibited from competing in elections). iii. Systematic harassment of political opposition (leaders
killed, jailed, or sent into exile; candidates regularly ruled off ballots; opposition media banned,
etc.). This is evidence for either Factional, Suppressed, or Repressed, depending on the nature of
the regime, the opposition, and the persistence of political groups.

(3) Factional: Polities with parochial or ethnic-based political factions that regularly compete
for political influence in order to promote particularist agendas and favor group members to the
detriment of common, secular, or cross-cutting agendas.

(4) Transitional: Any transitional arrangement from Restricted [i.e. Repressed], Suppressed, or
Factional patterns to fully Competitive patterns, or vice versa. Transitional arrangements are
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accommodative of competing, parochial interests but have not fully linked parochial with broader,
general interests. Sectarian and secular interest groups coexist.

(5) Competitive: There are relatively stable and enduring, secular political groups which regu-
larly compete for political influence at the national level; ruling groups and coalitions regularly,
voluntarily transfer central power to competing groups. Competition among groups seldom
involves coercion or disruption. Small parties or political groups may be restricted in the
Competitive pattern.

[Marshall, Gurr 2020: 26—27]

FH*: Political Rights

1. Is the head of state and/or head of government or other chief authority elected through free
and fair elections?

2. Are the legislative representatives elected through free and fair elections?

3. Are there fair electoral laws, equal campaigning opportunities, fair polling, and honest tabu-
lation of ballots ?

4. Are the voters able to endow their freely elected representatives with real power?

5. Do the people have the right to organize in different political parties or other competitive
political groupings of their choice, and is the system open to the rise and fall of these competing
parties or groupings?

6. Is there a significant opposition vote, de facto opposition power, and a realistic possibility for
the opposition to increase its support or gain power through elections?

7. Are the people free from domination by the military, foreign powers, totalitarian parties,
religious hierarchies, economic oligarchies, or any other powerful group?

8. Do cultural, ethnic, religious, and other minority groups have reasonable self-determination,
self-government, autonomy, or participation through informal consensus in the decision-making
process?

Appendix 3

The components are as follows:

3.4. “Is there freedom from extreme government indifference and corruption?”

4.3, “Are property rights secure? Do citizens have the right to establish private businesses? Is
private business activity unduly influenced by government officials, the security forces, or organ-
ized crime?”

4.4, “Are there personal social freedoms, including gender equality, choice of marriage part-
ners, and size of family?”

4.5. “Is there equality of opportunity, including freedom from exploitation by or dependency on
landlords, employers, union leaders, bureaucrats, or other types of obstacles to a share of legiti-
mate economic gains?”

There are several clear problems.

Opinions differ greatly regarding what counts as: “extreme government indifference” vs. the
proper restraint of government; “undue influence” by the government over the economy vs. the
government’s proper intervention/management on behalf of the public good; “personal social
freedoms” vs. degenerate behavior that is penalized by government and/or society; and “exploita-
tion by...landlords, employers, union leaders, [and] bureaucrats” vs. the legitimate exercise of
those figures’ rights/authority in a free market, social democracy, or modern administrative state.

And the potential scope of each of these components is so great that things’ inclusion and
weighting would inevitably be arbitrary. To take one example from the US itself, does a govern-
ment’s failure to provide public healthcare qualify as “extreme indifference”? Or alternatively,
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would such a provision qualify as “dependency on...bureaucrats”? How do the government’s mate-
rial resources affect the answer? If it expands taxation in order to acquire the necessary material
resources, does that violate property rights or deprive individuals of their “share of legitimate
economic gains”? If the government instead mandates that businesses provide health insurance,
does that make “private business activity unduly influenced by government officials”? And if the
state-provided healthcare does not cover procedures considered immoral/unnatural, does that
impinge upon “personal social freedoms”? This is just one issue, yet it has already become hope-
lessly complicated: the question of which things count as ‘good’ or ‘bad’ — let alone how they
should be quantified and weighted relative to one another — is unclear and politically-ideologically

contested.

h 4

Appendix 4

FH* CL component

1.1. Are there free and independent
media and other forms of cultural
expression?

2.1. Is there freedom of assembly,
demonstration, and open public
discussion?

2.2. Is there freedom of political

or quasi-political organization?
(...civic organizations, ad hoc issue
groups, etc.)

3.1. Is there an independent
judiciary ?

3.3. Is there protection from
political terror, unjustified
imprisonment, exile, or torture,
whether by groups that support or
oppose the system? Is there freedom
from war and insurgencies? ...

4.1. Is there open and free private
discussion?

covered by Polity ExecCompet and/or ParticCompet because...

Is an attribute of a democratic political system, i.e. ExecCompet and ParticCompet.
E.g. “opposition media banned” is “evidence of either Factional, Suppressed, or
Repressed” ParticCompet

Is necessary for a democratic political system, i.e. ExecCompet and ParticCompet.
E.g. “prohibiting some kinds of political action” is evidence of ‘Suppressed’
ParticCompet, and in ‘Repressed’ systems, “no significant oppositional activity is
permitted outside the ranks of the regime and ruling party”

Is necessary for a democratic political system, i.e. ExecCompet and ParticCompet.
E.g. “prohibiting some kinds of political organization” is evidence of ‘Suppressed’
ParticCompet

Is necessary for a democratic political system, i.e. ExecCompet and ParticCompet.
E.g. “leaders...jailed” and “candidates regularly ruled off ballots” are “evidence of
either Factional, Suppressed, or Repressed” ParticCompet

Such protection is necessary for a democratic political system, i.e. ExecCompet
and ParticCompet. E.g. “totalitarian” systems have ‘Repressed’ ParticCompet , and
the “systematic harassment of political opposition” is “evidence of either Factional,
Suppressed, or Repressed” ParticCompet. As for “freedom from wars and
insurgencies”, if a country is sufficiently disrupted by internal or external
adversaries, the country-year is simply not coded by Polity

Is necessary for a democratic political system, i.e. ExecCompet and ParticCompet.
E.g. “totalitarian” systems have ‘Repressed’ ParticCompet

Appendix 5

FH* CL component

4.2. Is there personal autonomy?
Does the state control travel,
choice of residence, or choice

of employment? Is there freedom
from indoctrination and excessive
dependency on the state?

covered by Polity ExecCompet and/or ParticCompet because...

The absence of “totalitarianism” (incorporated in ParticCompet) should equate
to greater “personal autonomy” and “freedom from indoctrination”. “Excessive
dependency on the state” is an impossibly broad/vague/complex/contested idea
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Appendix 6

1.2. Are there free religious institutions and is there free private and public religious expression?

2.3. Are there free trade unions and peasant organizations or equivalents, and is there effective
collective bargaining? Are there free professional and other private organizations?

3.2. Does the rule of law prevail in civil and criminal matters? Is the population treated equally
under the law? Are police under direct civilian control?

Appendix 7

Regulation of Chief Executive Recruitment. “The extent to which a polity has institutionalized
procedures for transferring executive power.” [Marshall, Gurr 2020: 20] Such procedures might be
democratic, undemocratic, or anywhere in between. For instance, the ‘regulated’ category
includes both “hereditary succession” and “competitive elections”.

Openness of Executive Recruitment. “The extent that all the politically active population has an
opportunity, in principle, to attain the [executive] position through a regularized process.” [Ibid:
22] This process might be democratic, undemocratic, or anywhere in between. All non-hereditary
systems — not only those employing “competitive election”, but also those employing “elite des-
ignation” or some “transitional arrangement” between the two — are given the highest score of
‘open’.

Constraint on Chief Executive: “The extent of institutionalized constraints on the decisionmak-
ing powers of chief executives, whether individuals or collectivities. Such limitations may be
imposed by any ‘accountability groups.” In Western democracies these are usually legislatures.
Other kinds of accountability groups are the ruling party in a one-party state; councils of nobles or
powerful advisors in monarchies; the military in coup-prone polities; and in many states a strong,
independent judiciary.” [Ibid: 24] This is indeterminate regarding democracy. Some degree of
constraints (at least from the judiciary) is arguably necessary for a full democracy. But constraints
are not sufficient for or indicative of democracy, since many constraints (including some listed in
the above definition) can also exist within nondemocratic systems.

Regulation of Participation: The lowest ‘democracy score’ (see Table 1) is assigned to restricted
regulation, which indeed excludes “significant groups...from the political process”. Yet the next-
lowest category is sectarian regulation, which is defined not by a political system’s level of democ-
racy, but by a society’s high level of identity-based or ideological fractiousness. And the other three
categories — unregulated, multiple identity, and regulated — are all scored equally, and are all
defined by lower degrees of social fractiousness, yet are not indicative of regime type: multiple
identity, for instance, features “political groups” that are “stable and enduring” but “not necessar-
ily elected”. [Ibid: 25—26]
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MCKA>XEHVIE PENTVIHIOB
FREEDOIM HOUSE"

B SAB/V/ICVIMOCTWU1

OoOT AMEPVIKAHCKOIo
OTHOLUEHVIA K CTPAHAM

OVNAH N3H POVIC

HaunoHanbHbIN nccnegoBaTenbCKmm YHUBEpPCUTET «Bbiclwas wkona akoHoMmukmy, MockBa, Poccus

Pezrome

XoTs psin uccnenoBaHuil yxe (GUKCHpOBa BHEITHEMOJINTUYECKYIO MPeaB3SITOCTb peiiTuHra «CBoboma
B Mupe» opranusauuu @pumom Xayc* (Freedom House), naHHbI HHIEKC C 3aMETHOM PEryisipHOCTHIO
MPOJIOJIKAET UCIIOJIb30BAThCS B aKaAeMUUYeCKMX paboTax (B TOM UKCiIe B POCCUICKOI HayuyHOIl cpere).
B crarbe mpescrapisieTcs: KOJIMUECTBEHHOE UCCeOBAHNE B MOJIb3Y TOTO, uTo Ppunom Xayc* HHCTUTY-
IIMOHAJIBHO CBSI3aH C MOJUTUKO-aAMUHUCTpAaTUBHBIM uctebnummMentoM CIIIA, BciaenacTBue 4ero ero
OLIEHKM (MPETeHYIOIIE HAa YHUBEPCAIbHYIO BHEIIHETTOIUTUYECKYI0 HOPMATUBHOCTb) MOTYT ObITh 11O/~
BEPKEHBI CUCTEMATHMYECKUM MCKAXEHUSM, KOPPEIUPYIOUIMM C BHEUIHETIOJUTHYECKAM OTHOLIEHUEM
CIIIA x oneHuBaeMbIM TocynapcTBaM. Jlanee mpemiaraeTcs YTOUHEHHAA (HOpMYIa U3MEPEHUST «IeMO-
KpaTMYHOCTU» Ha ocHoBe MHaekca [loautu (Polity), a Takxe ycoBeplIeHCTBOBaHHBII CIOCOO ammpok-
cumanmn 6mmsoct rocymapcetB K CIHIA (u, coorBeTcTBeHHO, mpemmosiaraeMoro otHommeHus CILIA
K HMM) Ha 6a3e TaHHBIX 0 TpaHcdepTax BoopyxXeHuil u ronocoBaHusix B ['eHepanbHoil Accambiee OOH.
B crarbe aT1 MOKazaTe M UCMONb3YIOTCS ISl U3MepeHust 3 hekTa aMepuKaHCKOTO OTHOLIEHUS K CTpa-
HE Ha OLIEHKY e€ THIa pexuMa. B crarbe nenaercs BbIBOM, YTO OTHOILIEHME OKa3biBaeT 3¢ deKT, paBHbII
nosioBuHe 3(dekra oT peanbHOro Tuna pexuma. M atu ahdextsl mout ypaBHUBAIOTCS B MOCTEAHNE
rozibl. ickakeHue B OTAEIbHBIX CITyYasix I0CTATOYHO [UISl TOTO, YTOOBI MepeKBATMOUIIMPOBATH PEXUM OT
NEMOKPaTUN K aBTOPUTAPU3MY U Hao00poT. [TomydeHHbIe pe3yabTaThl CTABAT MO COMHEHUE BaTMI-
HocTh uHaekca @pumom Xayc*, a Takxke npo0IeMaTU3UPYIOT POJIb MOJUTUYECKON HAyKM B YHUBEpCa-
JIMCTCKUX TOCYIApCTBAaX KaK UCTOYHMKA HE TOJIbKO 3HAHUSI, HO U JIETUTUMALIMKM U MOTHBAIIMU BHEIIHE-
MOJIUTAYECKOTO TTIOBEICHHUSI.

Knro4veBblie cnoBa:

CIIIA; otHoweHue; Freedom House*; Polity; monuTuueckuii pexxum; 1eMOKpATHUsl; UCKaXEHUE; OTHO-
IICHUS TOCYIapCTB; IIocTaBKU opyxus; [eHepanpHas accambies OOH

* MNpuaHaHa B Poccumn HexxenaTesibHOW opraHu3alverl B COOTBETCTBUM C pacriopsbkeHveM MuHiocTa

N2 619-p ot 21.05.2024 n peweHnem leHepansHoi npokypaTypsl o1 06.05.2024.



