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Abstract

Institutions operating under formal mandates encounter persistent political, informa-
tional, and structural constraints that distort the relationship between declared pur-
pose and operational execution. Such distortion presents measurable risk to institu-
tional legitimacy, particularly in high-friction governance environments. This paper
introduces a structural framework for evaluating alignment between declared mandate
and operational action through formal modeling of intent vectors, friction distortion
operators, institutional capacity constraints, and time-dependent integrity dynamics.
The resulting Intent Integrity Index (III) provides a non-partisan diagnostic instrument
for assessing structural alignment under political pressure. The model contributes to
governance reform discourse by offering a measurable framework for monitoring man-

date drift without reliance on ideological or outcome-based evaluation.

1 Introduction

Mandate-constrained governance bodies derive legitimacy from procedural fidelity to de-
clared scope (Weber, 1978; Easton, 1965). In legal-rational systems, legitimacy is sustained
through rule-bound execution and predictable normative consistency (Habermas, 1975).
However, institutions rarely operate in frictionless environments. Political pressure, funding
dependencies, restricted access to information, media amplification, and bureaucratic inertia

introduce distortion vectors that complicate mandate execution (Pierson, 2004; North, 1990).

Institutional theory suggests that legitimacy depends on alignment between formal struc-
ture and enacted practice (Meyer & Rowan, [1977; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). The relevant

analytical question is not whether distortion occurs—distortion is inevitable—but whether



distortion remains within structurally tolerable bounds. Legitimacy depends on measurable

alignment between declared mandate and operational output.

This paper formalizes that alignment.

2 System Architecture
We model governance as a time-dependent system:
I(t) = Dp(I(t)) — A(t) — C(A(t)) — S(t) — M(t)
Where:

» I(t) = Declared mandate (intent vector)
e Dp = Friction distortion operator

« A(t) = Operational action

o (' = Narrative compression operator

« S(t) = System outcome

e M(t) = Institutional memory

This paper focuses on the relationship between I(t) and A(t).

3 Declared Intent as Normative Vector
Let:
I(t) e R"
Each dimension represents a codified mandate component:

Jurisdictional scope

Evidentiary standard

Impartiality requirement

Proportionality requirement



» Reporting obligation

Clarity in these dimensions reduces interpretive variance (Putnam, [1993).

4 Friction as Distortion Operator

Rather than treating friction as simple subtraction, we formalize it as an operator:

I'(t) = Dp(I(1)) (3)
Where:

Dp:R" —- R" (4)
In linear approximation:

I'(t) = Wgl(t) (5)

Where Wr is a friction weighting matrix.

Off-diagonal elements represent cross-dimensional distortion.

Diagonal elements represent scaling suppression or amplification.

This captures selective distortion of mandate components under political pressure

(Luhmann, [1995).

5 Institutional Capacity Constraint

Operational action depends not only on distorted intent but institutional capacity:

A(t) =T(I'(t),0) (6)
Where:

C eRrR” (7)

represents institutional capacity vector (staffing, funding, access, analytical
infrastructure).

This distinction aligns with capacity-based governance analysis
(Evans, [1995; Ostrom, 1990).



6 Intent Integrity Index (Dynamic)

We define time-dependent structural alignment:

@) =A@

HI® =1 =7

Interpretation:

I11(t) =1 — perfect alignment

0.7 < I1I(t) <1 — tolerable distortion

I11(t) < 0.7 — emerging mandate drift

I11(t) < 0.5 — structural misalignment

This metric does not evaluate moral outcomes.

It measures deviation from declared mandate.

7 Drift Dynamics

Mandate drift may occur gradually:

dA
% = ¢(I(t)7 F(t)v O) (9)

Sustained deviation produces structural shift:

tim | 7(6) — A@)] 1 (10)

Monitoring I11(t) over time provides early detection of institutional drift
(Mahoney], 2000).

8 Governance Reform Implications

The Intent Integrity framework enables institutions to:

o Monitor mandate fidelity
e Detect friction-induced distortion

o Distinguish incapacity from deviation



o Preserve legal-rational legitimacy

o Preempt politicization narratives

The framework is agnostic to policy outcome and ideology.

It evaluates structural coherence.

9 Conclusion

Mandate-constrained governance operates under persistent friction. Legitimacy depends
not on rhetorical neutrality but measurable alignment between declared intent and opera-
tional action. By formalizing friction distortion, capacity constraint, and time-dependent
alignment, the Intent Integrity Index provides a structured diagnostic tool for institutional

stability under pressure.

Intent integrity is structural, not ideological.
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