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Abstract

Institutional legitimacy in high-friction governance environments depends on struc-
tural alignment between declared mandate and operational action, consistency across
actor evaluations, and resilience against narrative compression. While these compo-
nents are often studied independently, institutional stability emerges from their inter-
action. This paper synthesizes the Intent Integrity Index, the Symmetry Coefficient,
and the Narrative Compression Divergence model into a unified resilience architecture.
A composite Institutional Stability Function is introduced to model dynamic equilib-
rium conditions under political friction. The framework provides a neutral, structural
diagnostic model suitable for governance reform discussions and institutional design

evaluation.
1 Introduction

Governance institutions operate within three simultaneous pressures:

o Mandate alignment pressure
» Cross-actor consistency pressure

o Narrative compression pressure



Failure in any single dimension may erode legitimacy (Suchman, 1995; Weber, 1978). Failure
across multiple dimensions produces structural instability (Giddens, 1990; North, 1990).
This paper unifies the structural diagnostics introduced in prior papers into a single resilience
architecture grounded in institutional theory, systems theory, and governance stability lit-
erature (Easton, 1965; Luhmann, 1995).

2 Full System Architecture

We formalize the institutional system:
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Where:

» I(t) = Declared mandate

e Dp = Friction distortion operator

o (' = Institutional capacity

o A;(t) = Actor-indexed action vector

o C (second instance) = Narrative compression operator
e S(t) = Public perception state

e M(t) = Institutional memory

Institutional stability requires coherence across each transformation stage.

3 Structural Components

3.1 Intent Integrity
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Mandate alignment must remain above structural tolerance thresholds (Meyer & Rowan,

1977).
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3.2 Symmetry Coefficient
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Cross-actor structural parity must remain within defensible variance bounds ([Tyler, 2006;
Beetham, 1991).

3.3 Compression Divergence
Ac(t) = [JA(t) = CH(S@))]] (4)

Narrative distortion must remain below destabilizing thresholds (Entman, [1993; Shannon,
1948).

4 Composite Institutional Stability Function

We define institutional equilibrium as:

U(t) = BilIL(t) + BaSCij — B3Ac (1) (5)

Where:

o 31, B9, B3 are weighting coefficients

« Overbars represent actor-averaged measures
Interpretation:

o High W(¢) — resilient institutional equilibrium
o Moderate ¥(t) — strain but recoverable

o Low ¥(t) — structural instability

The function models systemic equilibrium without encoding political outcome.

5 Stability Phase Conditions

Three institutional phases emerge:



Phase I: Stable Equilibrium

IIT; > 0.8, SC;>0.75 Ac<e (6)

Phase II: Friction-Strained

0.6 <I111;<0.8, 0.6<S5C;<0.75 (7)

Phase I1I: Destabilizing
ITT; <06 or SC;<0.6 or Ac>e (8)

This phase modeling provides governance diagnostics without normative judgment (Pierson,
2004).

6 Time-Dependent Resilience

Institutional stability evolves dynamically:
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Long-term equilibrium requires:
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Legitimacy memory evolves as:
dM
S = (S(0) — S) M) (1)

Declining v indicates reduced recovery capacity (Carpenter, 2010).

7 Governance Reform Applications
This unified architecture enables:

o Institutional self-audit
o Monitoring mandate drift

o Detecting asymmetry escalation



o Modeling reputational decay risk
o Designing transparency interventions

e Preempting politicization narratives

The framework diagnoses structural resilience without prescribing policy positions.

8 Theoretical Contribution

The Intent-Based Institutional Resilience Architecture contributes:

A unified structural legitimacy model

Operator-based distortion modeling

Actor-indexed symmetry diagnostics

Probabilistic legitimacy decay modeling

Composite equilibrium modeling

It extends institutional and governance theory by integrating mandate fidelity, cross-actor
consistency, and narrative distortion within a formalized dynamic system (Luhmann, 1995;
Scott], 2014).

9 Conclusion

Institutional stability in politically sensitive environments depends on maintaining equilib-
rium across mandate alignment, cross-actor symmetry, and narrative compression dynamics.
Fragmented assessment obscures systemic risk. By unifying these elements into a resilience
architecture, this framework offers governance institutions a structured method for preserv-

ing legal-rational legitimacy under persistent friction.

Resilience is not rhetorical.

It is structural.
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