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How to Use This Diagnostic

This diagnostic is intended as a structural assessment tool, not an evaluative judgment of
specific organisations or actors. It can be applied ex ante (during system design) or ex post (to
explain persistent underperformance) by examining whether authority structures governing
commitment are aligned with the time horizons and risk characteristics of the mission. The
diagnostic is particularly relevant where outcomes are time-sensitive and where conventional
explanations—such as funding gaps, incentive misalignment, or cultural resistance—have
proven insufficient.

1. Diagnostic Scope

This note applies Regenerative Cycle Architecture (RCA), extended to include Authority
Cycles, to a broad class of complex innovation systems characterised by:

e multi-stakeholder governance,

e public or quasi-public capital,

e formal risk and compliance regimes,

e and missions whose viability is constrained by time-dependent execution windows.

The analysis is architectural and general.
It does not rely on sector-, organisation-, or actor-specific assumptions.

2. The Core Paradox

Across many such systems, a recurring paradox is observed:

Capital is available and often protected, yet mission outcomes repeatedly fail
to materialise within viable timeframes.

This pattern persists despite competence, intent, and procedural sophistication.

3. Recurrent Symptoms

Affected systems exhibit a common symptom cluster:



commitment decisions extend far beyond mission-critical windows,

proposals circulate through multiple review and escalation bodies without closure,
authority is fragmented across legal, risk, investment, and executive layers,
fast-cycle missions are governed using slow-cycle authority regimes,

no single actor bears responsibility for non-execution.

These symptoms recur even when capital, talent, and mandate alignment are present.

4. Structural Diagnosis: Authority—Mission Misalignment
Let:

e M denote the mission cycle, including critical viability windows,
e K denote the capital cycle, and
e A denote the authority cycle governing commitment.

Failure emerges when authority is misaligned with mission, such that:

critical

T >»>T,
and where the authority topology ¢A contains veto points without time-bounded closure or

outcome accountability.

Under these conditions, alignment of capital to mission (A(K—M)) is necessary but insufficient
to produce execution.

5. Subclass | — Risk Asymmetry Reinforcement

Authority—mission misalignment is stabilised by asymmetric risk allocation.
In affected systems:

e the cost of delay is borne by the mission (opportunity loss, viability decay),
e the cost of decision is borne by individual authority holders,
e the cost of non-decision is borne by no one.

This produces a stable equilibrium in which:

e blocking is locally safe,
e commitment is personally risky,
e and execution pressure concentrates on actors without authority.

Risk asymmetry explains why authority looping persists even when mission failure is widely
recognised.



6. Subclass Il — Authority vs. Governance Confusion

A common misdiagnosis conflates authority with governance.

e Governance concerns legitimacy, oversight, and rule compliance.
e Authority concerns the right to commit resources within a defined time horizon.

In misaligned systems, governance mechanisms proliferate while executable authority is diluted
or deferred. This produces procedural completeness without execution capacity.

The diagnosis here does not oppose governance.
It identifies failure modes where governance structures override authority without providing a
time-bounded substitute.

7. Subclass Ill — Mission-Class Compression

Many complex institutions contain multiple mission classes operating simultaneously,
including:

e slow-cycle, high-irreversibility missions, and
e fast-cycle, time-sensitive missions.

Failure arises when a single authority regime—typically optimised for the slowest mission
class—is applied uniformly.

Under such compression:

slow-cycle missions survive and appear well-governed,

fast-cycle missions are silently culled through delay,

and the institution concludes that execution failure reflects mission difficulty rather than
architectural mismatch.

Mission-class compression explains selective underperformance within otherwise functional
institutions.

8. Authority Looping as a Dominant Failure Mode

The above conditions jointly produce authority looping.

Authority looping occurs when proposals circulate repeatedly through review, feedback, and
escalation pathways without reaching a terminal, binding decision.

Formally:

Elq)A such that ¢A contains cycles without closure



Systems exhibiting authority looping are structurally incapable of timely execution,
independent of intent, expertise, or capital availability.

9. Predictable Outcomes

Where authority—mission misalignment persists, the following outcomes are predictable rather
than contingent:

loss of time-sensitive opportunities,

attrition of execution-oriented actors,

substitution of procedural activity for realised outcomes,
chronic underperformance relative to mandate.

Incremental reforms targeting culture, incentives, or funding do not resolve these outcomes.

10. Diagnostic Conclusion

Complex innovation systems fail when authority cycles are misaligned with
mission cycles, even in the presence of aligned or protected capital.

This failure mode is reinforced by asymmetric risk exposure, governance—authority substitution,
and mission-class compression.

Resolution requires architectural realignment of authority, not additional resourcing alone.

11. Positioning Note

This diagnostic is general and non-attributive.
It applies to any system in which execution is time-sensitive and authority is fragmented or
unaccountable.

Recognition of the pattern in specific contexts indicates architectural similarity, not fault.



