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Abstract 
 

Governance institutions are commonly evaluated through policy outcomes, 

administrative efficiency, service delivery, fiscal performance and other externally visible 

results. These measures remain essential, but they provide only indirect evidence 

concerning the cognitive processes through which institutions perceive changing 

environments, integrate knowledge, interpret uncertainty, coordinate specialised actors, 

preserve memory, learn from consequences and adapt over time. Strong outcomes can 

emerge from weak cognitive processes under favourable conditions, while robust 

institutional reasoning can produce disappointing results when environments change 

unpredictably. Institutional cognitive performance therefore requires an analytical layer 

positioned between structural capability and final governance outcomes. 

This Working Paper develops the Governance Cognitive Performance 

Indicator Framework (GCPIF) as a methodological architecture for translating 

theoretical properties of Institutional Cognition into empirical observables, candidate 

indicators and progressively validated measurement structures. Building upon ICCA, 

ICAM, CPDF, PGNM and HAICA, the framework distinguishes Cognitive Capability, 

realised Cognitive Performance and Cognitive Outcomes, while preserving the 

broader concept of Institutional Intelligence as a theoretically distinct emergent capacity. 

GCPIF consequently does not attempt to measure institutional intelligence directly, but 

to identify observable manifestations of the cognitive architectures through which 

institutional reasoning becomes possible. 

A central contribution of the framework is the distinction between theoretical 

constructs, empirical observables, proxy indicators and validated measures. Cognitive 

Observability describes whether evidence concerning a cognitive property can be 

identified empirically, while Cognitive Measurability requires a sufficiently defined and 

repeatable measurement procedure. These relationships are organised through 

Measurement Maturity, a progressive structure ranging from theoretically defined 

properties to validated comparative indicators. Measurement Maturity allows 

scientifically important constructs to remain qualitative or structurally observable until 

stronger operationalisation becomes empirically justified, preventing quantitative 

convenience from becoming a substitute for conceptual validity. 

GCPIF further establishes construct validity, measurement reliability, contextual 

validity and comparative validity as distinct requirements of cognitive measurement, 

while recognising that indicators themselves can modify the institutional systems they 

observe. Measurement Reactivity describes the broader behavioural effects generated 

by measurement, while Indicator Substitution captures the more specific condition in 

which institutions begin optimising the measurable proxy rather than the underlying 

cognitive property. Measurement Governance therefore becomes part of the framework, 

requiring indicators to remain reviewable, revisable and removable when their evidential 

relationship with the intended construct deteriorates. 

The framework identifies a multidimensional architecture of Governance 

Cognitive Performance encompassing sensing, knowledge integration, interpretation, 

institutional memory, coordination, feedback, learning and adaptation, cognitive diversity, 

resilience and metacognition. These dimensions are observed through Structural, 

Process, Cognitive Outcome and Adaptive Indicator families and are represented 
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through Indicator Portfolios, Cognitive Performance Baselines and Institutional 

Cognitive Performance Profiles (ICPPs). GCPIF deliberately rejects premature 

aggregation into a universal Governance Intelligence Score, arguing that cognitive 

performance is better represented as an evolving profile whose meaning remains 

dependent upon institutional mandate, environmental requirements and architectural fit. 

By connecting measurement with institutional feedback, longitudinal analysis, 

simulation and applied pilot programmes, GCPIF establishes an empirical bridge 

between the theoretical architectures of Institutional Cognition and their progressive 

scientific validation. Its central proposition is that the purpose of governance cognitive 

measurement is not to reduce institutional intelligence to a numerical score, but 

to make the strengths, limitations and adaptive dynamics of institutional cognitive 

architectures progressively observable, testable and comparable while keeping 

the strength of measurement claims proportional to the evidence supporting them. 

. 

David González 

Director 

IDHUS Institute 

. 
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1. Introduction — From 

Governance Performance to 

Cognitive Performance 
 

Governance institutions have long been evaluated through the consequences 

they produce. Administrative efficiency, fiscal discipline, regulatory effectiveness, service 

quality, policy outcomes and public satisfaction provide important evidence concerning 

whether institutions are fulfilling their responsibilities, and the expansion of performance 

measurement has substantially increased the capacity of governments to examine how 

resources are converted into public value. Yet outcome-oriented evaluation leaves an 

important dimension only partially visible. Institutions do not merely produce services, 

regulations or policies; they also perceive changing environments, preserve and 

integrate knowledge, interpret evidence, coordinate specialised actors, reason under 

uncertainty, learn from consequences and adapt their internal architectures over time. 

These cognitive processes influence governance performance but cannot be inferred 

reliably from outcomes alone. 

The distinction becomes particularly important under conditions of complexity and 

uncertainty. An institution may reach an apparently successful outcome through a weak 

cognitive process because external conditions happened to be favourable, just as a 

robust analytical and deliberative process may produce an intervention whose 

consequences become disappointing because the environment changed in ways that 

could not reasonably have been anticipated. Judging the quality of institutional cognition 

exclusively from outcomes would therefore confuse the performance of the cognitive 

system with the behaviour of the world upon which it acts. 

Conversely, evaluating cognition solely through the presence of sophisticated 

organisational structures would create a different problem. An institution may possess 

extensive analytical departments, advanced information systems, formal evaluation 

mechanisms and highly qualified personnel while remaining unable to integrate 

knowledge effectively across organisational boundaries. The existence of cognitive 

infrastructure demonstrates potential capacity but does not establish that this capacity 

becomes operational when relevant problems arise. Institutional cognition must 

therefore be examined somewhere between structural capability and final 

governance outcome. 

The Governance Cognitive Performance Indicator Framework (GCPIF) is 

developed in this Working Paper to address this analytical space. Its purpose is to 

establish a systematic approach through which theoretically significant properties of 

Institutional Cognition can become progressively observable, assessable and, where 

methodological evidence permits, measurable. The framework does not begin from the 

assumption that every cognitive property should become a numerical indicator, nor does 

it seek to construct a universal score of institutional intelligence. It begins instead from a 

more cautious question: what evidence would allow researchers to determine whether a 

cognitive architecture is functioning as the theory suggests? 

This shift changes the role of measurement within the wider Institutional Cognition 

programme. ICCA established the conceptual architecture of the field; ICAM made 
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institutional cognitive architecture explicit; CPDF showed how computational capability 

can participate within policy reasoning; PGNM extended cognition across governance 

networks; and HAICA developed the architecture of hybrid human–artificial cognition. 

GCPIF now asks how the properties identified across these models can become 

empirically visible without allowing the convenience of measurement to redefine the 

phenomena being studied. 

The central methodological principle is therefore one of progressive 

operationalisation. Concepts should move from theoretical definition towards 

observation, structured assessment and quantitative measurement only when each 

transition can be justified empirically. The objective of governance cognitive 

measurement is not to reduce institutional intelligence to a score, but to make the 

strengths, limitations and adaptive dynamics of institutional cognitive 

architectures progressively observable. 

 

2. The Limits of Outcome-Based 

Governance Evaluation 
 

Outcome measurement remains indispensable because institutions ultimately 

exist to influence conditions beyond themselves. Health systems should improve health, 

regulators should contribute to safe and functioning markets, environmental institutions 

should protect ecological systems and public administrations should deliver services 

effectively. Institutional Cognition cannot become an excuse for evaluating organisations 

entirely through internal processes while ignoring whether those processes generate 

meaningful public consequences. 

Yet outcomes are produced through relationships among institutional action, 

environmental conditions, other actors and events whose behaviour remains partly 

outside institutional control. A government may implement a well-reasoned economic 

policy shortly before an external geopolitical shock alters the conditions upon which that 

policy was based. A public-health institution may act on the best available evidence while 

encountering a pathogen whose characteristics differ from earlier expectations. 

Conversely, favourable economic or environmental conditions may conceal serious 

weaknesses in institutional sensing or learning for long periods. 

The relationship between outcome and cognition is therefore probabilistic rather 

than deterministic. Strong cognitive architecture should, over sufficiently broad 

conditions, improve an institution's capacity to recognise problems, interpret evidence 

and adapt appropriately, but it cannot guarantee successful outcomes in every case. 

Evaluation systems that treat outcome as a direct proxy for cognition risk rewarding 

fortunate institutions and penalising reasonable decision-making under difficult 

conditions. 

Outcome metrics also tend to become visible only after important cognitive 

processes have already occurred. By the time policy failure becomes measurable, 

sensing may have failed years earlier, relevant knowledge may have remained 

disconnected from decision-making or institutional feedback may have repeatedly been 
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ignored. Outcome indicators are often lagging manifestations of architectural 

conditions that could potentially have been observed sooner. 

The inverse problem occurs when outcomes appear satisfactory. Stable 

performance can create confidence in institutional architecture even when emerging 

weaknesses remain latent. Information systems may be becoming obsolete, professional 

expertise may be declining or feedback cycles may be lengthening without immediately 

affecting visible results. Institutions can therefore remain outcome-successful while 

becoming cognitively vulnerable. 

GCPIF consequently treats governance outcomes as one evidential layer rather 

than the complete object of measurement. Outcomes matter because they provide 

information concerning the interaction between institutional cognition and the governed 

environment, but the framework seeks additional observables located within the 

processes through which those outcomes became possible. 

A theory of cognitive performance must therefore distinguish between what 

an institution achieves and how effectively it generates, integrates and revises the 

knowledge through which action is organised. This distinction allows outcomes to 

remain important without turning them into an indirect and potentially misleading 

measure of institutional intelligence. 

 

3. Cognitive Capability, Cognitive 

Performance and Cognitive 

Outcome 
 

The development of valid indicators requires conceptual separation among 

properties that are often treated interchangeably. GCPIF therefore distinguishes 

Cognitive Capability, Cognitive Performance and Cognitive Outcome as three 

related but analytically different levels of institutional cognition. 

Cognitive Capability refers to the resources, structures and relationships through 

which an institution could perform a cognitive function under appropriate conditions. A 

statistical monitoring system provides perceptual capability; an institutional archive 

contributes memory capability; an analytical department provides reasoning capability; 

and a formal evaluation process creates potential feedback capability. These structures 

establish what the architecture is positioned to do, but their existence does not establish 

how effectively they operate. 

Cognitive Performance concerns the realised functioning of those capabilities 

within observed institutional processes. A monitoring system demonstrates performance 

when relevant signals are detected with sufficient coverage and timeliness. Institutional 

memory demonstrates performance when prior knowledge can actually be retrieved and 

connected to contemporary reasoning. An evaluation mechanism performs cognitively 

when feedback reaches actors capable of altering assumptions or behaviour rather than 

merely producing reports. 
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Cognitive Outcome refers to the immediate epistemic or adaptive result 

generated through these processes. Detection of an emerging risk, construction of a 

more accurate problem representation, identification of an analytical error, successful 

integration of competing evidence or revision of an institutional model can each 

constitute cognitive outcomes. These remain distinct from broader policy or governance 

outcomes, which concern changes in the external environment. 

The three levels can diverge. An institution may possess substantial capability 

that remains dormant because an activated configuration fails to mobilise it. It may 

perform a cognitive process efficiently while producing an incorrect conclusion because 

the available evidence was misleading. It may occasionally generate a strong cognitive 

outcome through improvised expertise despite lacking durable capability to reproduce 

that performance. 

This distinction has important measurement implications. Structural indicators 

can provide evidence concerning capability, process indicators concerning realised 

performance and cognitive-outcome indicators concerning the epistemic products of 

those processes. Treating them as interchangeable would obscure where strengths or 

failures actually originate. 

GCPIF therefore evaluates institutional cognition through a layered 

relationship: capability describes the architecture available, performance 

describes how that architecture functions, and cognitive outcome describes what 

that functioning produces. Broader governance outcomes can then be examined as a 

subsequent layer influenced by cognition but not reducible to it. 

 

4. Institutional Cognitive 

Performance as an Analytical 

Object 
 

The distinction among capability, performance and outcome makes it possible to 

define more precisely the object that GCPIF seeks to observe. Governance Cognitive 

Performance can be understood as the realised capacity of an institutional cognitive 

architecture to perform governance-relevant cognitive functions appropriately under the 

conditions in which it operates. 

The term appropriately is important because cognitive performance cannot be 

evaluated meaningfully through maximisation alone. Faster sensing is not always better 

if speed reduces reliability. Greater connectivity can improve knowledge integration while 

creating overload. More frequent policy revision can demonstrate learning or instability. 

Increased cognitive diversity can reveal alternative interpretations while making 

coordination more demanding. Performance therefore emerges through relationships 

among functions and environmental requirements rather than through the maximum 

value of isolated properties. 
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This means that the same observable pattern can carry different significance 

across institutional contexts. Rapid decision-making may represent high performance 

during an emergency and inadequate deliberation during constitutional reform. Extensive 

redundancy may be essential within critical infrastructure governance while imposing 

unnecessary costs within routine administration. Centralised knowledge integration may 

improve coherence in one environment while producing bottlenecks in another. 

GCPIF must consequently inherit the concept of architectural fit from ICAM. 

Cognitive performance is partly relational: an architecture performs well when its 

cognitive characteristics correspond sufficiently to the informational, temporal, epistemic 

and institutional demands of the problem environment. Measurement systems that 

ignore this relationship risk turning contextual design choices into universal rankings. 

Performance also changes over time. An architecture that once matched its 

environment can become progressively misaligned as technological systems, 

governance problems or organisational responsibilities evolve. Longitudinal observation 

therefore becomes as important as cross-sectional measurement. Declining feedback 

speed, increasing epistemic dependency or reduced representational diversity may 

reveal changing cognitive performance before visible policy outcomes deteriorate. 

Governance Cognitive Performance should therefore be understood as neither a 

fixed institutional trait nor a synonymous expression for intelligence. Institutional 

intelligence describes a broader emergent capacity; cognitive performance describes 

observable manifestations of how that capacity operates under particular 

conditions. 

This distinction preserves scientific caution. GCPIF does not claim to measure 

intelligence directly. It seeks to identify properties and processes that Institutional 

Cognition theory predicts should contribute to more capable institutional reasoning and 

to examine empirically whether those relationships hold. 

Within GCPIF, performance refers to the functioning of cognitive properties 

relative to institutional requirements; it should not be interpreted as an unconditional 

normative judgement concerning overall institutional quality. 

 

5. From Theoretical Constructs to 

Empirical Observables 
 

Every measurement framework confronts a translation problem. Theoretical 

concepts such as institutional learning, cognitive resilience or epistemic diversity 

possess meaning within a scientific model, but they cannot be measured directly merely 

because they have been defined precisely. Researchers must identify empirical 

phenomena whose behaviour provides credible evidence concerning those constructs. 

GCPIF distinguishes therefore between a theoretical construct and an 

empirical observable. The construct belongs to the conceptual architecture; the 

observable is something that can be identified within institutional reality through 

documents, behaviour, records, interviews, process traces, network relationships or 
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other forms of evidence. The relationship between them must be argued rather than 

assumed. 

Institutional learning provides a useful example. The construct refers to 

processes through which evidence modifies institutional knowledge, interpretation, 

procedures or behaviour. A researcher cannot observe learning as an abstract property 

directly. What can be observed are phenomena such as documented changes in 

assumptions following evaluation, revisions to procedures after implementation failure or 

explicit incorporation of new evidence into later decisions. These observables provide 

evidence of learning without being identical to the construct itself. 

The same problem appears in cognitive diversity. Counting the number of 

departments or disciplines represented in a committee produces an observable quantity, 

but structural heterogeneity does not necessarily indicate epistemic diversity. Several 

professional communities may share the same assumptions, while a small group may 

contain genuinely divergent models of a problem. The observable must therefore retain 

a defensible relationship with the theoretical property. 

This requirement creates an important methodological discipline. GCPIF should 

not begin by identifying convenient administrative data and attaching theoretical labels 

to them. It should begin with the construct, identify the institutional mechanisms through 

which that construct should become visible and only then determine which observations 

might represent those mechanisms. 

Several observables may be necessary for a single construct. Cognitive 

resilience, for example, may require evidence concerning alternative pathways, recovery 

behaviour, functional redundancy and performance under disruption. No single variable 

need capture the entire property. Triangulation can often provide stronger evidence than 

premature reduction to one metric. 

Operationalisation within GCPIF therefore proceeds from theory towards 

evidence rather than from available data towards theory. This direction is essential 

if the measurement programme is to test Institutional Cognition rather than merely 

redescribe whatever institutions already happen to record. 

 

6. Cognitive Observability and 

Cognitive Measurability 
 

Once empirical observables have been identified, another distinction becomes 

necessary. A property can be observable without being meaningfully measurable in 

quantitative terms. Institutional researchers may be able to determine systematically 

whether deliberative disagreement is preserved, whether feedback reaches policy 

redesign or whether model assumptions remain contestable without possessing a 

scientifically justified numerical scale for those properties. 

GCPIF therefore distinguishes Cognitive Observability from Cognitive 

Measurability. Cognitive Observability refers to the extent to which evidence concerning 

a cognitive property can be identified and examined empirically. Cognitive Measurability 
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refers to the stronger condition in which that property can be represented through a 

sufficiently defined measurement procedure whose values possess interpretable and 

repeatable meaning. 

This distinction protects the framework against premature quantification. 

Qualitative evidence can be highly systematic and scientifically valuable. Structured 

process tracing, comparative case analysis, documented decision pathways and expert-

coded institutional observations can reveal cognitive architecture even when assigning 

a numerical score would introduce more apparent precision than genuine knowledge. 

Conversely, numerical availability does not establish measurability of the 

theoretical construct. The number of reports produced by an evaluation unit can be 

counted precisely, but such precision says little about institutional learning unless reports 

demonstrably influence subsequent cognition. Administrative data may therefore 

possess high quantitative reliability while exhibiting weak construct validity. 

Measurement also implies assumptions concerning scale. To say that one 

institution possesses "twice as much" cognitive integration as another would require a 

measurement structure very different from an ordinal judgement that integration is 

stronger or weaker. GCPIF should therefore remain explicit about whether indicators are 

nominal, ordinal, interval-like or genuinely quantitative rather than treating all numerical 

outputs as equivalent. 

Some constructs may remain primarily qualitative for considerable periods. This 

should not be treated as a methodological failure. Scientific maturity consists partly in 

recognising when the evidence does not yet justify stronger measurement claims. 

The progression from observability to measurability must therefore be 

earned empirically. GCPIF values systematic observation as a scientific achievement 

in itself rather than treating quantitative indicators as the inevitable endpoint of every 

theoretical concept. 

 

7. Measurement Maturity 
 

The distinction between observability and measurability suggests that cognitive 

indicators should not be treated as either fully available or entirely absent. 

Operationalisation can develop progressively as theoretical clarity, empirical evidence 

and methodological reliability accumulate. GCPIF captures this process through the 

concept of Measurement Maturity. 

At the earliest stage, a cognitive property may exist primarily as a theoretical 

construct whose institutional manifestations remain uncertain. Researchers can propose 

mechanisms through which the property should become visible, but the evidence 

required to identify it reliably has not yet been established. Such properties should 

remain part of the research agenda without being represented prematurely through 

indicators. 

A more mature construct becomes qualitatively observable when recurring 

institutional evidence allows researchers to identify its presence, absence or variation 

across cases. At this stage, methodological protocols can begin defining what counts as 
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evidence and how different observers should interpret it. The construct may still resist 

quantitative representation while supporting structured empirical analysis. 

Further maturity emerges when observables can be organised into repeatable 

assessment procedures. Institutions might be classified through defined criteria, ordinal 

levels or structured profiles whose interpretation remains stable enough to support 

longitudinal observation. Only after such procedures demonstrate adequate reliability 

and construct validity should they be treated as candidate indicators suitable for wider 

testing. 

Validated indicators require additional evidence. They must demonstrate that the 

measurement procedure behaves consistently, represents the intended cognitive 

property and remains meaningful under the conditions in which it is used. Comparative 

indicators demand an even stronger standard because values must retain interpretable 

meaning across institutions whose mandates, scales and environments differ. 

GCPIF can therefore represent Measurement Maturity through a provisional 

progression: 

Level 0 — Conceptual Property: the construct is theoretically defined but lacks 

reliable empirical observables. 

Level 1 — Qualitative Observable: the property can be identified empirically 

through defined forms of evidence. 

Level 2 — Structured Observable: systematic criteria allow repeatable 

assessment of the property. 

Level 3 — Candidate Indicator: a defined measurement procedure can 

generate repeatable values suitable for empirical testing. 

Level 4 — Validated Indicator: accumulated evidence supports adequate 

reliability and construct validity within specified contexts. 

Level 5 — Comparative Indicator: the indicator has demonstrated sufficient 

contextual and comparative validity to support meaningful comparison across 

appropriately matched institutional settings. 

Measurement Maturity evaluates the evidential maturity of a construct's 

operationalisation rather than the theoretical importance of the construct itself; a Level 1 

property may therefore remain scientifically central even when current evidence does not 

justify quantitative measurement. 

These levels should not be interpreted as an obligation for every cognitive 

property to progress towards Level 5. Some constructs may remain scientifically useful 

as structured qualitative observables, while others may eventually support robust 

quantitative measurement. Movement can also be reversible if later evidence reveals 

that an indicator performs poorly outside the conditions in which it was developed. 

Measurement Maturity therefore provides GCPIF with a mechanism for 

preserving theoretical ambition without overstating empirical certainty. It allows 

Institutional Cognition to become progressively measurable while keeping the strength 

of measurement claims proportional to the evidence supporting them. 
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8. Construct Validity and the 

Problem of Measuring What 

Matters 
 

The transition from theoretical constructs to indicators depends first upon validity. 

An indicator can be measured consistently, reported precisely and compared across time 

while remaining conceptually weak if it does not actually represent the cognitive property 

it is intended to capture. GCPIF therefore treats construct validity as the primary 

condition of governance cognitive measurement. 

Construct validity concerns the relationship between the theoretical concept and 

the empirical procedure used to represent it. If Institutional Learning is defined as the 

capacity through which evidence modifies institutional knowledge, interpretation or 

behaviour, then an indicator based solely upon the number of evaluations produced 

would possess limited validity unless those evaluations demonstrably enter subsequent 

cognition. Likewise, counting the number of information systems used by an institution 

provides weak evidence concerning knowledge integration if those systems remain 

organisationally disconnected. 

The difficulty becomes greater because many cognitive properties are relational. 

Cognitive resilience depends not merely upon the existence of backup systems but upon 

whether alternative pathways can preserve meaningful cognition under disruption. 

Cognitive diversity depends not simply upon demographic or organisational 

heterogeneity but upon variation in representations, models and interpretative 

perspectives. Feedback performance depends not only upon the presence of evaluation 

mechanisms but upon whether consequences reach the cognitive processes capable of 

learning from them. 

Indicators can therefore become invalid through excessive simplification. A 

readily measurable variable may correlate with the intended construct under some 

conditions while failing under others. GCPIF should resist the temptation to accept 

convenience as evidence of validity. 

Validation also requires theoretical competition. If the same observable can 

plausibly represent several different institutional properties, researchers must determine 

which interpretation is better supported. High rates of policy revision, for example, may 

indicate adaptive learning, political instability or implementation failure. The observable 

acquires cognitive meaning only when connected to a defensible mechanism. 

Construct validity therefore requires more than a plausible label attached 

to institutional data. It requires evidence that the observable behaves in ways 

consistent with the theoretical cognitive property it claims to represent. 
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9. Reliability and Repeatability 
 

Validity establishes whether an indicator represents the intended construct, but 

scientific measurement also requires some degree of reliability. A measurement 

procedure that produces radically different results when applied by different researchers 

or at different moments under equivalent conditions cannot support stable interpretation. 

Within GCPIF, Measurement Reliability refers to the consistency with which an 

observable or indicator can be identified, coded or quantified when the underlying 

institutional condition remains sufficiently similar. Reliability may concern repeated 

observations over time, agreement among evaluators or consistency across data 

sources. 

Qualitative measurement is not exempt from this requirement. Structured 

institutional assessments can be reliable when coding criteria are explicit and trained 

observers reach comparable conclusions. Conversely, automated metrics can be 

unreliable when data collection procedures change or administrative records are 

incomplete. 

Reliability problems often arise because cognitive properties are context-

dependent. A researcher evaluating deliberative diversity may interpret disagreement 

differently depending upon institutional culture, while another may classify the same 

interaction as routine procedural variation. Measurement protocols must therefore define 

the relevant evidence clearly enough to reduce arbitrary interpretation without erasing 

contextual meaning. 

Temporal reliability presents a different challenge. Institutions evolve, and 

changing values may reflect genuine architectural transformation rather than 

measurement inconsistency. Longitudinal research must distinguish between instability 

in the instrument and change in the phenomenon. 

The relationship between reliability and validity must also remain explicit. An 

indicator can be highly reliable and poorly valid. Counting meetings between 

departments may generate perfectly repeatable numbers while providing little evidence 

concerning cognitive integration. GCPIF should therefore treat reliability as necessary 

but not sufficient. 

A cognitively meaningful indicator must be stable enough to interpret while 

remaining theoretically connected to the property it represents. Precision without 

validity is as problematic as validity without sufficient repeatability. 
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10. Contextual Validity and the 

Limits of Universal Comparison 
 

Institutional cognitive performance is shaped by mandate, scale, environment, 

legal structure and problem complexity. An indicator that carries useful meaning within 

one governance context may become misleading when transferred elsewhere. GCPIF 

therefore introduces Contextual Validity as a distinct measurement requirement. 

Contextual validity concerns whether an indicator preserves its theoretical 

meaning within the institutional environment in which it is applied. A rapid decision cycle 

may represent strong cognitive performance within emergency response while indicating 

insufficient deliberation within constitutional policy development. High redundancy may 

be valuable in critical infrastructure governance but inefficient in low-risk routine 

administration. 

The problem is not merely that institutions differ in size. Their cognitive 

requirements differ. A municipality does not need the same planetary sensing capacity 

as an international environmental organisation, just as a regulatory agency may require 

stronger analytical traceability than a service-delivery unit performing stable 

administrative functions. 

Universal benchmarks can therefore create distorted incentives by rewarding 

architectural properties independent of their functional relevance. Institutions may 

attempt to increase connectivity, speed or analytical volume simply because those 

properties are measured positively even when their environment requires a different 

balance. 

GCPIF should consequently connect measurement to architectural fit. Indicators 

must be interpreted relative to the informational, temporal and institutional demands 

confronting the cognitive system. This does not prevent comparison, but it changes the 

conditions under which comparison becomes meaningful. 

Contextual validity protects cognitive measurement from transforming 

institutional diversity into apparent performance deficiency simply because 

different architectures are optimised for different governance environments. 
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11. Comparative Validity and 

Contextual Benchmarking 
 

Cross-institutional comparison requires a stronger standard than contextual 

validity alone. Even when an indicator possesses meaning within several institutions, 

values may not be directly comparable if the underlying tasks or environments differ 

substantially. GCPIF describes the stronger requirement as Comparative Validity. 

Comparative validity exists when differences in indicator values can be 

interpreted meaningfully across sufficiently matched institutional contexts. This requires 

understanding not only the measurement instrument but the cognitive requirements of 

the institutions being compared. 

A feedback-latency indicator, for example, may be highly informative within a 

group of regulatory agencies performing comparable functions. The same values may 

be meaningless when comparing those agencies with long-horizon scientific institutions 

whose feedback cycles appropriately operate over years rather than weeks. 

GCPIF therefore favours Contextual Benchmarking over universal ranking. 

Institutions should be compared against relevant historical baselines, functionally similar 

organisations or explicitly defined performance requirements rather than against an 

abstract global standard of institutional intelligence. 

Benchmarking can occur longitudinally as well as cross-sectionally. An institution 

may compare its current cognitive profile with earlier periods to determine whether 

sensing coverage, feedback latency or dependency concentration is changing. Such 

comparison can remain valuable even when no external institution provides an 

appropriate reference. 

The framework should also permit benchmarking against designed requirements 

rather than existing peers. In novel governance domains, all available institutions may 

possess similar weaknesses. Peer comparison alone could therefore normalise poor 

performance. 

Comparative validity requires equivalence of meaning, not merely 

equivalence of numerical format. GCPIF should allow comparison only where 

theoretical and contextual conditions justify interpreting differences as differences in 

cognitive performance. 
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12. Cognitive Proxy Indicators 
 

Many institutional cognitive properties cannot be measured directly. Researchers 

therefore require indirect evidence: variables whose behaviour is expected to correlate 

meaningfully with an underlying construct. GCPIF describes these as Cognitive Proxy 

Indicators. 

A proxy becomes useful when a theoretical mechanism connects the observable 

to the construct. Institutional learning might be approximated through documented 

incorporation of evaluation evidence into revised procedures, while cognitive resilience 

might be partially represented through the availability of alternative analytical pathways. 

These observables do not constitute the constructs themselves but can provide evidence 

concerning their operation. 

The distinction between construct and proxy must remain visible because proxies 

are inherently partial. No single indicator is likely to represent Institutional Learning 

comprehensively. A policy revision may reflect learning, political change or external 

pressure. Multiple proxies combined with process evidence may therefore provide 

stronger inference than isolated values. 

Proxy indicators also require continuous validation. Relationships that appear 

strong in one institutional environment may weaken elsewhere. As institutions adapt, 

actors may change behaviour in response to measurement, altering the relationship 

between proxy and construct. 

The risk becomes especially pronounced when proxies enter performance-

management systems. Once staff or organisations are rewarded according to a proxy, 

they may optimise the measurable behaviour without improving the underlying cognitive 

property. 

GCPIF should therefore treat proxies as epistemic instruments rather than 

substitutes for theory. A proxy is evidence about a construct, not the construct itself, 

and its usefulness depends upon whether the causal or relational link between 

them remains empirically defensible. 

 

13. Indicator Substitution 
 

The use of proxies creates a recurrent institutional risk: measurable 

representations can gradually replace the underlying cognitive objectives they were 

designed to approximate. GCPIF describes this process as Indicator Substitution. 

Indicator Substitution occurs when an organisation begins optimising the 

observable measure rather than the cognitive property the measure was intended to 

represent. An institution attempting to demonstrate learning through the number of policy 

reviews may increase review frequency without improving how evidence changes 

institutional understanding. A foresight unit measured through scenario production may 

generate additional scenarios whose analytical quality declines. 
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The mechanism resembles familiar problems in performance measurement, but 

its cognitive consequences are particularly important. Indicators influence institutional 

attention. Once a quantity becomes visible within reporting systems, it can shape what 

organisations consider important, which activities receive resources and how staff 

interpret successful performance. 

Indicator Substitution can therefore reorganise institutional cognition around 

measurable proxies. The measurement system becomes part of the architecture it 

observes. 

This problem is difficult to eliminate entirely because any performance framework 

creates incentives. GCPIF can reduce the risk through multi-dimensional assessment, 

periodic indicator review, triangulation and the preservation of qualitative judgement 

alongside quantitative metrics. 

Indicators should also be retired or revised when behaviour begins to decouple 

from the underlying construct. Measurement maturity must therefore remain reversible. 

An indicator ceases to support cognitive performance when institutions 

become better at producing the measure than at improving the cognition the 

measure was intended to reveal. 

 

14. Measurement Reactivity 
 

Indicator Substitution can be understood as one particularly consequential 

form of Measurement Reactivity, but the broader concept also includes 

behavioural changes that occur without the indicator replacing the underlying 

institutional objective. 

Indicator Substitution represents one form of a broader phenomenon: 

Measurement Reactivity, the capacity of measurement itself to alter the cognitive 

system being observed. 

Institutions are not passive objects of measurement. Actors learn what is 

assessed, adapt procedures and allocate attention accordingly. This can improve 

performance when indicators direct attention towards neglected cognitive functions, but 

it can also distort behaviour. 

A response-time indicator may encourage faster sensing and escalation, yet 

excessive emphasis on speed may reduce verification. A diversity indicator may broaden 

participation while encouraging superficial representational variety. A model-review 

metric may increase documentation without improving substantive challenge. 

Measurement can also affect professional identity. Staff may begin 

conceptualising their work through indicator categories, causing the framework itself to 

influence how institutional cognition is represented internally. 

This reflexivity means that GCPIF cannot assume measurement is external to 

governance architecture. Indicators become cognitive artefacts within the institution. 

They shape perception, categorisation and learning. 
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Measurement Reactivity should therefore become an object of observation. 

Researchers need to examine how behaviour changes after indicators are introduced 

and whether those changes strengthen or weaken the underlying cognitive property. 

A mature cognitive performance framework must measure not only 

institutional cognition but also the institutional consequences of measuring 

cognition. 

 

15. Structural Indicators 
 

Having established the methodological risks surrounding indicators, GCPIF can 

begin distinguishing families of measures according to the aspect of cognition they 

represent. The first family concerns Structural Indicators. 

Structural Indicators describe the cognitive architecture available to an institution: 

the presence, distribution or connectivity of resources through which cognitive functions 

could operate. They may concern analytical units, information infrastructures, alternative 

pathways, formal feedback structures, institutional memory systems or cross-

organisational interfaces. 

Such indicators primarily provide evidence concerning Cognitive Capability rather 

than realised performance. The existence of an evaluation unit indicates potential 

feedback capability, while multiple independent analytical teams may indicate potential 

cognitive diversity or resilience. 

Structural indicators are often comparatively easy to observe because 

organisational architecture leaves formal traces. Yet their apparent measurability can 

create false confidence. A documented interface may exist without functioning effectively, 

and a knowledge repository may contain extensive information while remaining rarely 

used. 

Their value therefore increases when combined with process indicators capable 

of showing whether structures become activated in practice. 

Structural Indicators answer what cognitive architecture is available, not 

whether that architecture functions effectively when cognition is required. 
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16. Process Indicators 
 

Process Indicators examine how cognitive functions actually operate within 

observed institutional activity. They therefore represent the central bridge between 

structural capability and cognitive outcome. 

Examples might include the time required for relevant information to reach 

decision processes, the degree to which evidence crosses departmental boundaries, the 

frequency with which competing models are considered or the extent to which 

implementation feedback influences subsequent analysis. 

Process indicators can reveal why similar structures produce different 

performance. Two institutions may possess formal evaluation mechanisms, yet one 

integrates evaluation findings rapidly while another allows reports to remain 

disconnected from policy revision. 

Such indicators often require more demanding data collection than structural 

metrics because realised cognition can be informal or context-dependent. Process 

tracing, digital logs, document analysis and observation may therefore become 

necessary. 

Process indicators also provide opportunities for early detection. Changes in 

information latency, disagreement patterns or feedback connectivity may signal 

emerging cognitive vulnerability before governance outcomes deteriorate. 

Process Indicators reveal whether cognitive architecture becomes 

behaviourally consequential, making them especially important for distinguishing 

nominal capability from realised institutional cognition. 

 

17. Cognitive Outcome Indicators 
 

A third family concerns Cognitive Outcome Indicators, which describe the 

immediate epistemic or adaptive products generated through institutional cognitive 

processes. 

These outcomes may include successful detection of emerging risks, correction 

of inaccurate assumptions, integration of previously fragmented knowledge, 

identification of uncertainty, improvement in problem representation or evidence-

informed revision of institutional models. 

Cognitive outcomes differ from final policy outcomes. Detecting a risk accurately 

does not guarantee successful intervention, just as revising a model does not guarantee 

that subsequent policy will achieve its objectives. Nevertheless, such outcomes provide 

evidence that the cognitive architecture generated meaningful epistemic change. 

Measurement remains difficult because cognitive outcomes can be evaluated 

only relative to available evidence and subsequent knowledge. A warning initially 
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dismissed may later prove accurate, while an apparently successful interpretation may 

be revised years later. 

GCPIF should therefore preserve temporal humility. Cognitive outcomes often 

require retrospective validation and may remain provisional. 

Cognitive Outcome Indicators capture what institutional cognition 

produces before those epistemic products interact fully with the external 

governance environment. 

 

18. Adaptive Indicators 
 

The fourth family concerns the capacity of cognitive architecture to change. 

Adaptive Indicators examine whether evidence, disruption or metacognitive insight 

leads to modification of cognitive structures or relationships. 

Such indicators may concern changes in sensing architecture after identified 

blind spots, redesign of feedback pathways, reduction of excessive dependency, creation 

of alternative analytical capacity or reallocation of human–AI cognitive functions. 

Adaptive indicators differ from process indicators because they examine 

architectural evolution rather than routine operation. An institution may perform feedback 

processes continuously while never modifying the structures that repeatedly generate 

failure. 

Adaptation should not automatically be treated as positive. Constant restructuring 

can reduce continuity, destroy memory and weaken institutional stability. Indicators 

therefore need to distinguish evidence-informed adaptation from organisational volatility. 

The underlying mechanism should remain traceable: 

evidence → diagnosis → architectural change 

Without that relationship, observed organisational change cannot safely be 

interpreted as cognitive adaptation. 

Adaptive Indicators provide evidence concerning whether institutions can 

modify the conditions under which their own future cognition occurs. 

The four indicator families correspond broadly, but not mechanically, to the 

layered model established earlier: Structural Indicators provide evidence primarily about 

Cognitive Capability, Process Indicators about realised Cognitive Performance, 

Cognitive Outcome Indicators about epistemic results, and Adaptive Indicators about 

change in the architecture itself. Individual observables may contribute evidence across 

more than one layer. 
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19. Leading and Lagging 

Cognitive Indicators 
 

The four indicator families can also be distinguished according to their temporal 

relationship with cognitive failure or improvement. GCPIF therefore separates Leading 

Cognitive Indicators from Lagging Cognitive Indicators. 

Leading indicators provide evidence of emerging conditions likely to influence 

future cognitive performance. Increasing feedback latency, declining diversity of 

analytical sources, rising dependency upon a single computational infrastructure or 

reduced rates of substantive disagreement may reveal vulnerabilities before visible 

institutional failure occurs. 

Lagging indicators become visible after cognitive weakness has produced 

consequences. Repeated failure to anticipate known risks, recurring loss of institutional 

knowledge or persistent policy errors can provide evidence that underlying architecture 

has already degraded. 

Both forms are useful. Lagging indicators often possess clearer empirical 

interpretation because failure has become visible, while leading indicators provide 

greater value for prevention but may involve greater uncertainty. 

The strongest cognitive performance systems should therefore combine both. 

Emerging vulnerabilities can be monitored while historical failures provide evidence for 

validating whether leading indicators actually possess predictive value. 

The scientific value of a leading indicator must ultimately be demonstrated 

by its relationship with later cognitive performance rather than assumed from 

theoretical plausibility alone. 

 

20. Sensing Performance 
 

Institutional cognition begins with the capacity to detect changes that may 

become relevant to governance. Sensing can occur through statistical systems, scientific 

monitoring, administrative records, professional observation, citizen reporting, 

technological infrastructure or other channels through which signals from the 

environment enter institutional attention. Yet the existence of extensive observational 

systems does not establish that sensing performs well. Institutions can collect enormous 

quantities of information while remaining unable to identify weak signals, emerging risks 

or changes occurring outside established categories. 

GCPIF therefore treats Sensing Performance as the realised capacity of an 

institutional cognitive architecture to detect relevant conditions with sufficient coverage, 

timeliness and discriminative quality for subsequent interpretation and action. The 

concept is relational because what counts as relevant sensing depends upon the 

environment being governed. A public-health system, financial regulator and municipal 
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planning department require different observational architectures, even though all 

perform some form of institutional perception. 

Several candidate observables may provide evidence concerning sensing 

performance. Detection latency can indicate how long relevant changes remain present 

before entering institutional awareness. Sensing coverage can examine whether 

important domains, populations or territories remain systematically under-observed. 

Channel diversity can reveal whether perception depends excessively upon a narrow 

set of information sources, while retrospective analysis of missed events can identify 

patterns of sensing blind spots. 

These observables must be interpreted carefully. Lower latency is not always 

better if speed is achieved through excessive false positives, just as greater data volume 

may increase noise without improving detection. A mature sensing architecture must 

therefore balance sensitivity with verification and ensure that weak signals can become 

visible without overwhelming institutions with meaningless alerts. 

Qualitative evidence can be especially important where relevant phenomena 

resist formal measurement. Front-line professionals, local communities or specialised 

experts may detect changes before they appear in administrative datasets. Sensing 

performance should therefore include the institution's ability to incorporate 

heterogeneous perceptual channels rather than privileging only those generating easily 

measurable data. 

The central measurement question is not how much information an 

institution receives, but whether its observational architecture reliably converts 

relevant environmental change into institutional awareness before that change 

becomes cognitively or operationally inaccessible. 

 

21. Knowledge Integration 

Performance 
 

Sensing generates distributed observations, but institutional intelligence depends 

upon whether those observations can become connected with expertise, memory and 

other forms of evidence. Knowledge may exist throughout an organisation while 

remaining cognitively fragmented because departments use different classifications, 

databases remain disconnected or professional communities interpret evidence through 

incompatible frameworks. GCPIF therefore treats Knowledge Integration 

Performance as a distinct dimension. 

Knowledge Integration Performance concerns the realised capacity of an 

institution to connect heterogeneous evidence sufficiently for relationships, uncertainties 

and competing interpretations to become visible within shared or interoperable 

representations. Integration should not be equated with producing a single consensus 

view. In many complex governance environments, preserving disagreement can be 

cognitively valuable. The relevant question is whether different forms of knowledge 

become mutually consequential. 



WP-F-L02-001 — Governance Cognitive Performance Indicator Framework 

© IDHUS Institute                                                                                                                       26 
 

Candidate observables might include the extent to which evidence crosses 

organisational boundaries, the diversity of sources represented within major analytical 

products, the time required for relevant information generated in one unit to become 

usable elsewhere and the presence of interfaces through which conflicting models can 

be compared. Decision records can reveal whether specialised contributions were 

integrated substantively or merely appended to a process without altering reasoning. 

Integration quality also depends upon transformation. Evidence may move 

across departments while losing provenance or uncertainty, causing apparent 

connectivity to conceal cognitive degradation. Traceability can therefore become an 

important companion observable. A highly integrated institution should not merely 

combine information but preserve enough of its origin and limitations for subsequent 

actors to interpret it responsibly. 

Excessive integration can also create cognitive problems. Central repositories 

may become overwhelming, while attempts to harmonise every representation can 

suppress useful diversity. Performance therefore depends upon appropriate rather than 

maximal integration. 

Knowledge Integration Performance is demonstrated when distributed 

evidence can influence broader institutional understanding without requiring 

epistemic homogenisation or losing the contextual information necessary for 

interpretation. 

 

22. Interpretative Performance 
 

Evidence does not become institutional knowledge automatically. Data, models 

and observations acquire significance through interpretation: institutions must determine 

what patterns mean, which explanations remain plausible, what uncertainty matters and 

how new information relates to previous understanding. GCPIF therefore distinguishes 

Interpretative Performance from sensing and knowledge integration. 

Interpretative Performance refers to the realised capacity of an institution to 

contextualise evidence, compare plausible explanations, represent uncertainty and 

revise interpretations when existing assumptions no longer fit observed conditions. This 

dimension is difficult to quantify because interpretation frequently depends upon 

professional judgement, deliberation and tacit knowledge. Yet difficulty of measurement 

should not make the construct analytically invisible. 

Candidate observables can include the explicit consideration of alternative 

explanations within analytical documents, documentation of uncertainty, use of 

competing models, evidence that contextual expertise altered an initial interpretation and 

the frequency with which assumptions are revisited after contradictory evidence appears. 

Structured review procedures may also provide evidence concerning whether 

interpretation remains open to challenge. 

The quality of interpretation should not be inferred from eventual agreement. 

Rapid consensus can represent clarity, but it can also indicate premature closure. 
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Similarly, high disagreement may represent healthy epistemic plurality or persistent 

inability to integrate evidence. Context and process tracing therefore remain essential. 

Artificial intelligence introduces additional complexity. Institutions may 

increasingly receive interpretations generated or mediated by computational systems, 

making it important to observe whether human actors can reconstruct, challenge and 

contextualise those outputs. The performance of the complete interpretative 

configuration matters more than whether a particular model produces accurate 

summaries. 

Interpretative Performance concerns the institution's capacity to transform 

evidence into contextually meaningful and revisable understanding rather than 

merely producing analytical outputs. 

 

23. Institutional Memory 

Performance 
 

Institutional knowledge becomes valuable across time only when it can persist, 

remain retrievable and preserve enough context to support future reasoning. Archives, 

databases, procedures and professional communities provide potential memory 

capability, but their existence does not guarantee effective memory performance. 

Knowledge can be stored yet become practically inaccessible, lose interpretative context 

or disappear through personnel turnover. 

GCPIF defines Institutional Memory Performance as the realised capacity of 

an institution to preserve governance-relevant knowledge across time and retrieve it in 

forms capable of informing contemporary cognition. 

Candidate observables might include the retrievability of prior decisions and their 

rationale, continuity of knowledge across leadership or personnel changes, reuse of 

previous evaluation findings, preservation of model assumptions and the ability to 

reconstruct why earlier institutional choices were made. Historical decision tracing can 

reveal whether relevant precedent was available and whether it actually entered 

subsequent analysis. 

Memory performance also depends upon selective forgetting. Institutions cannot 

preserve every piece of information equally. Effective memory requires mechanisms for 

distinguishing durable knowledge from obsolete material while ensuring that important 

failures, assumptions and contextual evidence remain available. 

Digital abundance can paradoxically weaken memory. Large repositories may 

preserve information indefinitely while making retrieval increasingly difficult. Search 

capability, metadata quality and institutional knowledge practices therefore matter as 

much as storage volume. 

Memory should also preserve disagreement and uncertainty rather than only final 

decisions. If an institution records what was chosen but not which alternatives were 
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considered or why uncertainty remained, future actors may inherit an artificially simplified 

version of institutional reasoning. 

Institutional Memory Performance is therefore demonstrated when prior 

knowledge remains cognitively available, contextually interpretable and capable 

of influencing future judgement rather than merely existing within organisational 

storage. 

 

24. Coordination Performance 
 

Institutional cognition is distributed, meaning that specialised contributions must 

become aligned sufficiently for collective judgement and action to occur. Coordination 

Performance therefore concerns the realised capacity of the cognitive architecture to 

connect actors, functions and representations without requiring unnecessary 

centralisation or eliminating useful specialisation. 

Candidate observables may include the time required for relevant expertise to 

become connected around a problem, the degree to which roles and cognitive 

responsibilities are clear, the persistence of unresolved informational bottlenecks and the 

capacity of different organisational units to construct compatible working 

representations. Crisis situations may provide especially revealing evidence because 

latent coordination weaknesses become visible under pressure. 

Coordination should not be evaluated merely through meeting frequency or 

formal committee structures. Institutions can coordinate effectively through informal 

professional networks or shared digital infrastructures, while extensive formal 

coordination can consume time without improving cognition. 

The appropriate level of coordination also depends upon task interdependence. 

Highly coupled problems may require strong integration, whereas excessive coordination 

within modular tasks can generate unnecessary cognitive burden. Performance 

therefore concerns the fit between coordination architecture and cognitive requirements. 

Coordination quality is also related to authority. Clear cognitive coordination does 

not require every actor to possess equal decision power, but uncertainty concerning who 

integrates evidence, who escalates disagreement and who authorises action can reduce 

collective performance. 

Coordination Performance is demonstrated when distributed cognition 

becomes sufficiently aligned for specialised knowledge to contribute coherently 

to institutional judgement while preserving the benefits of differentiation. 

 

  



WP-F-L02-001 — Governance Cognitive Performance Indicator Framework 

© IDHUS Institute                                                                                                                       29 
 

25. Feedback Performance 
 

Institutions cannot learn systematically unless consequences return to the 

processes through which earlier assumptions and decisions were generated. GCPIF 

therefore treats Feedback Performance as the realised capacity of an institutional 

cognitive architecture to detect the consequences of action, connect them with prior 

expectations and deliver them to actors or systems capable of interpretation and revision. 

Candidate observables may include feedback latency, the proportion of relevant 

outcomes captured by evaluation systems, the extent to which feedback reaches the 

original decision architecture and whether implementation evidence is linked explicitly to 

previous assumptions or models. Process tracing can reveal whether evaluations 

influence subsequent cognition or remain disconnected administrative products. 

Feedback quality depends upon attribution. Institutions must often distinguish the 

effects of their own actions from external changes, a task that becomes difficult in 

complex systems. Poor attribution can produce false learning, while excessive demands 

for causal certainty may delay useful adaptation. 

Feedback can also become overwhelming. Continuous monitoring may generate 

more information than institutions can interpret, producing Feedback Saturation. 

Performance therefore requires not maximal feedback volume but a structure capable of 

identifying cognitively relevant consequences. 

The depth of feedback matters as well. Some observations support local 

operational correction, while others challenge the representation of the problem itself. An 

institution that adjusts parameters repeatedly without revisiting flawed assumptions may 

appear responsive while learning only superficially. 

Feedback Performance is demonstrated when consequences become 

connected to the cognitive processes capable of changing future understanding, 

rather than merely being recorded after action occurs. 

 

26. Learning and Adaptation 

Performance 
 

Feedback provides evidence, but Institutional Learning requires that evidence 

alter future cognition. GCPIF therefore separates Learning and Adaptation 

Performance from feedback itself. 

Learning Performance concerns the realised capacity of an institution to modify 

knowledge, assumptions, interpretations or decision rules in response to evidence. 

Adaptation Performance concerns whether those cognitive changes subsequently alter 

procedures, relationships or architecture when conditions justify doing so. The two 

processes are closely related but not identical. 



WP-F-L02-001 — Governance Cognitive Performance Indicator Framework 

© IDHUS Institute                                                                                                                       30 
 

Candidate observables may include documented revision of assumptions 

following evaluation, changes in analytical models after prediction failure, incorporation 

of implementation evidence into subsequent policy design and modification of cognitive 

interfaces after identified bottlenecks. The strongest evidence traces a relationship from 

feedback → reinterpretation → change, rather than merely observing organisational 

change after an event. 

This distinction protects measurement from confusing adaptation with volatility. 

Institutions can change frequently because of political turnover, organisational instability 

or shifting priorities without demonstrating evidence-informed learning. Conversely, a 

learning institution may sometimes retain existing policy because new evidence confirms 

prior understanding. 

Longitudinal evidence is therefore essential. Learning often becomes visible 

through sequences of decisions rather than isolated events. Institutional memory 

provides the context necessary to determine whether later behaviour reflects 

accumulated evidence or repeated reinvention. 

Adaptive performance should likewise be evaluated relative to stability 

requirements. Constant reconfiguration can weaken continuity and trust. The relevant 

question is whether architecture changes when evidence indicates misfit while 

preserving stable structures where they continue to perform adequately. 

Learning and Adaptation Performance is demonstrated when experience 

becomes capable of modifying both institutional understanding and, where 

necessary, the conditions through which future cognition occurs. 

 

27. Cognitive Diversity 

Performance 
 

Distributed institutional intelligence depends partly upon access to different forms 

of knowledge, representation and interpretation. Yet diversity is particularly vulnerable to 

superficial measurement because structural heterogeneity does not necessarily produce 

epistemic variation. GCPIF therefore introduces Cognitive Diversity Performance as 

a distinct dimension. 

Cognitive Diversity Performance concerns the extent to which an institution 

maintains access to meaningfully differentiated sources of evidence, explanatory 

models, professional perspectives and interpretative frameworks and allows those 

differences to influence cognition before convergence occurs. 

Candidate observables might include source diversity, disciplinary 

representation, use of competing models, documented dissent, independence among 

analytical pathways and evidence that alternative interpretations reach decision 

processes. No single count should be treated as sufficient because nominal variety may 

conceal deep epistemic similarity. 
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The distinction between Structural Diversity and Epistemic Diversity is 

therefore essential. Structural diversity refers to variation in organisational membership 

or institutional origin; epistemic diversity concerns differences in how problems are 

represented and interpreted. The former may support the latter, but the relationship must 

be examined empirically. 

Diversity also interacts with coordination. An institution that preserves unlimited 

disagreement without mechanisms for integration may become cognitively paralysed. 

Conversely, rapid consensus can suppress error detection. Performance therefore lies 

in maintaining enough structured disagreement to challenge assumptions while retaining 

the ability to act. 

Cognitive Diversity Performance is not measured by how many 

perspectives are formally present, but by whether meaningfully different 

representations remain capable of influencing institutional reasoning. 

 

28. Cognitive Resilience 

Performance 
 

Institutional cognition must remain functional under conditions of disruption, 

uncertainty or failure. GCPIF therefore treats Cognitive Resilience Performance as the 

realised capacity of an architecture to preserve, recover or reconfigure essential 

cognitive functions when nodes, interfaces, information sources or technologies become 

degraded. 

Candidate observables may include the availability of alternative cognitive 

pathways, recovery time following information-system failure, concentration of 

dependency, capacity to continue analysis when particular data sources become 

unavailable and ability to reassign cognitive functions during disruption. 

Resilience differs from redundancy. Multiple systems performing the same 

function can provide protection, but only if they fail independently enough to constitute 

genuine alternatives. Several models built upon identical data can create the appearance 

of redundancy while sharing the same vulnerability. 

Human–AI architectures illustrate this problem clearly. Maintaining a human 

reviewer provides limited resilience if human expertise has deteriorated through 

sustained deskilling. Similarly, multiple technological providers may not provide 

meaningful diversity if they rely upon common underlying infrastructures. 

Resilience performance should therefore examine functional independence 

and recoverability, not simply the number of backups available. 

Crisis observation can provide particularly strong evidence because dormant 

dependencies become visible when normal pathways fail. Yet institutions should also be 

assessed through exercises or simulation rather than waiting for actual disruption. 
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Cognitive Resilience Performance is demonstrated when an institution can 

preserve or restore meaningful cognition under stress without allowing the failure 

of individual components to produce systemic cognitive collapse. 

 

29. Metacognitive Performance 
 

The most reflexive dimension of GCPIF concerns whether institutions can 

generate structured knowledge about the quality and limitations of their own cognition. 

Metacognitive Performance refers to the realised capacity to identify knowledge gaps, 

architectural bottlenecks, epistemic dependencies, representational weaknesses and 

other limitations within the cognitive system itself. 

Candidate observables might include documented identification of blind spots, 

regular cognitive or model audits, explicit registers of uncertainty, mapping of critical 

dependencies and evidence that self-assessment leads to changes in cognitive 

architecture. Yet counting audits or risk registers would provide only weak proxies unless 

those activities demonstrate substantive reflection. 

Metacognition becomes particularly important because institutions cannot 

improve weaknesses they do not perceive. A highly capable sensing architecture may 

remain vulnerable if it cannot identify areas systematically outside its field of observation. 

A sophisticated AI deployment may increase productivity while creating dependency that 

no organisational actor monitors. 

Metacognitive performance should therefore examine both self-observation and 

self-correction. Identifying a weakness without changing anything may still provide 

useful knowledge, but stronger performance occurs when institutional representations of 

cognitive limitation influence future architecture. 

Independent assessment can support this function by challenging internal 

assumptions, though external review is not equivalent to institutional metacognition 

unless findings become integrated into organisational understanding. 

Metacognitive Performance is demonstrated when an institution can make 

aspects of its own cognitive architecture visible to itself and use that visibility to 

support deliberate learning and adaptation. 
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30. The Multidimensional Nature 

of Governance Cognitive 

Performance 
 

The dimensions developed above reveal why Governance Cognitive 

Performance cannot be represented adequately through a single variable. Sensing, 

integration, interpretation, memory, coordination, feedback, learning, diversity, resilience 

and metacognition perform different functions within the cognitive architecture, and 

strength in one dimension cannot automatically compensate for weakness in another. 

An institution may possess excellent sensing and weak feedback, detecting 

emerging problems while repeatedly failing to learn from its responses. Another may 

maintain strong institutional memory but poor interpretative diversity, preserving 

knowledge while reproducing outdated assumptions. A third may coordinate efficiently 

while depending upon narrow information sources that create systemic blind spots. 

These configurations demonstrate that cognitive performance is profiled rather 

than scalar. The relevant empirical object is the pattern of strengths, weaknesses and 

relationships across dimensions. 

Interactions among dimensions also matter. Strong cognitive diversity without 

coordination may create fragmentation; rapid feedback without interpretative capability 

may generate constant but shallow adjustment; high resilience without metacognition 

may preserve an architecture that remains systematically misaligned with its 

environment. 

GCPIF should therefore avoid treating dimensions as independent modules. 

Measurement can separate them analytically while preserving relationships among them 

empirically. Network analysis, longitudinal profiles and case reconstruction may reveal 

combinations that single indicators conceal. 

The multidimensional approach also preserves contextual validity. Different 

institutions may require different performance configurations according to mandate and 

environment. A research agency may emphasise interpretative diversity and memory, 

while an emergency-response system may require especially strong sensing, 

coordination and resilience. 

Governance Cognitive Performance is therefore best represented as an 

evolving multidimensional profile of cognitive capacities in operation rather than 

as a single measure of institutional intelligence. 
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31. Institutional Cognitive 

Performance Profiles 
 

If Governance Cognitive Performance is multidimensional rather than scalar, 

institutions require a form of representation capable of preserving differences among 

cognitive dimensions while making their overall architecture sufficiently legible for 

analysis. GCPIF therefore introduces the Institutional Cognitive Performance Profile 

(ICPP) as a structured representation of the observed performance of an institutional 

cognitive architecture across theoretically defined dimensions. 

An ICPP is not intended to produce a single judgement concerning whether an 

institution is cognitively strong or weak. It represents a configuration. Sensing may 

perform effectively while institutional memory remains fragmented; feedback may 

operate rapidly while learning remains shallow; cognitive diversity may be substantial 

while coordination mechanisms struggle to integrate competing interpretations. The 

profile preserves these differences rather than forcing them into a common scale. 

At early stages of Measurement Maturity, profiles may remain predominantly 

qualitative. Researchers might characterise dimensions through structured descriptions 

supported by process evidence, institutional records and comparative assessment. As 

particular constructs mature, selected dimensions may incorporate ordinal or quantitative 

indicators without requiring the entire profile to adopt the same measurement form. 

This heterogeneous measurement structure is methodologically useful. It allows 

strong quantitative evidence to coexist with dimensions whose scientific representation 

remains qualitative. The alternative—excluding difficult constructs until they become 

numerically measurable—would bias institutional analysis towards whatever happens to 

generate convenient data. 

Profiles can also incorporate uncertainty. If evidence concerning metacognitive 

performance is limited while sensing performance is well documented, the profile should 

represent this difference explicitly rather than creating equivalent-looking scores. 

Confidence in measurement becomes part of the representation. 

The ICPP can therefore evolve alongside the science. Early profiles may 

resemble structured cognitive maps; later versions may contain validated indicator 

families, longitudinal trends and contextual benchmarks. 

The purpose of the Institutional Cognitive Performance Profile is not to 

compress institutional cognition into a verdict, but to create a structured 

representation through which its heterogeneous strengths, limitations and 

uncertainties can become jointly visible. 
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32. Cognitive Performance 

Baselines 
 

Performance becomes more interpretable when observed against a reference 

condition. Without a baseline, a measurement may describe the current architecture but 

provide little evidence concerning whether cognition is improving, deteriorating or 

responding to intervention. GCPIF therefore introduces the Cognitive Performance 

Baseline as a structured representation of institutional cognitive performance at a 

defined point or period against which subsequent observations can be compared. 

A baseline should capture more than numerical indicator values. It can include 

architectural characteristics, qualitative assessments, identified dependencies, known 

uncertainties and contextual conditions affecting interpretation. This is especially 

important during early Measurement Maturity, when many relevant constructs may not 

yet possess validated metrics. 

Baselines can serve several research purposes. Before an institutional 

intervention, they provide evidence concerning the pre-existing cognitive architecture. 

After implementation, subsequent profiles can reveal whether sensing, feedback, 

resilience or other dimensions changed. Longitudinal baselines can also help identify 

gradual deterioration that would remain difficult to perceive through isolated 

assessments. 

Context must remain attached to the baseline. An institution observed during 

crisis conditions cannot be compared mechanically with the same organisation operating 

under routine circumstances. Changes in mandate, staffing, technological infrastructure 

or external environment may alter cognitive requirements independently of architectural 

performance. 

Baselines can also be reconstructed retrospectively when sufficient historical 

evidence exists, though such reconstruction should acknowledge greater uncertainty. 

Institutional archives, previous evaluations and decision records may allow researchers 

to estimate earlier cognitive configurations and examine long-term evolution. 

The concept will become particularly important for I2 Pilot Programmes, where 

experimental interventions require credible evidence concerning conditions before 

implementation. 

A Cognitive Performance Baseline transforms measurement from a static 

description into a temporal reference, allowing institutional cognition to be 

studied as an evolving architecture rather than a fixed organisational 

characteristic. 
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33. Longitudinal Cognitive 

Performance Measurement 
 

Institutional cognition evolves through accumulated changes in personnel, 

technology, organisational structure, environmental conditions and professional practice. 

Cross-sectional measurement can reveal the architecture at a particular moment, but 

many of the phenomena identified across the Institutional Cognition programme—

learning, deskilling, dependency, resilience and adaptation—are inherently temporal. 

GCPIF therefore treats Longitudinal Cognitive Performance Measurement as a 

central methodological requirement. 

Longitudinal observation allows researchers to distinguish transient variation 

from structural change. A temporary increase in feedback latency during organisational 

restructuring may not indicate long-term deterioration, while a gradual reduction in 

source diversity over several years may reveal cognitive concentration that no individual 

assessment would identify clearly. 

Temporal analysis is also essential for understanding causal sequences. An 

increase in artificial augmentation may precede declining human disagreement, which 

may subsequently precede reduced independent expertise and greater cognitive 

dependency. Cross-sectional data could reveal correlation among these properties 

without showing how the architecture evolved. 

Measurement intervals should correspond to the temporal characteristics of the 

cognitive function. Sensing performance may change rapidly and require frequent 

observation, whereas institutional memory or professional deskilling may evolve over 

years. GCPIF should therefore avoid imposing a uniform measurement cycle across all 

dimensions. 

Longitudinal profiles can also reveal whether interventions produce durable 

improvement. A new feedback platform may initially increase evaluation use because of 

organisational attention surrounding its introduction, only for effects to disappear once 

implementation becomes routine. Sustained observation helps distinguish adoption 

effects from structural transformation. 

Historical continuity is itself a methodological challenge. Indicators may change 

as Measurement Maturity advances, making direct comparison difficult. GCPIF should 

therefore preserve metadata concerning definitions, measurement procedures and 

evidence sources so that apparent temporal changes are not confused with changes in 

the instrument. 

Longitudinal cognitive measurement allows institutions to observe 

trajectories rather than snapshots, making visible the processes through which 

cognitive architectures accumulate capability, vulnerability and adaptive change 

over time. 
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34. Indicator Portfolios 
 

The multidimensional nature of Institutional Cognition makes reliance upon 

individual indicators particularly dangerous. A single measure rarely captures a complex 

construct adequately, while isolated metrics can become vulnerable to Indicator 

Substitution and contextual misinterpretation. GCPIF therefore favours Indicator 

Portfolios: deliberately assembled combinations of observables and indicators that 

represent different aspects of a cognitive property or performance dimension. 

An indicator portfolio may combine structural, process, cognitive-outcome and 

adaptive evidence. Institutional Memory Performance, for example, could be examined 

through the existence of knowledge infrastructures, actual retrieval of prior decisions, 

continuity across personnel change and evidence that historical knowledge influenced 

subsequent reasoning. None of these observations alone represents memory 

performance comprehensively, but together they create a stronger evidential picture. 

Portfolios can also combine measurement methods. Quantitative administrative 

data may reveal retrieval frequency, while qualitative process tracing can establish 

whether retrieved knowledge actually influenced cognition. Expert assessment may 

identify contextual qualities that digital logs cannot capture. 

This approach reduces dependence upon any single proxy and makes gaming 

more difficult because improvement must become visible across several forms of 

evidence. Yet portfolios should not simply accumulate metrics. Excessive indicator 

volume can create measurement overload and obscure rather than clarify performance. 

Indicator selection must therefore remain theoretically disciplined. Each 

component should contribute distinct evidence concerning the construct, and redundant 

measures should be avoided unless they serve reliability or validation purposes. 

Portfolios can evolve as Measurement Maturity increases. Weak proxies may be 

removed, new observables introduced and validated indicators given greater evidential 

weight without requiring complete redesign of the performance architecture. 

Indicator Portfolios allow GCPIF to preserve the multidimensionality of cognitive 

constructs while maintaining a coherent relationship between theory, observation and 

institutional interpretation, also Indicator Portfolios operate below the level of the 

Institutional Cognitive Performance Profile: portfolios organise evidence concerning 

particular constructs or dimensions, while the ICPP integrates those dimension-level 

assessments into a structured representation of the institution's wider cognitive 

performance. 
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35. Integrating Structural, 

Process, Cognitive Outcome and 

Adaptive Evidence 
 

The four indicator families developed earlier acquire their greatest analytical 

value when interpreted together. Structural evidence reveals what cognitive architecture 

exists, process evidence reveals how that architecture operates, cognitive-outcome 

evidence reveals what immediate epistemic effects it produces and adaptive evidence 

reveals whether experience modifies the architecture itself. 

Consider an institutional feedback system. Structural indicators may establish 

that formal evaluation mechanisms exist. Process indicators may reveal whether findings 

reach relevant decision-makers. Cognitive-outcome indicators may show whether 

previous assumptions were revised. Adaptive indicators may demonstrate whether 

recurring weaknesses eventually altered the design of the feedback architecture. 

Examined separately, each layer can generate misleading conclusions. The 

existence of strong structure without active processes can create dormant capability. 

Active processes without meaningful cognitive outcomes can create procedural 

performance without learning. Cognitive outcomes without adaptive capacity can 

produce repeated local corrections while deeper architectural weaknesses remain 

unchanged. 

GCPIF therefore treats performance evaluation as a layered evidential 

reconstruction rather than a flat collection of indicators. The relevant question becomes 

how evidence across layers forms a coherent account of cognitive functioning. 

This layered approach also supports causal analysis. Researchers can identify 

where a cognitive chain appears to break. Weak sensing outcomes may originate in 

insufficient infrastructure, poor activation of available channels or interpretative failure 

after relevant signals were detected. Measurement becomes diagnostically useful 

because it can locate problems within architecture rather than merely documenting poor 

results. 

The integration of structural, process, cognitive-outcome and adaptive 

evidence allows GCPIF to move from performance description towards 

explanation of how institutional cognitive strengths and weaknesses are 

produced. 
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36. Hybrid Cognitive Performance 

Profiles 
 

HAICA introduces a specialised domain in which cognitive performance depends 

upon configurations combining human and artificial capabilities. GCPIF can extend its 

general measurement architecture into this domain through Hybrid Cognitive 

Performance Profiles, which represent the performance of Human–AI Cognitive 

Configurations without reducing evaluation to model accuracy or productivity. 

A technically capable AI system can participate within a poorly performing HACC 

if human actors cannot interpret its outputs, if epistemic traceability is weak or if artificial 

recommendations acquire disproportionate cognitive authority. Conversely, a model with 

moderate standalone performance may contribute substantial institutional value when 

embedded within a configuration that uses its strengths selectively and preserves 

independent human judgement. 

Hybrid profiles therefore require evidence concerning relationships among 

components. Candidate observables may include the quality of human–AI disagreement 

handling, the accessibility of provenance and uncertainty, patterns of artificial deference, 

availability of alternative cognitive pathways, preservation of critical human expertise and 

the capacity to reallocate functions when performance changes. 

Meaningful Human Judgement may require particularly careful 

operationalisation. Formal override rates alone provide weak evidence because low 

override frequency could indicate either excellent model performance or excessive 

deference. Researchers may need to examine whether reviewers understand system 

limitations, possess realistic alternatives and can identify circumstances in which artificial 

recommendations should be challenged. 

Hybrid profiles can also track longitudinal change. Increasing system use may 

initially improve throughput while later contributing to deskilling or dependency. 

Performance therefore cannot be inferred from short-term efficiency gains alone. 

Hybrid Cognitive Performance Profiles extend GCPIF from evaluating 

individual technologies towards evaluating the complete institutional 

configurations through which artificial cognition becomes consequential. 
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37. Network Cognitive 

Performance Profiles 
 

PGNM extends institutional cognition beyond organisational boundaries into 

governance networks through which information, interpretation and coordination become 

distributed across multiple institutions. GCPIF must therefore support a corresponding 

Network Cognitive Performance Profile capable of representing cognition at this wider 

scale. 

Network-level sensing performance may concern whether relevant signals 

detected locally become visible across the wider system. Knowledge integration may 

depend upon interoperability among institutions, while network memory may require 

preservation of knowledge across organisational boundaries. Feedback may need to 

travel between local implementation environments and higher-level governance 

structures. 

Candidate observables could include cross-institutional information latency, 

diversity of participating knowledge sources, concentration of epistemic influence, 

persistence of network memory, availability of alternative communication pathways and 

the capacity of local knowledge to modify higher-level representations. 

Network cognition creates measurement challenges because no single institution 

necessarily controls the complete architecture. Data may be fragmented, responsibilities 

distributed and performance dependent upon relationships rather than organisational 

properties. Network analysis and multi-level process tracing may therefore become 

particularly important. 

Scale also matters. Strong performance at one level can coexist with weakness 

elsewhere. A national institution may integrate information effectively internally while 

remaining poorly connected to local knowledge, or a global network may distribute 

analysis efficiently while depending upon a small number of epistemic hubs. 

Network profiles should therefore preserve multi-level structure rather than 

collapsing performance into aggregate values. 

Network Cognitive Performance is demonstrated not by the strength of 

individual institutions alone, but by the capacity of their relationships to support 

distributed sensing, knowledge integration, memory, feedback and adaptation 

across governance scales. 
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38. Cognitive Performance across 

Scales 
 

The coexistence of institutional, hybrid and network profiles reveals a broader 

principle: cognitive performance is scale-dependent. The same architecture can exhibit 

different properties depending upon whether analysis focuses upon a team, organisation, 

Human–AI Cognitive Configuration or inter-institutional network. 

An AI system may increase cognitive resilience within one department by 

providing an alternative analytical pathway while simultaneously increasing systemic 

fragility if many institutions depend upon the same underlying model infrastructure. 

Similarly, centralised data integration may improve organisational coordination while 

reducing epistemic diversity across a wider governance network. 

GCPIF must therefore avoid assuming that improvement at one scale necessarily 

produces improvement at another. Measurement should identify the level at which a 

construct is defined and examine cross-scale effects explicitly. 

This requirement also affects indicator interpretation. Dependency concentration 

may appear low within individual organisations because each possesses multiple tools, 

while network analysis reveals that those tools depend upon the same provider. Local 

diversity can therefore coexist with systemic concentration. 

Cross-scale analysis can also identify beneficial relationships. Strong local 

sensing combined with effective network translation may allow distributed institutions to 

detect environmental change more effectively than any centralised system. Network 

resilience may emerge precisely because cognitive capacity remains distributed. 

Governance Cognitive Performance should therefore be understood as a 

nested property of cognitive architectures whose strengths and vulnerabilities 

can change as the analytical scale changes. 

 

39. The Problem of Composite 

Cognitive Indicators 
 

Once multiple dimensions become measurable, the temptation to combine them 

into composite indices becomes substantial. A single Governance Intelligence Score 

could appear attractive because it simplifies comparison, communication and 

institutional benchmarking. GCPIF treats such aggregation with considerable caution. 

Composite indicators require assumptions concerning commensurability. 

Sensing latency, memory continuity, epistemic diversity and cognitive resilience 

represent different properties that may not possess a meaningful common scale. 
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Converting them into standardised values does not establish that they can legitimately 

be added. 

Weighting creates another problem. Assigning greater importance to sensing 

than memory, or resilience than interpretative diversity, embeds theoretical and 

normative assumptions within the index. Equal weighting does not avoid this problem; it 

simply makes a particular weighting choice appear neutral. 

Compensation is especially problematic. A composite score may allow extremely 

strong sensing to offset severe weakness in feedback, even though an institution that 

detects problems but cannot learn from consequences may remain cognitively 

dysfunctional. Some dimensions may represent necessary conditions whose absence 

cannot meaningfully be compensated by strength elsewhere. 

Aggregation also conceals diagnostic information. Two institutions can receive 

identical composite scores while possessing radically different cognitive architectures 

and therefore requiring entirely different interventions. 

Composite indicators may eventually become scientifically defensible for 

narrowly defined constructs where dimensional relationships, weighting logic and 

comparative validity have been demonstrated empirically. GCPIF does not reject 

aggregation categorically. It rejects premature aggregation. 

No composite measure of governance cognitive performance should be 

treated as scientifically meaningful until the relationships among its dimensions, 

weighting assumptions and conditions of comparability have been independently 

validated. 

 

40. Why GCPIF Does Not Produce 

a Governance Intelligence Score 
 

The decision not to construct a universal Governance Intelligence Score is not a 

limitation of GCPIF but a methodological consequence of its theoretical foundations. 

Institutional intelligence is an emergent property of distributed cognitive architectures 

whose functions interact differently across governance environments. Reducing this 

complexity to a single ranking would imply a degree of measurement maturity that the 

field does not yet possess. 

A universal score would also encourage comparisons whose contextual meaning 

remains doubtful. Institutions responsible for emergency management, scientific 

research, municipal administration and international coordination face fundamentally 

different cognitive requirements. Ranking them along one dimension of "intelligence" 

would obscure architectural fit and risk transforming functional diversity into apparent 

hierarchy. 

There are also institutional consequences. Highly visible scores tend to become 

targets of optimisation, intensifying Indicator Substitution and Measurement Reactivity. 
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Organisations may redirect resources towards dimensions that improve rankings rather 

than towards cognitive capabilities genuinely required by their mandates. 

GCPIF therefore proposes profiles, baselines and contextual benchmarks as 

more scientifically defensible alternatives. These instruments preserve dimensional 

structure, allow uncertainty to remain visible and support diagnosis rather than merely 

classification. 

Future research may demonstrate that particular subsets of cognitive 

performance can be represented through validated composite indicators. Such 

developments should emerge from empirical evidence rather than from the 

communicative appeal of a single number. 

The scientific objective is not to determine which institution is the most 

intelligent, but to understand how different institutional cognitive architectures 

perform, where their vulnerabilities lie and how those architectures change 

through evidence and experience. 

 

41. Performance and Legitimacy 
 

The measurement of institutional cognition also requires a clear boundary 

between Cognitive Performance and Governance Legitimacy. An institution can 

perceive accurately, integrate knowledge efficiently, coordinate rapidly and learn 

continuously while remaining politically or legally illegitimate. Cognitive capability does 

not itself establish the right to exercise authority. 

This distinction is especially important because high-performing cognitive 

systems can increase institutional power. Better sensing, prediction and coordination 

may expand the capacity of governments to intervene in society. Whether such 

intervention is legitimate depends upon constitutional, democratic, legal and ethical 

conditions that GCPIF cannot determine through cognitive indicators alone. 

Legitimacy can nevertheless affect cognitive performance indirectly. Institutions 

lacking public trust may receive poorer information, encounter lower cooperation or lose 

access to local knowledge. Participatory legitimacy may also increase cognitive diversity. 

The concepts therefore interact without becoming equivalent. 

GCPIF should consequently resist any interpretation in which a strong cognitive 

profile becomes evidence of good governance in the comprehensive normative sense. 

Cognitive performance represents one dimension of institutional quality. 

The reverse also holds. A highly legitimate institution can possess weak cognitive 

architecture. Democratic authorisation does not guarantee effective sensing, learning or 

memory. Institutional reform may therefore require improvements in cognition without 

questioning the legitimacy of the governing structure itself. 

Cognitive Performance and Governance Legitimacy must remain 

analytically distinct so that improvements in institutional intelligence are not 

mistaken for justification of institutional authority. 
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42. Performance and Institutional 

Intelligence 
 

A final conceptual distinction concerns the relationship between the object 

measured by GCPIF and the broader concept of Institutional Intelligence. The two are 

closely connected but should not become synonymous. 

Institutional Intelligence refers to the emergent capacity of distributed institutional 

cognition to generate understanding, coordinate judgement, learn and adapt beyond the 

cognitive capacity of isolated actors. It is a theoretical property of the wider system. 

Governance Cognitive Performance refers to observable manifestations of how 

particular cognitive functions operate under specified conditions. GCPIF therefore 

measures evidence related to institutional intelligence rather than intelligence itself. 

This distinction resembles the difference between latent capability and observed 

behaviour. Strong performance across multiple dimensions may provide increasing 

evidence that an institution possesses substantial cognitive capacity, but no individual 

profile can exhaust the concept. 

The distinction also protects the theory against circularity. If Institutional 

Intelligence were defined entirely through GCPIF indicators, empirical measurement 

could no longer test whether those indicators actually relate to the theoretical construct. 

Maintaining conceptual independence allows evidence to confirm, refine or challenge the 

architecture developed through ICCA and ICAM. 

Over time, accumulated empirical research may allow stronger claims concerning 

relationships between cognitive performance dimensions and Institutional Intelligence. 

Some dimensions may prove more consequential than expected, while others may 

require conceptual revision. 

GCPIF should therefore be understood as an empirical bridge towards 

Institutional Intelligence rather than a numerical representation of intelligence 

itself. 

43. Governance of Cognitive 

Measurement 
 

The introduction of cognitive performance measurement creates an additional 

institutional responsibility: the measurement architecture itself must be governed. 

Indicators influence attention, allocate organisational significance and can alter 

behaviour through Measurement Reactivity. GCPIF therefore cannot treat indicator 

design as a purely technical exercise undertaken outside the institutional system it 

evaluates. 
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Measurement Governance refers to the principles, responsibilities and review 

mechanisms through which cognitive performance indicators are selected, interpreted, 

revised and, where necessary, withdrawn. Its purpose is to ensure that measurement 

remains subordinate to scientific validity and institutional learning rather than becoming 

an autonomous performance-management system. 

Indicator selection should remain theoretically traceable. Institutions need to 

understand why a particular observable is believed to represent a cognitive property, 

what evidence supports that relationship and under which contexts interpretation 

remains valid. Once indicators become operational, responsibility should exist for 

monitoring whether those assumptions continue to hold. 

Measurement governance also requires methodological pluralism. Quantitative 

indicators should not automatically displace qualitative evidence, and expert 

interpretation should not become immune from empirical scrutiny. Mixed measurement 

architectures can preserve richer representations precisely because different forms of 

evidence illuminate different properties. 

Periodic review is essential because indicators can decay. Institutional behaviour 

changes, data infrastructures evolve and proxies can lose validity once organisations 

learn to optimise them. A measure that was useful when introduced may become 

misleading several years later. 

Responsibility for measurement should therefore include the authority to retire 

metrics. Institutional systems often accumulate indicators because removing an 

established measure appears to imply loss of accountability. GCPIF treats indicator 

withdrawal differently: abandoning a measure whose validity has deteriorated can 

represent methodological improvement. 

The governance of cognitive measurement is therefore itself a cognitive 

function: institutions must remain capable of learning whether the instruments 

through which they observe their cognition continue to deserve epistemic trust. 

 

44. Cognitive Performance 

Dashboards 
 

As indicator portfolios and performance profiles become more developed, 

institutions may require interfaces through which complex cognitive evidence can be 

interpreted without collapsing it into a single score. GCPIF describes such an interface 

as a Cognitive Performance Dashboard. 

The dashboard should be understood as a representational instrument rather 

than as the measurement framework itself. Its purpose is to make dimensional patterns, 

baselines, uncertainties and temporal changes accessible to institutional actors while 

preserving the distinction among different forms of evidence. 

A well-designed dashboard might display sensing latency alongside qualitative 

assessments of interpretative diversity, trends in feedback connectivity, known 
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dependencies and confidence levels associated with each measure. Such heterogeneity 

is methodologically preferable to forcing every dimension into an equivalent numerical 

format simply for visual convenience. 

Dashboards can also show Measurement Maturity. A dimension represented 

through a validated indicator should appear differently from one based primarily upon 

structured qualitative observation. This protects users against interpreting visually similar 

values as possessing equivalent scientific status. 

Temporal representation is particularly useful. Trend lines, baseline comparisons 

and documented architectural interventions can help institutions understand whether 

apparent change reflects long-term transformation or temporary fluctuation. 

Yet dashboards create their own risks. Visual salience can privilege what is 

easiest to display, while senior decision-makers may focus upon a small number of 

prominent metrics. Interface design therefore becomes part of Measurement 

Governance. 

A Cognitive Performance Dashboard should function as an aid to 

institutional interpretation rather than a command surface for metric optimisation. 

Its value lies in supporting questions, not in replacing judgement with visualised 

indicators. 

 

45. Measurement as Institutional 

Feedback 
 

GCPIF becomes most useful when measurement is connected to the feedback 

architecture of the institution itself. Cognitive performance assessment should not exist 

only for external evaluation or periodic reporting; it can become one of the mechanisms 

through which institutions observe how their own cognitive processes are functioning. 

This creates a recursive relationship. Institutional cognition generates decisions 

and actions; consequences produce feedback; GCPIF observes properties of the 

cognitive processes surrounding those interactions; and measurement findings can 

subsequently influence institutional design. Measurement therefore becomes part of the 

metacognitive architecture developed across ICAM, PGNM and HAICA. 

The relevant feedback should remain diagnostic rather than punitive wherever 

possible. If indicators are used primarily to assign blame, institutional actors may become 

defensive or optimise observable behaviour strategically. When measurement is used to 

identify bottlenecks, dependencies or learning gaps, it can instead support architectural 

adaptation. 

This does not eliminate accountability. Serious cognitive failures may require 

organisational or professional consequences. The distinction concerns whether the 
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measurement system is designed principally to improve understanding or merely to 

classify performance. 

Feedback must also reach actors capable of acting upon it. A sophisticated 

cognitive profile provides little value if findings remain confined to research teams or 

evaluation units. Measurement architecture therefore requires interfaces with leadership, 

professional communities, data governance and organisational design. 

Longitudinal profiles can be particularly valuable because they allow institutions 

to determine whether earlier interventions changed cognition as expected. A redesigned 

feedback process, for example, can be followed over time to see whether implementation 

evidence becomes more connected to policy revision. 

Measurement becomes institutionally intelligent when it closes a loop 

between observation of cognition and deliberate modification of cognitive 

architecture. 

 

46. GCPIF as a Research 

Framework 
 

The theoretical architecture developed throughout this Working Paper creates a 

research programme rather than a finished indicator catalogue. GCPIF identifies 

candidate dimensions, measurement levels and methodological principles through which 

institutional cognitive performance can become progressively observable, but many of 

the proposed constructs require substantial empirical testing before stronger 

measurement claims can be justified. 

Research can begin by reconstructing cognitive processes within selected 

institutions and identifying which candidate observables appear repeatedly across 

cases. Such work can determine whether constructs like Sensing Performance, 

Feedback Performance or Metacognitive Performance can be operationalised 

consistently enough to support structured assessment. 

Comparative case studies can then examine whether similar observables behave 

differently across institutional environments. This will be especially important for 

Contextual Validity because the same measured value may imply different performance 

depending upon mandate and scale. 

Indicator development should proceed iteratively. Early candidate metrics can be 

tested against qualitative process evidence, revised when relationships prove weak and 

abandoned when construct validity cannot be demonstrated. Measurement Maturity 

provides the structure through which these transitions can remain visible. 

Longitudinal studies can examine whether leading indicators predict later 

cognitive vulnerability and whether changes in performance profiles correspond to 

institutional interventions. Such research will provide some of the strongest evidence 

concerning the practical value of GCPIF. 
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The framework can also support methodological experimentation. Researchers 

may compare alternative coding schemes, dashboard representations or indicator 

portfolios to determine which produce more reliable and cognitively useful assessments. 

GCPIF therefore functions scientifically not by declaring that Institutional 

Cognition has already become measurable, but by establishing a disciplined 

pathway through which measurement claims can become progressively stronger 

as evidence accumulates. 

 

47. Progressive Validation of 

GCPIF 
 

Validation of GCPIF occurs at several levels because the framework contains 

both theoretical constructs and proposed measurement relationships. The first question 

is whether the performance dimensions themselves remain meaningful across empirical 

cases. If sensing, integration, memory or resilience cannot be distinguished reliably in 

real institutions, the conceptual framework will require refinement. 

A second level concerns observable validity. Researchers must determine 

whether proposed empirical manifestations genuinely correspond to the constructs they 

are intended to represent. A candidate proxy for Institutional Learning, for example, 

should correlate with process evidence demonstrating that feedback altered institutional 

understanding rather than simply coinciding with organisational change. 

A third level concerns indicator reliability and stability. Measurement procedures 

must generate sufficiently consistent results when applied under comparable conditions. 

This includes inter-rater reliability for qualitative assessments and data stability for 

quantitative measures. 

A fourth level concerns predictive or explanatory usefulness. Leading indicators 

should demonstrate some relationship with later cognitive performance, while 

dimensional profiles should help explain why institutions respond differently to similar 

conditions. 

Comparative validation represents a stronger requirement still. Indicators should 

not be used across institutional contexts until evidence demonstrates that values retain 

sufficiently similar meaning. Measurement Maturity therefore allows validated contextual 

indicators to remain below comparative status without being considered scientifically 

inadequate. 

Validation should include failure. Indicators that do not behave as expected 

provide important information about the theory itself. Some constructs may prove difficult 

to separate; others may require redefinition; apparently intuitive measures may show 

weak relationships with institutional cognition. 

The validation of GCPIF should therefore be understood as reciprocal: 

measurement tests the theory of Institutional Cognition, while the theory provides 

the criteria through which measurement itself is evaluated. 
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48. Methodological Cautions in 

Governance Cognitive 

Measurement 
 

The attempt to measure Institutional Cognition introduces methodological risks 

beyond those already associated with Indicator Substitution and Measurement 

Reactivity. One concern is false precision. Numerical indicators can create an 

appearance of scientific maturity that exceeds the strength of the underlying construct or 

evidence. 

A second risk is data availability bias. Institutions often possess abundant 

administrative data concerning easily quantifiable processes while leaving tacit 

judgement, informal coordination and contextual interpretation weakly documented. 

Measurement frameworks constructed primarily from available data may therefore 

overrepresent the most bureaucratically visible dimensions of cognition. 

Researcher interpretation creates another challenge. Qualitative assessments of 

cognitive diversity, coordination or metacognition can become influenced by disciplinary 

expectations or institutional familiarity. Transparent coding protocols and multi-observer 

assessment can reduce but not eliminate this problem. 

Selection effects can distort comparison. Institutions willing to participate in 

intensive cognitive-performance research may possess stronger reflective capacity than 

those that decline, producing overly optimistic estimates of measurement feasibility. 

Temporal attribution also requires caution. A cognitive-performance profile may 

improve after an intervention while other organisational changes occur simultaneously. 

Researchers must avoid assuming causality from simple before-and-after comparison. 

The framework should also remain sensitive to confidentiality. Mapping 

institutional cognitive weaknesses, critical dependencies or human–AI vulnerabilities 

may reveal information whose disclosure creates operational or political risk. Research 

design must therefore balance scientific transparency with legitimate institutional 

protection. 

Methodological caution is not peripheral to GCPIF; it is part of the 

measurement architecture itself, ensuring that attempts to make institutional 

cognition visible do not replace uncertainty with unjustified numerical confidence. 
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49. GCPIF in Relation to ICCA and 

ICAM 
 

GCPIF occupies a distinct but dependent position within the wider Operational 

Model Suite. ICCA established the conceptual organisation of Institutional Cognition, 

while ICAM represented the architectural relationships through which cognitive functions 

become distributed within institutions. GCPIF does not introduce an alternative theory of 

institutional cognition; it asks how selected properties derived from those frameworks 

can become empirically observable. 

This relationship is important because indicator development must remain 

theoretically anchored. Sensing Performance, Institutional Memory Performance, 

Feedback Performance, Cognitive Resilience and Metacognitive Performance all 

depend upon conceptual distinctions developed earlier in the programme. Without those 

definitions, measurement would risk becoming an exercise in administrative data 

collection rather than theory-driven operationalisation. 

ICAM also provides the structural basis for interpreting many indicators. The 

performance of a cognitive node cannot be assessed independently of its interfaces, and 

weak outcomes may originate from architectural relationships rather than local capability. 

GCPIF therefore inherits the relational logic of ICAM. 

The relationship also flows in the opposite direction. Empirical measurement can 

reveal that some ICAM properties are easier to observe than expected, while others may 

require conceptual refinement. Repeated findings concerning bottlenecks, redundancy 

or activated configurations could eventually lead to revision of the architectural model. 

GCPIF transforms ICCA and ICAM from purely conceptual architectures 

into empirically challengeable frameworks by creating explicit pathways between 

theoretical properties and institutional evidence. 

 

50. GCPIF in Relation to CPDF, 

PGNM and HAICA 
 

CPDF, PGNM and HAICA provide specialised cognitive architectures whose 

performance can be examined through extensions of GCPIF. Each introduces constructs 

that require domain-specific observables while remaining connected to the general 

performance dimensions developed here. 

Within CPDF, evidence integration, policy-space exploration, uncertainty 

representation, epistemic traceability and recursive feedback can become candidate 

objects of measurement. GCPIF can help distinguish whether computational policy 

processes merely increase analytical throughput or actually improve institutional 

cognition. 
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PGNM introduces network-level properties such as Cognitive Scale Translation, 

Network Memory, Epistemic Dependency and Planetary Feedback Architecture. These 

require measurement across institutional boundaries, creating methodological 

challenges different from those encountered within individual organisations. 

HAICA introduces hybrid cognitive properties including Meaningful Human 

Judgement, Artificial Cognitive Deference, Cognitive Dependency and Human–AI 

Cognitive Resilience. GCPIF provides the broader measurement discipline through 

which such concepts can progress from theoretical properties towards structured 

observables and candidate indicators. 

The relationship is therefore modular rather than additive. GCPIF does not need 

to contain every specialised indicator itself. It provides common principles of construct 

validity, measurement maturity, contextual comparison and profile representation 

through which specialised measurement families can develop coherently. 

This modularity allows the Operational Model Suite to expand empirically 

without fragmenting into incompatible measurement languages. 

 

51. GCPIF and Governance 

Simulation Platforms 
 

The relationship between GCPIF and G2 — Governance Simulation Platforms — 

is particularly important because simulation offers an environment in which theoretical 

cognitive properties can be manipulated under controlled conditions. GCPIF provides 

candidate dimensions through which the behaviour of simulated governance 

architectures can be observed. 

Simulation can test relationships that are difficult to isolate in real institutions. 

Researchers might vary information latency, node redundancy, epistemic concentration 

or feedback connectivity and examine how these changes affect sensing, resilience or 

learning within the model. 

Such experiments can help refine candidate indicators. A proposed resilience 

metric, for example, should respond meaningfully when simulated architectures lose 

critical nodes or alternative pathways. If the indicator remains unchanged despite 

substantial functional deterioration, its validity would be questionable. 

Simulation can also help investigate threshold effects. Cognitive performance 

may not decline linearly as dependency increases; vulnerabilities may remain latent until 

a critical point is reached. G2 can explore such relationships before researchers attempt 

to observe them empirically. 

Yet simulation cannot validate GCPIF independently. Simulated behaviour 

reflects assumptions embedded within the platform, and real institutional cognition 

contains social, political and organisational dynamics that may not be represented 

adequately. 
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G2 can therefore function as an experimental laboratory for GCPIF, 

generating hypotheses and testing measurement sensitivity while empirical 

institutional research remains necessary for external validation. 

 

52. GCPIF and AI Governance 

Pilot Programmes 
 

I2 — AI Governance Pilot Programmes — provides another critical environment 

for applying GCPIF. Pilot interventions require credible methods for determining whether 

new technologies or institutional configurations improve governance cognition beyond 

narrow measures of productivity or model accuracy. 

Before intervention, GCPIF can establish a Cognitive Performance Baseline 

describing relevant structural, process and outcome properties. During the pilot, selected 

leading indicators can monitor emerging changes, while post-intervention profiles can 

examine whether observed improvements persist. 

This approach can reveal trade-offs. An AI-assisted workflow may reduce 

evidence-processing time while increasing Artificial Cognitive Deference or dependency. 

Without a multidimensional profile, the pilot might be declared successful based upon 

efficiency while important cognitive costs remain invisible. 

Longitudinal observation is especially important because deskilling, dependency 

and institutional learning emerge over time. Short pilots may reveal immediate benefits 

without capturing architectural consequences that develop gradually. 

GCPIF can also help compare alternative pilot configurations. Rather than testing 

whether AI "works", institutions can test whether particular Human–AI Cognitive 

Configurations produce stronger cognitive profiles under defined conditions. 

The combination of GCPIF and I2 therefore creates a pathway from 

conceptual architecture to measured institutional experimentation: baseline → 

intervention → cognitive profile → longitudinal learning. 
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53. Future Research Directions 
 

The development of GCPIF opens a substantial research agenda because most 

cognitive-performance constructs remain at early stages of Measurement Maturity. One 

immediate priority is to identify empirical settings where detailed process evidence can 

support construct development before quantitative indicators are attempted. 

Sensing and feedback may provide comparatively mature starting points because 

latency, coverage and flow can sometimes be observed directly. Interpretative 

Performance, Cognitive Diversity and Metacognitive Performance will likely require 

richer qualitative methodologies before robust indicators emerge. 

Research should also investigate interactions among dimensions. Strong 

performance may depend upon combinations rather than isolated properties, and some 

relationships may be nonlinear. High cognitive diversity, for example, may improve 

reasoning only when coordination capacity exceeds a certain threshold. 

The predictive value of leading indicators deserves dedicated study. Measures of 

dependency, declining disagreement or increasing feedback latency could eventually 

support early-warning systems for cognitive vulnerability, but such claims require 

longitudinal evidence. 

Cross-context validation represents another major challenge. Indicator families 

developed within public administration may not transfer directly to international 

governance networks or highly hybrid AI-enabled institutions. Comparative research 

must determine where common measurement structures remain valid and where 

domain-specific adaptation is necessary. 

Measurement Reactivity itself should become a research object. Experiments 

can examine whether different ways of presenting cognitive performance information 

produce different behavioural responses within institutions. 

Finally, accumulated empirical evidence should feed back into the theory of 

Institutional Cognition. If certain architectural properties consistently show little 

relationship with observed performance, the scientific response should be theoretical 

revision rather than preservation of the original framework. 

GCPIF therefore creates a research programme in which measurement 

develops alongside theory, each progressively constraining and refining the other. 

 

  



WP-F-L02-001 — Governance Cognitive Performance Indicator Framework 

© IDHUS Institute                                                                                                                       54 
 

54. Scientific Contribution of the 

Governance Cognitive 

Performance Indicator Framework 
 

The principal scientific contribution of GCPIF is to establish Governance 

Cognitive Performance as an empirically investigable object positioned between 

cognitive architecture and governance outcomes. Institutional intelligence cannot be 

inferred reliably from final outcomes, nor can it be established simply through the 

presence of sophisticated organisational structures. GCPIF creates a middle layer 

through which realised cognitive processes can become observable. 

A second contribution lies in distinguishing theoretical constructs, empirical 

observables, proxies and validated indicators. This separation prevents early Institutional 

Cognition research from treating conceptual importance as equivalent to measurability 

and creates a disciplined pathway through Measurement Maturity. 

A third contribution is the multidimensional representation of cognitive 

performance. Sensing, integration, interpretation, memory, coordination, feedback, 

learning, diversity, resilience and metacognition are treated as distinct but interacting 

dimensions whose configuration is represented through Institutional Cognitive 

Performance Profiles rather than a universal intelligence score. 

A fourth contribution concerns reflexivity. Indicator Substitution, Measurement 

Reactivity and Measurement Governance recognise that cognitive measurement 

becomes part of the institutional architecture it observes. Measurement can therefore 

improve cognition, distort it or become itself an object of institutional learning. 

Finally, GCPIF connects the theoretical Operational Model Suite with later 

simulation and experimentation. It provides candidate observables through which 

architectures developed in ICAM, CPDF, PGNM and HAICA can become empirically 

testable and creates a common measurement language for G2 and I2. 

The broader scientific contribution of GCPIF is therefore not the production 

of a finished set of governance metrics, but the construction of a rigorous 

methodological bridge through which Institutional Cognition can move from 

conceptual architecture towards cumulative empirical science. 
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55. Closing Perspective — 

Measuring without Reducing 
 

The development of a scientific field often creates pressure to measure its central 

concepts as quickly as possible. Measurement provides comparability, apparent 

precision and the possibility of cumulative evidence. Yet premature measurement can 

weaken theory by forcing complex phenomena into the categories most convenient to 

quantify. Institutional Cognition faces precisely this risk. 

Institutions generate extensive administrative data, and contemporary analytical 

systems make increasingly sophisticated metrics technically possible. The temptation to 

construct an index of institutional intelligence will therefore remain strong. GCPIF argues 

that the scientific value of measurement depends less upon how many quantities can be 

produced than upon whether those quantities preserve defensible relationships with the 

cognitive processes they claim to represent. 

The framework consequently treats observation as a progression. Some 

properties may become quantitatively measurable relatively quickly; others may remain 

structured qualitative constructs for long periods. This uneven development is not a 

weakness. It reflects the reality that cognition contains relational, contextual and 

temporal properties whose scientific understanding must precede numerical 

representation. 

Profiles provide one way of preserving this complexity. Institutions can become 

more visible to themselves without being reduced to rankings. Baselines can reveal 

change, indicator portfolios can triangulate evidence and contextual benchmarking can 

support comparison where meaning remains sufficiently stable. Measurement can 

thereby function as a diagnostic and learning architecture rather than solely as an 

instrument of evaluation. 

The reflexive character of governance measurement also requires humility. 

Indicators alter attention, behaviour and institutional priorities. A framework designed to 

observe cognition can itself become part of cognition. Institutions therefore need to 

evaluate not only what their metrics show but what those metrics cause. 

GCPIF ultimately positions measurement as one stage within a broader scientific 

and institutional learning cycle. Theory identifies properties; observation tests whether 

they exist as expected; indicators become progressively validated; empirical findings 

challenge theory; and measurement itself becomes subject to revision. 

The central transition established by GCPIF is therefore not from qualitative 

institutional theory towards numerical governance scores, but from conceptually 

rich models towards progressively validated forms of observation that make 

institutional cognition more empirically visible without stripping away the 

complexity that gives it meaning. 

.  
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About the IDHUS Working Papers 
 

This publication forms part of the constitutional publication ecosystem of the 

IDHUS Institute. It should not be interpreted as an isolated academic paper but as one 

component within a progressively expanding scientific architecture dedicated to the 

development of the emerging discipline of Institutional Cognition. 

Within the organisational architecture of the IDHUS Institute, the Working Paper 

occupies a distinctive position. It comprises the elementary cognitive module through 

which operational research is conducted. At the structural level, however, the Working 

Paper also functions as the smallest autonomous organisational unit capable of 

generating identifiable scientific contributions within the broader research ecosystem. 

For the way we conduct our research, it represents the point at which constitutional 

concepts, Research Series, Research Lines, methodologies, computational 

developments and empirical investigations converge into a coherent research product 

capable of contributing directly to the cumulative evolution of institutional knowledge. 

 

Series A — Foundations of Institutional Cognition 
Series A preserves the constitutional foundations of the entire research ecosystem. 

Rather than constructing new constitutional theories, it continuously refines, clarifies and 

strengthens the conceptual architecture established throughout The IDHUS Method, 

the Research Validation Papers and the Research Atlas. It provides the common 

scientific language that allows every other Research Series to remain conceptually 

coherent while supporting the long-term evolution of Institutional Cognition. 

Research Lines 

 

A1 — Constitutional Evolution of Institutional Cognition 

A2 — Conceptual Architecture and Theory Integration 

A3 — Epistemology of Institutional Intelligence 

A4 — Philosophy of Adaptive Governance 

A5 — Scientific Foundations of Planetary Cognitive Civilisation 

 

Series B — Cognitive Architectures 
Series B investigates how cognition emerges and operates across multiple 

organisational scales, from individuals and institutions to artificial intelligence systems 

and distributed governance environments. Research within this Series explores 

organisational learning, collective intelligence, institutional memory, cognitive networks 

and adaptive decision-making, providing many of the theoretical and computational 

models that support the broader research programme. 

Research Lines 

 

B1 — Individual and Collective Cognition 

B2 — Institutional Cognitive Architectures 

B3 — Distributed Intelligence Systems 
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B4 — Human-AI Cognitive Collaboration 

B5 — Organisational Learning Architectures 
 

Series C — Computational Governance 

Series C examines how artificial intelligence, computational modelling and digital 

infrastructures are transforming governance and public administration. Its objective is to 

understand how computational systems become active components of institutional 

cognition through intelligent decision-support, AI-native public administration, digital 

governance architectures and adaptive regulatory systems capable of responding to 

increasing societal complexity. 

Research Lines 

 

C1 — AI-Augmented Public Administration 

C2 — Computational Policy Design 

C3 — Intelligent Decision-Support Systems 

C4 — Algorithmic Governance Architectures 

C5 — AI-Native Institutional Ecosystems 

 

Series D — Planetary Systems 
Series D expands the scope of research from individual institutions towards planetary-

scale systems of governance and coordination. Drawing upon systems thinking, 

complexity science and computational simulation, it investigates global governance 

networks, civilisational dynamics, resilience, distributed coordination and the cognitive 

infrastructures required to understand increasingly interconnected planetary systems. 

Research Lines 

 

D1 — Global Cognitive Systems 

D2 — Planetary Governance Networks 

D3 — Civilisational Systems Dynamics 

D4 — Global Coordination Mechanisms 

D5 — Planetary Resilience Architectures 

 

Series E — AI and Institutional Intelligence 
Series E explores the relationship between human intelligence, institutional cognition 

and artificial intelligence. Rather than studying AI as an isolated technology, it 

investigates how hybrid cognitive systems emerge through the interaction of people, 

organisations and intelligent computational agents. This Series provides the principal 

research environment for understanding the future evolution of AI-enabled institutions 

and distributed governance. 
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Research Lines 

 

E1 — Institutional Intelligence 

E2 — Human-AI Collaboration 

E3 — AI Governance Systems 

E4 — Autonomous Institutional Agents 

E5 — Constitutional AI for Public Governance 

 

Series F — Cognitive Metrics and Measurement 
Series F develops the methodological foundations required to observe and evaluate 

Institutional Cognition. It designs metrics, indicators, assessment frameworks and 

measurement methodologies capable of transforming constitutional concepts into 

operational research variables. These tools support empirical research, comparative 

analysis, validation programmes and evidence-based governance across the entire 

research ecosystem. 

Research Lines 

 

F1 — Institutional Intelligence Metrics 

F2 — Governance Performance Indicators 

F3 — Cognitive Capacity Assessment 

F4 — Adaptive Systems Measurement 

F5 — Planetary Governance Metrics 

 

Series G — Simulation and Digital Twins 
Series G establishes the computational laboratories of the Institute. Through simulation 

environments, digital twins, systems dynamics and agent-based modelling, it creates 

experimental platforms for exploring institutional behaviour under controlled conditions. 

These environments allow researchers to investigate alternative governance 

architectures, analyse complex adaptive systems and evaluate future scenarios before 

they emerge in practice. 

Research Lines 

 

G1 — Institutional Digital Twins 

G2 — Governance Simulation Platforms 

G3 — Multi-Agent Governance Models 

G4 — Scenario Generation and Strategic Foresight 

G5 — Computational Experimentation 
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Series H — Comparative Civilisational Studies 
Series H investigates how different societies, institutions and historical periods have 

organised governance, knowledge and collective intelligence. By comparing diverse 

civilisational experiences, governance models and institutional traditions, it seeks to 

identify recurring cognitive principles while understanding the contextual diversity 

through which Institutional Cognition evolves across cultures and historical epochs. 

Research Lines 

 

H1 — Comparative Institutional Cognition 

H2 — Civilisational Governance Evolution 

H3 — Cross-Cultural Adaptive Systems 

H4 — Historical Institutional Intelligence 

H5 — Comparative Planetary Governance 

 

Series I — Applied Governance Laboratories 

Series I serves as the operational bridge between scientific research and institutional 

practice. It develops collaborative research environments in which conceptual models, 

computational systems and governance methodologies can be explored through pilot 

projects, organisational experimentation, innovation programmes and long-term 

partnerships with public institutions. Practical experience generated through these 

laboratories continuously feeds back into the broader research programme. 

Research Lines 

 

I1 — Public Sector Innovation Laboratories 

I2 — AI Governance Pilot Programmes 

I3 — Institutional Transformation Frameworks 

I4 — Governance Prototyping and Testing 

I5 — Living Governance Laboratories 

 

Series J — Future Research Frontiers 
Series J ensures that the research ecosystem remains permanently open to future 

scientific developments. It explores emerging technologies, new governance paradigms, 

evolving AI capabilities and other frontier topics whose long-term significance may not 

yet be fully understood. By institutionalising organised exploration, this Series enables 

the IDHUS Institute to adapt continuously to future scientific opportunities while 

preserving the constitutional coherence of its broader research architecture. 

Research Lines 

 

J1 — Emerging AI Paradigms 

J2 — Future Institutional Architectures 

J3 — Post-Governance Systems 

J4 — Civilisational Foresight 

J5 — Unknown Research Horizons  



WP-F-L02-001 — Governance Cognitive Performance Indicator Framework 

© IDHUS Institute                                                                                                                       60 
 

Internal Constitutional References 
 

The present Working Paper forms part of the constitutional and operational 

architecture of the IDHUS Institute. It should be read in conjunction with the following 

foundational publications, which collectively establish the constitutional framework within 

which the Working Papers Programme develops. 

 

Constitutional Framework 

• The IDHUS Canon  

• The IDHUS Method  

Programme I Research Validation Papers 

• RVP-001 Operational Cognitive Architecture  

• RVP-002 Operational Consciousness  

• RVP-003 Collective Cognition  

• RVP-004 Institutional Cognition  

• RVP-005 Governance Intelligence  

• RVP-006 Adaptive Public Administration  

• RVP-007 AI-Augmented Public Administration  

• RVP-008 Adaptive Public Policy  

• RVP-009 Cognitive Public Services  

• RVP-010 Self-Evolving Governmental Systems  

Research Atlas 

• Volume 0 Research Ecosystem Architecture  

• Volume 1 Research Architecture  

• Volume 2 Planetary Research Ecosystems  

• Volume 3 Planetary Cognitive Systems  

• Volume 4 Planetary Governance Architecture  

• Volume 5 Civilisational Evolution  

• Volume 6 Planetary Cognitive Civilisation  
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Operational Research Programme 

• Operational Research Programme- Working Papers 

Framework  

These publications together establish the constitutional foundations upon which 

the operational research developed throughout the IDHUS Working Papers Programme 

is constructed.  
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Glossary 
 

Adaptive Indicator 

An observable or measurement designed primarily to provide evidence concerning change in an 

institutional cognitive architecture, including modifications to cognitive functions, interfaces, 

relationships, dependencies or organisational structures. Adaptive Indicators observe 

architectural change and should not be treated as synonymous with Adaptation Performance, 

which refers to the underlying institutional capacity being studied. 

Adaptation Performance 

The realised capacity of an institution to modify cognitive processes, relationships or 

architecture when accumulated evidence indicates that existing arrangements no longer 

correspond adequately to institutional requirements or environmental conditions. Adaptation 

Performance requires more than organisational change; the relationship between evidence, 

diagnosis and architectural modification should remain sufficiently traceable. 

Cognitive Capability 

The resources, structures and relationships through which an institution possesses the potential 

to perform a particular cognitive function. Cognitive Capability describes what the architecture 

is positioned to do and is analytically distinct from Cognitive Performance, which concerns how 

those capabilities actually operate under observed conditions. 

Cognitive Measurability 

The extent to which an institutional cognitive property can be represented through a sufficiently 

defined measurement procedure whose outputs possess interpretable and repeatable meaning. 

Cognitive Measurability represents a stronger methodological condition than Cognitive 

Observability and should be claimed only when the operationalisation of the construct is 

adequately specified. 

Cognitive Observability 

The extent to which empirical evidence concerning an institutional cognitive property can be 

identified and examined systematically. A property can possess Cognitive Observability through 

qualitative or mixed-method evidence without yet supporting reliable quantitative 

measurement. 

Cognitive Outcome 

An immediate epistemic or adaptive result produced through institutional cognitive processes, 

such as detection of an emerging risk, revision of an inaccurate assumption, integration of 

fragmented knowledge or identification of uncertainty. Cognitive Outcomes are distinguished 

from broader governance or policy outcomes, which emerge through subsequent interaction 

between institutional action and the external environment. 

Cognitive Outcome Indicator 

An observable or measurement providing evidence concerning the immediate epistemic 

products generated through institutional cognitive processes. Cognitive Outcome Indicators may 
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examine detection, reinterpretation, knowledge integration, uncertainty identification or other 

cognitive results before those results become translated into wider governance outcomes. 

Cognitive Performance Baseline 

A temporally anchored representation of institutional cognitive performance used as a reference 

condition for subsequent comparison. A Cognitive Performance Baseline may be constructed 

through an Institutional Cognitive Performance Profile and can incorporate quantitative 

indicators, structured qualitative assessments, architectural characteristics, contextual 

conditions and measurement uncertainty. 

Cognitive Performance Dashboard 

A representational interface through which cognitive performance profiles, indicator portfolios, 

baselines, trends, uncertainties and Measurement Maturity can be made accessible to 

institutional actors. A Cognitive Performance Dashboard visualises measurement evidence but 

does not itself constitute either the Institutional Cognitive Performance Profile or the wider 

GCPIF measurement framework. 

Cognitive Proxy Indicator 

An indirect observable or measure used to provide evidence concerning a theoretical cognitive 

construct that cannot be measured directly. A Cognitive Proxy Indicator remains analytically 

distinct from the construct itself, and its usefulness depends upon whether the theoretical and 

empirical relationship connecting proxy and construct remains defensible. 

Cognitive Resilience Performance 

The realised capacity of an institutional cognitive architecture to preserve, recover or 

appropriately reconfigure essential cognitive functions when human, organisational, 

informational, technological or infrastructural components become degraded or unavailable. 

Cognitive Resilience Performance depends upon functional independence, alternative pathways 

and recoverability rather than simple duplication of components. 

Cognitive Diversity Performance 

The extent to which an institution maintains access to meaningfully differentiated evidence, 

explanatory models, professional perspectives and interpretative frameworks and allows those 

differences to influence cognition before convergence occurs. Cognitive Diversity Performance 

should not be inferred solely from structural or organisational heterogeneity. 

Comparative Indicator 

An indicator whose validity has been demonstrated sufficiently across appropriately matched 

institutional settings to support meaningful interpretation of differences between cases. Within 

the GCPIF Measurement Maturity structure, Comparative Indicators represent the strongest 

provisional stage of operationalisation. 

Comparative Validity 

The extent to which differences in an indicator can be interpreted meaningfully across 

sufficiently comparable institutional contexts. Comparative Validity requires more than the use 

of identical measurement procedures; the values produced must retain sufficiently equivalent 

cognitive meaning across the cases being compared. 
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Construct Validity 

The extent to which an empirical observable, proxy or indicator represents the theoretical 

cognitive property it is intended to capture. Construct Validity requires a defensible relationship 

between theory and evidence and cannot be established merely through the availability, 

precision or repeatability of institutional data. 

Contextual Benchmarking 

The comparison of cognitive performance against historically relevant baselines, functionally 

comparable institutions or explicitly defined cognitive requirements rather than against a 

universal institutional ranking. Contextual Benchmarking seeks to preserve the relationship 

between cognitive performance and the institutional environment in which that performance 

occurs. 

Contextual Validity 

The extent to which the interpretation of an observable or indicator remains theoretically 

meaningful within the institutional environment in which it is applied. Contextual Validity 

recognises that identical measured values may represent different levels or forms of cognitive 

performance when mandates, scales, risks or environmental requirements differ. 

Feedback Performance 

The realised capacity of an institutional cognitive architecture to detect the consequences of 

action, connect them with prior expectations and return relevant evidence to actors or systems 

capable of interpretation and revision. Feedback Performance concerns cognitively 

consequential feedback rather than the mere production or collection of evaluation information. 

Feedback Saturation 

A condition in which the volume, velocity or complexity of feedback exceeds the institutional 

capacity required to interpret and integrate it meaningfully. Feedback Saturation illustrates why 

greater quantities of evaluative information do not necessarily produce stronger institutional 

learning. 

Governance Cognitive Performance 

The realised functioning of an institutional cognitive architecture in performing governance-

relevant cognitive functions appropriately under the conditions in which it operates. Governance 

Cognitive Performance is context-dependent and multidimensional and should not be 

interpreted as an unconditional normative judgement concerning overall institutional quality or 

legitimacy. 

Governance Cognitive Performance Indicator Framework (GCPIF) 

The methodological architecture developed in this Working Paper for translating theoretical 

properties of Institutional Cognition into empirical observables, structured assessments, 

candidate indicators and progressively validated measurement structures. GCPIF seeks to make 

institutional cognitive performance empirically investigable without reducing Institutional 

Intelligence to a universal numerical score. 
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Indicator Portfolio 

A theoretically organised combination of observables, proxies and indicators used to provide 

complementary evidence concerning a particular cognitive construct or performance dimension. 

Indicator Portfolios operate below the level of the Institutional Cognitive Performance Profile: 

portfolios organise dimension-level evidence, while the ICPP integrates those assessments into 

a wider representation of institutional cognitive performance. 

Indicator Substitution 

A form of Measurement Reactivity in which the measurable proxy or indicator gradually replaces 

the underlying cognitive property as the practical objective of institutional behaviour. Indicator 

Substitution occurs when organisations become increasingly effective at producing favourable 

measures without corresponding improvement in the cognition those measures were intended 

to represent. 

Institutional Cognitive Performance Profile (ICPP) 

A structured, multidimensional representation of the observed performance of an institutional 

cognitive architecture across theoretically defined cognitive dimensions. An ICPP can integrate 

qualitative assessments, quantitative indicators, Measurement Maturity, contextual information 

and uncertainty without requiring all dimensions to be represented through equivalent scales. 

Institutional Memory Performance 

The realised capacity of an institution to preserve governance-relevant knowledge across time 

and retrieve it in forms capable of informing contemporary cognition. Institutional Memory 

Performance includes the preservation of decision rationale, contextual information, uncertainty 

and relevant disagreement rather than storage volume alone. 

Interpretative Performance 

The realised capacity of an institution to contextualise evidence, compare plausible explanations, 

represent uncertainty and revise interpretations when assumptions become inconsistent with 

observed conditions. Interpretative Performance concerns the quality and revisability of 

institutional understanding rather than the quantity of analytical outputs produced. 

Knowledge Integration Performance 

The realised capacity of an institutional cognitive architecture to connect heterogeneous 

evidence, expertise and representations sufficiently for relationships, uncertainties and 

competing interpretations to become mutually consequential. Knowledge Integration 

Performance does not require complete epistemic homogenisation or consensus. 

Lagging Cognitive Indicator 

An indicator that provides evidence of cognitive strengths, weaknesses or failures after their 

consequences have become observable. Lagging Cognitive Indicators can support diagnosis and 

validation but generally provide less anticipatory value than empirically validated Leading 

Cognitive Indicators. 

Leading Cognitive Indicator 

A candidate or validated indicator whose behaviour precedes and provides evidence concerning 

subsequent changes in institutional cognitive performance. An observable should not be treated 
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as a Leading Cognitive Indicator merely because it appears theoretically anticipatory; its 

predictive or explanatory relationship with later cognitive conditions should be supported 

through longitudinal evidence. 

Learning Performance 

The realised capacity of an institution to modify knowledge, assumptions, interpretations or 

decision rules in response to relevant evidence. Learning Performance should be distinguished 

from organisational change because institutional behaviour can change for reasons unrelated to 

evidence-informed cognitive revision. 

Measurement Governance 

The principles, responsibilities and review mechanisms through which cognitive performance 

measures are selected, interpreted, validated, revised and retired. Measurement Governance 

recognises that indicators influence institutional attention and behaviour and therefore require 

continuing epistemic and organisational oversight. 

Measurement Maturity 

The evidential maturity of the relationship between a theoretical cognitive construct and its 

empirical operationalisation. Measurement Maturity evaluates the strength of 

operationalisation rather than the scientific importance of the underlying construct and allows 

measurement claims to develop progressively as evidence accumulates. 

Within GCPIF, the provisional levels are: 

Level 0 — Conceptual Property: the construct is theoretically defined but lacks reliable empirical 

observables. 

Level 1 — Qualitative Observable: the property can be identified empirically through defined 

forms of evidence. 

Level 2 — Structured Observable: systematic criteria permit repeatable assessment. 

Level 3 — Candidate Indicator: a defined measurement procedure generates values suitable for 

empirical testing. 

Level 4 — Validated Indicator: accumulated evidence supports adequate reliability and construct 

validity within specified contexts. 

Level 5 — Comparative Indicator: sufficient contextual and comparative validity has been 

demonstrated to support meaningful comparison across appropriately matched institutional 

settings. 

Measurement Reactivity 

The broader phenomenon through which the introduction, observation or communication of 

measurement alters the behaviour of the institutional cognitive system being measured. 

Measurement Reactivity can produce beneficial learning, defensive behaviour, strategic 

optimisation or Indicator Substitution and should therefore itself become an object of empirical 

observation. 

 

 



WP-F-L02-001 — Governance Cognitive Performance Indicator Framework 

© IDHUS Institute                                                                                                                       67 
 

Measurement Reliability 

The consistency with which an observable or indicator can be identified, coded or measured 

when the underlying institutional condition remains sufficiently similar. Measurement Reliability 

may concern repeated observations, inter-rater agreement or stability across data sources and 

is necessary but not sufficient for valid cognitive measurement. 

Metacognitive Performance 

The realised capacity of an institution to identify and construct usable representations of 

limitations within its own cognitive architecture, including knowledge gaps, sensing blind spots, 

epistemic dependencies, representational weaknesses and other sources of cognitive 

vulnerability. Stronger Metacognitive Performance connects self-observation with the capacity 

for deliberate self-correction. 

Network Cognitive Performance Profile 

A multidimensional representation of cognitive performance across an inter-institutional 

governance network. Such profiles examine properties emerging through relationships among 

institutions, including cross-institutional sensing, knowledge integration, network memory, 

feedback, epistemic concentration and resilience across governance scales. 

Process Indicator 

An observable or measurement providing evidence concerning how an institutional cognitive 

function actually operates within realised activity. Process Indicators primarily concern Cognitive 

Performance and help distinguish nominal structural capability from cognition that becomes 

behaviourally consequential. 

Sensing Performance 

The realised capacity of an institutional cognitive architecture to detect governance-relevant 

environmental conditions with sufficient coverage, timeliness and discriminative quality to 

support subsequent interpretation and action. Sensing Performance concerns meaningful 

detection rather than information volume alone. 

Structural Diversity 

Variation in organisational membership, professional background, institutional origin or other 

structural characteristics among participants in an institutional cognitive process. Structural 

Diversity can support Epistemic Diversity but should not be treated as equivalent to it. 

Epistemic Diversity 

Meaningful variation in the evidence, assumptions, representations, explanatory models or 

interpretative frameworks participating within institutional cognition. Epistemic Diversity 

concerns differences in how governance problems are understood rather than merely 

differences in organisational composition. 

Structural Indicator 

An observable or measurement providing evidence primarily concerning the cognitive resources, 

structures, interfaces or relationships available within an institution. Structural Indicators 

principally describe Cognitive Capability and do not establish that the relevant structures 

become effectively activated in practice. 
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Hybrid Cognitive Performance Profile 

A multidimensional representation of the performance of a Human–AI Cognitive Configuration 

or related hybrid institutional cognitive architecture. Hybrid Cognitive Performance Profiles 

extend GCPIF beyond standalone model evaluation by incorporating properties such as 

Meaningful Human Judgement, traceability, cognitive deference, dependency, resilience and 

preservation of critical human expertise. 

Longitudinal Cognitive Performance Measurement 

The systematic observation of institutional cognitive performance across time in order to identify 

trajectories, distinguish transient variation from structural change and examine the temporal 

relationships among cognitive capability, performance, vulnerability and adaptation. 

Performance–Legitimacy Distinction 

The analytical principle that cognitive effectiveness and legitimate institutional authority 

represent different dimensions of governance. Strong Governance Cognitive Performance does 

not establish democratic, constitutional, legal or ethical legitimacy, just as legitimate authority 

does not guarantee strong institutional cognition. 

Performance–Intelligence Distinction 

The analytical distinction between Institutional Intelligence as a broader emergent theoretical 

capacity and Governance Cognitive Performance as the empirically observable functioning of 

particular cognitive properties under specified conditions. GCPIF measures evidence related to 

Institutional Intelligence rather than Institutional Intelligence as a unitary quantity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


