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Core thesis: Institutions lose legitimacy when they preserve human presence while
removing meaningful human participation.

HAPI exists to identify where agency has been weakened, captured, or simulated, then rebuild the
conditions that make governance real.



Abstract

This paper develops the concept of institutional agency loss within Human Agency Preservation
Infrastructure. It argues that many organizations do not remove humans from the system directly.
Instead, they keep humans present while progressively removing the conditions that make
participation meaningful. People attend meetings, sign forms, approve workflows, comply with
policies, receive training, answer surveys, and carry responsibility, but their ability to understand,
refuse, revise, contest, remember, or direct outcomes may be weak or absent. This produces
procedural participation: the appearance of human involvement without the substance of human
agency.

The paper distinguishes institutional coordination from institutional capture. Institutions are
necessary because humans need durable systems for memory, cooperation, scale, accountability,
and shared action. The problem begins when institutional process becomes detached from the
people it was meant to serve. In such cases, governance can become theater: rules exist, but
humans cannot meaningfully affect outcomes; accountability exists, but authority is unclear;
consent is collected, but refusal is costly; transparency is provided, but comprehension is
impossible. The paper proposes that institutional health should be evaluated by whether the
institution preserves clarity, authority, refusal, revision, memory, contestability, capacity, and
accountable participation.

The central claim is that institutional legitimacy depends on agency preservation. An institution
does not become legitimate merely because it has policies, roles, procedures, or compliance
systems. It becomes legitimate when its structures protect meaningful human participation before,
during, and after consequential decisions. HAPI treats institutional reform as agency restoration:
rebuilding the conditions under which people can act as responsible participants rather than
procedural objects.
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1. Introduction

Institutions are among the most powerful agency structures humans create. They allow people to
coordinate across time, preserve memory, distribute responsibility, share labor, enforce
boundaries, and pursue goals too large for isolated individuals. Families, churches, hospitals,
companies, schools, governments, courts, and platforms all organize human action through roles,
rules, rituals, records, and authority structures.

For that reason, institutions can either amplify agency or weaken it. At their best, they give people
more capacity than they could have alone. They preserve knowledge, provide resources, create
predictable boundaries, and make complex cooperation possible. At their worst, they convert
people into procedural participants: present enough to be counted, responsible enough to be
blamed, but not empowered enough to meaningfully direct what happens.

An institution preserves agency when people can still understand, refuse, revise,
contest, remember, and remain accountable.

This paper argues that institutional failure should not be understood only as corruption,
inefficiency, bad leadership, legal violation, or poor culture. Those are real problems, but beneath
them is a deeper structural failure: agency loss. The institution no longer preserves the conditions
that make human participation meaningful.

2. The Institutional Agency Problem

The central problem is that institutions can preserve the form of participation while removing the
substance of participation. A person may be invited into a process without having enough
information to understand it. A person may approve a decision without having authority to change
it. A person may be asked for consent without having a safe path to refuse. A person may be held
accountable for an outcome without having controlled the conditions that produced it.

This creates an agency gap between appearance and reality. On paper, the human participated. In
practice, the system moved through the human as a checkpoint. The person became a signature, a
click, a role, a meeting attendee, a compliance acknowledgement, or a witness to a process already
determined elsewhere.

e Human presence without meaningful control.

e Approval without a safe ability to refuse.

e Responsibility without corresponding authority.

e Transparency without comprehension.

e Policy without operational reality.

e Accountability without memory.

e Participation without consequence-shaping power.

HAPI names this pattern institutional agency loss.

3. Institutions as Agency Amplifiers

Institutions are not inherently agency-stripping. HAPI does not treat institutions as the enemy. A
healthy institution is one of the strongest agency amplifiers available to human beings.

4



A healthy institution can increase agency by providing shared memory, stable rules, role clarity,
training, trusted authority, material resources, conflict resolution, and protection from arbitrary
power. A hospital can help a patient regain health. A school can expand a student's capacity to
understand the world. A church can support conscience, repentance, service, and belonging. A
company can coordinate labor into meaningful production. A court can preserve rights when
private power would otherwise dominate.

The goal is not institutionlessness. The goal is agency-preserving institution design.

The question is not whether a system has authority. The question is whether authority remains
bound to agency-preserving conditions. Does the institution help people act with greater clarity and
responsibility, or does it make them dependent, silent, confused, afraid, or ornamental?

4. When Institutions Become Agency-Stripping Systems

An institution becomes agency-stripping when its processes begin serving the preservation of
institutional control more than the restoration of human participation. This shift can be subtle. The
institution may still use the language of care, order, compliance, service, safety, loyalty, or
efficiency. But the operational effect is that people become less able to understand, refuse, revise,
contest, remember, or act responsibly.

Agency-stripping institutions often do not feel oppressive at first. They may feel protective, efficient,
orderly, or familiar. The loss appears later as dependency, fear of questioning, inability to navigate
without permission, confusion about responsibility, or resignation to processes that no one believes
are working.

e The system becomes harder to question than to obey.

e The person becomes easier to process than to hear.

e The policy becomes more real than the lived situation.

e The metric becomes more visible than the person.

e The role becomes more important than the conscience.

e The approval becomes more important than the judgment.

5. Procedural Participation

Procedural participation is participation that satisfies the process without preserving agency. It is
the institutional equivalent of rubber-stamping. A human is present, but the human does not
meaningfully shape the outcome.

Common examples include required acknowledgements no one understands, consent forms signed
under pressure, meetings where decisions are already made, review boards with insufficient
context, employees asked to approve unsafe workflows, patients overwhelmed by medical options,
and religious or social systems where questioning is treated as disloyalty.

Procedural participation is not agency. It is the appearance of agency passing
through institutional form.



6. The Institutional Agency Loss Pattern

Institutional agency loss tends to follow a repeating pattern. The institution begins with a legitimate
purpose. It creates procedures to preserve that purpose. Over time, the procedures become easier
to protect than the purpose. People then adapt to the procedure rather than the truth the procedure
was meant to serve.

20. A real human need creates an institution.

21. The institution creates processes to serve that need.

22. The processes become standardized and defensible.

23. The processes begin optimizing for institutional continuity.

24. Humans are required to conform to the process even when the process no longer fits reality.
25. Participation becomes procedural.

26. Agency is weakened while the institution still appears orderly.

This is not always malicious. Often it is drift. The institution becomes more fluent in its own
procedures than in the people those procedures were meant to help.

7. Authority Without Control

One of the strongest signs of institutional agency loss is authority without control. A person is made
responsible for an outcome but is not given the power, context, time, or permission to meaningfully
affect that outcome.

In workplaces, this appears when managers are held responsible for metrics they cannot influence.
In healthcare, it appears when patients are told they made an informed choice while being
overwhelmed, frightened, or under-supported. In religious institutions, it appears when members
are told they have personal conscience but are socially punished for using it. In AI governance, it
appears when a human is placed in the loop but cannot understand, refuse, or revise the action
before consequence.

Responsibility without authority is agency theater.

8. Consent, Compliance, and Coercion

Institutions often rely on consent and compliance as proof that agency exists. HAPI treats both as
insufficient by themselves. Consent is meaningful only when the person has clarity, capacity, and a
safe ability to refuse. Compliance is meaningful only when the person is not being coerced by fear,
dependency, confusion, or social destruction.

A person can comply while agency is collapsing. A person can consent because the alternative is too
costly. A person can approve because refusal would make them vulnerable. A person can agree
because they do not understand enough to disagree.

e Consent without clarity is weak consent.

¢ Consent without refusal is coercive consent.

e Consent without memory is unaccountable consent.

e Consent under dependency is structurally compromised.
e Compliance under fear is not alignment.



9. Institutional Memory and Accountability

Memory is a core condition of agency. Institutions preserve or destroy agency partly through what
they remember, what they forget, and who has access to the record.

When institutions preserve records only for institutional defense, memory becomes asymmetric.
The system remembers what protects itself but forgets what would help the person contest,
understand, or repair. A healthy institution preserves memory so accountability can be shared,
truth can be reconstructed, and decisions can be improved.

Institutional memory should not only protect the institution. It should protect truth,
accountability, and the people affected by institutional action.

10. The Policy-Reality Split

The policy-reality split occurs when written values and operational reality diverge. The institution
says one thing but reliably does another. The policy may say humans can refuse, but the culture
punishes refusal. The policy may say safety comes first, but production pressure overrides it. The
policy may say patients are empowered, but the workflow overwhelms them. The policy may say
conscience matters, but disagreement is treated as rebellion.

This split is dangerous because it preserves the language of agency while removing the actual
conditions of agency. It allows leaders to point to policies as proof while affected people experience
a different system.

e Official values become symbolic.

e Procedures become defensive artifacts.

e People learn the real rules through pressure.

e Governance becomes documentation rather than reality.
e Agency is lost beneath compliant language.

11. Institutional Capture and False Gates

Institutional agency loss becomes capture when the institution positions itself as the necessary
mediator of a person's legitimacy, belonging, safety, identity, conscience, or access to help. This
does not mean all boundaries are illegitimate. Institutions need boundaries. The problem is when
the institution claims authority over boundaries it does not rightfully own.

A true gate governs rightful passage. A false gate captures agency by controlling what should
remain directly accountable to truth, conscience, God, law, or the affected person. False gates often
justify themselves through safety, loyalty, doctrine, expertise, or efficiency. The operational test is
whether the gate restores agency or makes the person dependent on the gate.

A true institution restores agency through order. A false institution captures agency
through control.



12. HAPI Institutional Audit Dimensions

A HAPI institutional audit asks whether the institution preserves the conditions of meaningful
participation. The audit is not limited to policy review. It examines whether the lived system allows
people to participate with clarity, authority, refusal, revision, memory, contestability, capacity, and

accountability.

Dimension Audit Question Agency Risk If Missing

Clarity Can people understand the People comply without
decision, process, or comprehension.
consequence?

Authority Can responsible people actually Responsibility separates from
affect outcomes? control.

Refusal Can people safely say no or stop Consent becomes coercive.
the process?

Revision Can people change a proposal Participation becomes decorative.
before commitment?

Memory Can people reconstruct what Accountability becomes
happened and why? impossible.

Contestability Can affected people challenge Power becomes one-way.
decisions?

Capacity Do people have enough support to | Rights exist only on paper.
participate?

Timing Is human judgment live before Review arrives too late.
consequence?

Dependency Does support restore agency or The system captures the person.
replace it?

Policy Reality Do stated values match Governance becomes theater.
operational behavior?

13. Institutional Restoration

Institutional restoration begins by asking where agency was lost. The goal is not merely to add
more policies, more approvals, or more training. Those may help, but they can also deepen theater
if the underlying agency conditions remain broken.

Restoration rebuilds the conditions that allow people to participate meaningfully. It clarifies
authority, makes refusal safe, improves timing, strengthens memory, creates contestability, reduces
overload, and aligns policy with operational reality.

27. Map where decisions actually happen.
28. Identify who is affected and who has authority.
29. Check whether refusal is safe and timely.

30. Expose policy-reality gaps.

31. Create memory that serves accountability, not only defense.
32. Reduce unnecessary procedural load.
33. Move humans from symbolic checkpoints to meaningful decision points.
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34. Measure whether people experience more clarity, capacity, and legitimate control.

14. Practical Examples

Healthcare

A patient is given treatment options but is frightened, exhausted, and unable to process the
consequences. The institution may record informed consent, but agency may still be weak. A HAPI
approach would strengthen comprehension, timing, family support, decision memory, second-
opinion access, and the patient's ability to revise decisions as understanding improves.

Workplace Compliance

Employees click through safety training and policy acknowledgements. The institution can prove
completion, but not meaningful understanding. If workers cannot refuse unsafe work or report
problems without retaliation, the compliance system becomes agency theater.

Religious Institutions

A religious community can preserve agency by supporting conscience, repentance, truth, and
restoration. It can weaken agency when belonging, family contact, identity, or recognized spiritual
legitimacy become dependent on institutional approval rather than direct accountability before
God and conscience.

Al Governance

An organization may place a human approver into an AI workflow. But if the agent acts too quickly,
the review packet is unclear, authority is ambiguous, or refusal is socially punished, the human-in-
the-loop becomes procedural participation. HAPI requires human authority to remain live at the
point of consequence.

15. Design Principles

35. No responsibility without authority.

36. No consent without clarity and refusal.

37. No compliance system that punishes honest escalation.

38. No review process where decisions are already effectively committed.

39. No memory system controlled only by the institution.

40. No policy that cannot be tested against operational reality.

41. No support system that creates unnecessary dependency.

42. No governance structure that preserves appearance while removing participation.
43. No institutional gate that claims authority over boundaries it does not own.

44. No scale without agency-preserving structure.

16. Research Agenda

The institutional agency loss framework should be tested through case studies, interviews,
workflow audits, governance documentation review, and before-after restoration pilots. The key



empirical question is whether people experience greater clarity, authority, refusal, memory,
contestability, and accountable participation after HAPI-informed redesign.

e Develop agency-loss survey instruments for employees, patients, members, and stakeholders.
e Build institutional agency maps showing where humans are symbolic versus consequential.
e C(Create policy-reality gap assessments.

e Measure safe refusal, contestability, and escalation quality.

e Compare formal governance documentation with lived operational practice.

e Evaluate whether restoration interventions reduce overload and dependency.

17. Conclusion

Institutions are necessary. Human beings need shared structures to preserve memory, coordinate
action, distribute responsibility, and protect the vulnerable. But institutions become dangerous
when they preserve human presence while removing human agency.

Institutional agency loss explains why systems can appear orderly while people feel powerless, why
policies can exist while governance remains unreal, and why participation can be documented
while outcomes remain unreachable. HAPI identifies this as a core failure mode: the person is still
inside the system, but meaningful participation has been stripped away.

Institutional legitimacy depends on agency preservation.

The path forward is not anti-institutional. It is restorative. Institutions should be redesigned so
people can understand, refuse, revise, contest, remember, and remain accountable. Governance
becomes real when institutions protect those conditions. When they do not, governance becomes
theater.

Appendix A: Key Propositions

45. P1. Institutions can amplify agency or strip agency.

46. P2. Human presence in a process is not the same as meaningful participation.

47. P3. Procedural participation is the appearance of agency without agency-preserving conditions.

48. P4. Responsibility without authority is agency theater.

49. P5. Consent without clarity and refusal is structurally weak.

50. P6. Institutional memory must serve truth and accountability, not only institutional defense.

51. P7. The policy-reality split is a major source of governance theater.

52. P8. Institutional capture occurs when a system mediates legitimacy, belonging, conscience, or
access beyond its rightful authority.

53. P9. A true institution restores agency through order.

54. P10. Institutional legitimacy depends on preserving clarity, authority, refusal, revision, memory,
contestability, capacity, and accountability.

Appendix B: Glossary
Term Definition
Institutional agency loss The weakening of meaningful human participation
inside an institution while formal participation
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remains present.

Procedural participation

Participation that satisfies institutional process
without giving the person real power to understand,
refuse, revise, or contest.

Policy-reality split

A divergence between written policy or stated
values and actual operational behavior.

Authority without control

A condition where a person is held responsible
without having enough power to affect the outcome.

Institutional capture

A system state where the institution makes people
dependent on it for legitimacy, belonging, action,
conscience, or access.

Agency-preserving institution

An institution that increases capacity and
coordination while preserving meaningful human
participation.

Contestability The practical ability to challenge, appeal, question,
or correct a decision.
False gate A boundary that controls passage without rightful
authority or captures agency instead of restoring it.
Working Status

This paper is a working HAPI foundation manuscript. It is intended to support future research,
audit design, institutional consulting, and technical infrastructure development. It should be
refined through case studies, critique, and practical application.
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