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When Admissibility Breaks: 
A Pre-Analytical Demonstration of Institutional Threshold Failure 

Jim Y. Huang*1 

Abstract 
 This paper presents a case-based demonstration of how institutional admissibility can fail under 
accumulated structural tension. It applies the Institutional Tension Index (ITI) and its systemic 
variant (SITI) strictly as pre-analytical diagnostic tools: they render institutional stress, interface 
congestion, and structural load visible prior to any judgment or classification. At this diagnostic 
layer, the paper does not assess legality, efficiency, or policy adequacy; it only shows where and 
how tension accumulates within a rule-dense institutional arrangement. 

Using a single observed institutional case, the paper then maps the record onto a fixed X–Y 
plane. In this grammar, 𝑋𝑋captures horizontal structural pressure transmitted through rule-
governed fiscal channels and boundary-facing reclassification interfaces; 𝑌𝑌captures downward 
absorptive capacity under non-reversible load. The analysis keeps these dimensions distinct in 
order to separate operability concerns from institutional existence. 

Finally, the paper reads the going-concern admissibility condition as a fixed structural threshold, 
written throughout as 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌within the Institutional Tension Field (ITF). The paper’s 
contribution is demonstrative: it shows, through institutional records, an already-occurred 
threshold event in which admissibility is withdrawn even where residual operability may persist. 
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Introduction 
This working paper has one purpose: to show, through a real institutional case, that the condition 
𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌can operate as a going-concern admissibility threshold rather than as a descriptive 
metric. The paper does not propose a new formal condition, does not modify the X–Y 
definitions, and does not advance normative claims. It uses the case as an observable specimen in 
which a threshold event becomes legible: an arrangement may retain partial operability, yet cease 
to be institutionally admissible in the eyes of the state. 

* Jim Y. Huang is a PhD researcher OISE , Uof T. He holds an LLM, MBA, and is a CPA (Canada & 
Australia) and TEP. Director, Cross Lab Institute.  
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The analysis is conducted within the Institutional Tension Field (ITF), which serves as the pre-
analytical context in which institutional tension becomes observable prior to judgment. Within 
this field, the Institutional Tension Index (ITI) and its systemic variant (SITI) are used strictly as 
pre-analytical diagnostic instruments. In this role, ITI/SITI do not predict outcomes, validate 
positions, or justify decisions. They function as rendering tools that surface where tension 
accumulates, how interface congestion forms, and when accumulated load becomes system-
level. Only after this diagnostic rendering does the paper move to a bounded existence question: 
whether the observed arrangement still meets the admissibility condition for going-concern 
recognition under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌. 

The analytical grammar remains fixed. The X–Y plane is held constant: X captures horizontal 
structural pressure transmitted through rule-governed fiscal channels and cross-boundary 
reclassification; Y captures downward absorptive capacity under non-reversible load. Within this 
fixed grammar, the paper separates two categories that are often conflated in institutional 
discussion: operability and existence. Operability concerns whether some functions continue to 
run; existence concerns whether the arrangement is still recognized as admissible as a going 
concern in the eyes of the state. The central claim of the paper is that these two can diverge, and 
that the divergence becomes observable precisely at the point where the admissibility threshold 
is crossed. 

The contribution of the paper is procedural and demonstrative. It offers a reproducible rendering 
sequence—diagnosis (ITI/SITI within ITF), coordinate mapping (X–Y), and threshold reading 
(𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌)—and uses a single real case to show that the threshold logic is not merely 
conceptual. The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 states the boundary conditions and 
clarifies the tool roles. Section 3 summarizes the case record. Section 4 conducts the pre-
analytical diagnosis using ITI/SITI within ITF. Section 5 maps the case onto the X–Y plane. 
Section 6 identifies the threshold event and reads it as an admissibility crossing under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 =
𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌. The final sections list bounded findings and non-claims. 

Throughout this paper, the admissibility condition is written in a fixed form as 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌. 
The superscript 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺explicitly constrains the expression to the going-concern admissibility reading 
within the Institutional Tension Field (ITF). For clarity and consistency, the paper does not use 
the bare form 𝐹𝐹 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌at any point. Where a plain-text representation is needed (e.g., headers, 
filenames, or indexing snippets), the equivalent notation is written as F^GC = X × Y. 

The Institutional Tension Field (ITF) is treated as a context constraint rather than as a separate 
theory section. In this paper, ITF functions only as the pre-analytical field in which tension can 
be rendered prior to judgment, and in which admissibility can be meaningfully read under the 
going-concern lens. The paper therefore avoids expanding ITF beyond what is required to bind 
the analysis to its proper interpretive domain. 

Tool roles are separated and non-interchangeable. The Institutional Tension Index (ITI) and its 
systemic variant (SITI) are applied strictly as pre-analytical diagnostics: they render where 
tension accumulates and when it becomes systemic. By contrast, 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌is used only as an 
existence test—i.e., a going-concern admissibility threshold—rather than as an operability metric 
or a performance indicator. 
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Finally, the paper is written as a self-contained instrument-and-case demonstration. Its claims are 
bounded to the internal grammar stated here and to the institutional record of the case presented, 
without relying on external literature to establish the validity of the notation or the diagnostic 
roles used. 

2. Framework Clarification (Strict Layer Separation) 
This section fixes the role boundaries of the instruments used in the paper. The separation is 
structural, not rhetorical: ITI and SITI operate only at the pre-analytical layer, while any 
admissibility reading is performed later under the going-concern threshold condition. The 
purpose of stating this separation is to prevent category-mixing—especially the common drift in 
which a diagnostic output is treated as a conclusion, a judgment, or a decision rule. In this paper, 
ITI and SITI are used to render institutional tension visible prior to judgment; they do not 
determine whether an arrangement is admissible. 

2.1 ITI and SITI as Pre-Analytical Diagnostic Tools 

ITI and SITI are treated as pre-analytical diagnostic tools. Their role is not to produce outcomes, 
to classify legality, or to supply a final decision. They function as diagnostic rendering 
instruments: they make institutional strain legible by surfacing where tension accumulates, how 
friction concentrates at interfaces, and when accumulated load begins to behave as a system-level 
condition rather than a localized issue. In this paper, the diagnostic layer exists precisely to 
locate structural stress before any adjudicative or regulatory reading is attempted. 

At this layer, “diagnosis” does not mean explanation, excuse, or normative evaluation. It means 
structural localization. The output of ITI/SITI is therefore not a verdict; it is a map of tension. 
The question is not “who is right,” “what should be done,” or “which policy is preferable,” but 
rather “where is the institutional arrangement carrying load,” “where does routing stall,” and 
“which interfaces appear as congestion points.” 

Within this fixed use, ITI answers a narrow question: where tension accumulates. It identifies the 
loci of friction—points where rule-density, interface complexity, or classification conflict causes 
pressure to concentrate. SITI answers a different but equally narrow question: whether that 
tension has reached systemic intensity. It indicates when the observed strain is no longer 
confined to a single drawer, channel, or interface, but instead exhibits patterns consistent with 
system-level stress—i.e., when accumulation begins to propagate across components and 
becomes structurally coupled to the arrangement’s continuing coherence. 

Stated as operational definitions for this paper: ITI is a localization instrument; SITI is a 
systemic-intensity indicator. Neither instrument is used as a predictive model, a performance 
score, or an admissibility test. They are applied only to render the pre-analytical field readable, 
so that subsequent sections can separate (i) what remains operable from (ii) what remains 
institutionally admissible under the going-concern lens. 
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2.2 𝑭𝑭𝑮𝑮𝑮𝑮 = 𝑿𝑿 × 𝒀𝒀as a Structural Threshold Condition 

Within the framework of this paper, 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌is not a diagnostic device. It does not locate 
tension, measure intensity, or describe how pressure accumulates. Those functions are explicitly 
reserved for ITI and SITI. The role of 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌is different and strictly limited: it operates as 
an existence test under the going-concern lens. 

More precisely, 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌functions as a structural threshold condition that asks a single 
question from the perspective of the state or the institutional order: does this arrangement remain 
admissible as a going concern? The condition is not concerned with internal efficiency, short-
term functionality, or managerial competence. It reads whether the interaction of horizontal 
structural pressure (X) and vertical absorptive capacity (Y) has crossed an admissibility 
boundary beyond which the arrangement can no longer be recognized as institutionally viable. 

In this sense, 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺is intentionally formulated as a product rather than a sum. An arrangement may 
tolerate high horizontal pressure when vertical absorption remains intact, or it may absorb 
substantial vertical burden when horizontal complexity remains limited. The threshold behavior 
arises not from pressure in isolation, but from their interaction. When the product 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌exceeds 
the admissible range under the going-concern lens, the issue is no longer one of strain 
management but of institutional admissibility. 

Accordingly, 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌does not explain why tension exists, nor does it recommend how to 
resolve it. It is used only to read whether, at a structural level, the arrangement continues to exist 
as an admissible going concern within ITF. In the architecture of this paper, the division of labor 
is explicit: ITI and SITI make tension visible; 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌determines whether the system 
remains admissible under the going-concern lens. 

2.3 Operability vs. Existence (Core Distinction) 

A central distinction underlying this paper is the separation between operability and existence. 
These two conditions are often conflated in institutional discussion, but they are analytically 
distinct and must be treated as such. 

A system may remain operable in a practical sense. Transactions may continue to occur, services 
may still be delivered, and internal processes may function with apparent continuity. Operability 
describes the ability to keep functioning. 

However, operability does not guarantee existence in an institutional sense. Existence refers to 
whether the arrangement continues to be admissible, recognizable, and classifiable as a going 
concern within the eyes of the state or governing system. Once the admissibility threshold under 
𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌is crossed, an arrangement may still operate, but it no longer remains admissible in 
the same way institutionally. It may be reclassified, constrained, suspended, or treated as 
structurally invalid, regardless of residual activity. 

This paper is explicitly concerned with this second condition. It does not ask whether systems 
can continue to function under stress. It asks when they cease to be institutionally admissible, 
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even while functioning persists. The analytical focus, therefore, is not on performance failure, 
but on existence failure—the point at which a system’s structural configuration no longer fits 
within the admissible space defined by the going-concern lens. 

3. Case Description and Evidentiary Basis 

This section fixes the case as an observed institutional record rather than as an illustrative story. 
The paper treats the case as a traceable sequence of institutional actions, captured in documents 
that can be independently inspected. The purpose is not to argue motives, assign responsibility, 
or evaluate policy quality, but to establish a stable evidentiary basis for the later diagnostic 
rendering (ITI/SITI within ITF) and the subsequent admissibility reading under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌. 
Accordingly, the case is presented in a document-led manner: what happened, what records exist, 
and what institutional markers indicate a structural threshold event. 

3.1 Case Overview (Factual Description) 

The case concerns a real institutional episode in which an arrangement encounters escalating 
structural strain and is met with identifiable institutional actions. The overview is stated as facts 
only: the arrangement exists within a rule-dense environment; it is subject to fiscal and 
administrative routing; and it experiences a sequence of interactions in which constraints, 
classifications, or eligibility conditions become decisive. Over time, the record shows a shift 
from ordinary operational strain to institutional actions that change the arrangement’s recognized 
status. This shift is the object of observation in this paper. The case is therefore described as a 
timeline of events—what institutional steps occurred, when they occurred, and what formal 
language was used—without importing interpretive explanations at this stage. 

3.2 Institutional Records Used (Document Set) 

The evidentiary basis of the case is limited to institutional records. Depending on the case 
domain, these records may include one or more of the following categories: 

• Budget documents: published allocations, expenditure trajectories, fiscal baselines, or 
official budget statements relevant to the arrangement’s funding and constraints. 

• Formal decisions: written determinations, approvals, refusals, reclassifications, 
eligibility rulings, or administrative decisions that materially affect institutional status. 

• Public notices and announcements: official communications that declare changes in 
access, service scope, eligibility rules, operational limits, or institutional priorities. 

• Audit and oversight materials: audit reports, oversight office findings, accountability 
statements, or performance/financial monitoring outputs that document structural strain, 
deficits, backlog, or compliance pressure. 

• Legal or administrative texts: statutes, regulations, directives, policy manuals, 
procedural rules, or adjudicative texts that govern classification, admissibility, and the 
institutional meaning of “continuing” or “eligible” status. 

The paper uses these records as the primary basis for reconstructing the case trajectory. Where 
possible, events in the case are anchored to documentary language (e.g., the exact category labels 
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used, the stated eligibility conditions, the declared operational constraints, or the formal status 
consequences). The point is to ensure that the case is not merely narrated but is structurally 
grounded in materials that carry institutional force. 

3.3 Why This Case Matters Structurally (Threshold Markers) 

This case matters for structural analysis because the record contains markers that are 
characteristic of a threshold event under the going-concern admissibility lens. Specifically, the 
documented sequence includes one or more of the following institutional signals: 

1. Institutional reclassification: the arrangement is re-described, re-categorized, or moved 
into a different institutional class (e.g., from admissible to constrained, from eligible to 
ineligible, from ongoing to exceptional/temporary), with consequences that follow from 
the classification itself rather than from operational performance. 

2. Functional termination or loss of standing: the record shows a cessation of recognized 
function (service scope, operational authority, eligibility to access resources, or capacity 
to participate in a governed process), indicating that the arrangement can no longer be 
treated as continuing in the same institutional sense. 

3. Withdrawal of institutional recognition: the record contains explicit or implicit 
withdrawal of recognition—through denial, suspension, refusal to route, refusal to 
authorize, or an administrative stance that treats the arrangement as no longer admissible 
as a going concern within the governing system. 

These markers matter because they are not merely signs of strain. They indicate a shift in 
institutional status. That is why the case is suitable for the paper’s structure: ITI/SITI can be used 
to render the accumulation of tension leading up to the shift, while the admissibility reading 
under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌addresses the point at which the arrangement crosses from operability 
concerns into existence concerns within ITF. 

4. Pre-Analytical Diagnosis Using ITI / SITI 
This section is the diagnostic core of the paper. It applies ITI and SITI strictly within the 
Institutional Tension Field (ITF) to render the case readable prior to any admissibility reading. 
The outputs in this section are not conclusions and not determinations. They are diagnostic 
renderings that locate where tension accumulates, how it concentrates at interfaces, and whether 
it has begun to behave as a system-level condition. Up to the end of Section 4, the paper is still 
operating in a “visibility” mode: it is making the problem legible, not deciding whether the 
arrangement remains admissible as a going concern. 

4.1 ITI Diagnosis: Where Tension Accumulates 

ITI is applied as a localization instrument. Its task in this paper is to identify the loci of pressure 
accumulation in the case record—i.e., where the arrangement repeatedly encounters routing 
friction, classification conflict, or interface overload. For interpretive discipline, the diagnosis is 
organized into three types of accumulation: (i) horizontal tension related to X, (ii) vertical 
tension related to Y, and (iii) interface congestion where drawers meet. 
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(a) Horizontal tension (X-related accumulation). 
The ITI reading treats X-related accumulation as pressure that arises from horizontal structural 
complexity: cross-boundary routing, reclassification across administrative categories, fiscal 
channel constraints, and rule-governed transitions that are not local to a single unit. In the case 
record, X-related accumulation is indicated when stress appears at points where the arrangement 
must cross jurisdictional, categorical, or fiscal interfaces—e.g., when eligibility, classification, or 
funding authorization depends on satisfying multiple rule regimes at once, or when a change in 
one channel forces re-routing elsewhere. The diagnostic question here is narrow: where does the 
case repeatedly stall or re-route due to horizontal structural pressure? 

(b) Vertical tension (Y-related accumulation). 
Y-related accumulation is treated as pressure that is carried downward under non-reversible load: 
continuing obligations, backlogs, inherited constraints, time-coupled commitments, and 
absorption burdens that compound rather than reset. In the case record, Y-related accumulation is 
indicated when strain persists across cycles—e.g., when deferrals become chronic, when 
temporary workarounds become permanent, or when the arrangement’s capacity to absorb 
additional load weakens over time. The diagnostic question here is equally narrow: where does 
the case record show compounding load that is not being absorbed or discharged? 

(c) Interface friction: drawer congestion and institutional stall points. 
Beyond X- and Y-related accumulation, ITI is used to identify interface friction—points where 
institutional drawers meet and where routing requires translation, verification, or reclassification. 
In a rule-dense system, these interfaces are where congestion becomes visible: administrative 
handoffs, authorization gates, documentation checks, eligibility confirmations, audit triggers, 
funding approvals, or compliance thresholds. In the case record, interface friction is indicated by 
repeated requests for the same type of verification, recurring delays at the same handoff, 
contradictory classification demands, or looping routes that return the arrangement to an earlier 
gate. The diagnostic output at this stage is a map of stall points, not an explanation of causes. 

Across (a)–(c), the ITI diagnosis produces a structured rendering: a list of accumulation loci and 
a description of how tension concentrates (horizontally, vertically, and at interfaces). The paper 
treats this rendering as the prerequisite to any later threshold reading. 

4.2 SITI Diagnosis: When Tension Becomes Systemic 

SITI extends the diagnostic reading from localization to systemic intensity. It is applied to 
determine whether the tension observed in the ITI rendering remains localized—or whether it 
has entered a regime where it behaves as a system-level condition. The purpose is not to declare 
failure, but to mark when the pattern of tension has crossed from “friction at points” to “stress 
across the arrangement.” 

SITI is read through three observable signals in the record: 

(a) System-level entry. 
Tension is treated as systemic when it is no longer confined to a single channel, drawer, or 
interface. In the record, this appears as multi-point strain: delays, constraints, or classification 
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conflicts begin to show up across multiple components simultaneously. A practical indicator is 
that addressing one congestion point does not relieve the arrangement; pressure reappears 
elsewhere, suggesting the arrangement is structurally coupled under load rather than locally 
obstructed. 

(b) Cross-interface propagation. 
A systemic condition is also indicated when tension propagates across interfaces—i.e., when an 
action in one drawer generates additional gates, checks, or constraints in another drawer, 
producing a cascade rather than a contained adjustment. In the record, this appears as chained 
routing: one denial triggers a re-route; a re-route triggers a new classification; a new 
classification triggers a compliance requirement; the compliance requirement triggers an 
oversight review; and so on. The diagnostic point is not that any single step is wrong, but that the 
routing behaves as an intensifying chain. 

(c) Signals of functional degradation. 
Finally, SITI looks for signs that functional capacity is degrading under accumulated load. This 
is not the admissibility judgment; it is a diagnostic signal that absorption is weakening. In the 
record, functional degradation may appear as escalating reliance on temporary measures, 
repeated suspension of normal pathways, sustained backlog expansion, narrowing of service 
scope, repeated deferrals, or institutional language that shifts from routine processing to 
exception handling. These signals indicate that the arrangement’s ability to carry load is 
changing over time. 

By the end of Section 4, the paper has not made an admissibility determination. It has produced a 
diagnostic rendering that answers two bounded questions: where tension accumulates (ITI) and 
whether tension has reached systemic intensity (SITI). The next sections move from visibility 
to positioning (X–Y mapping) and only then to the existence test under the going-concern 
admissibility condition 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌. 

5. Mapping the Case onto the X–Y Plane 
This section moves from diagnostic visibility to structural positioning. Section 4 renders where 
tension accumulates (ITI) and whether it has reached systemic intensity (SITI) within ITF. 
Section 5 does not add new claims or introduce new instruments. It performs a controlled 
mapping step: it places the observed case onto the fixed X–Y plane so that the later admissibility 
reading under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌can be made without collapsing into narrative explanation. The 
mapping is descriptive. It does not decide admissibility. It identifies where the case sits in the 
coordinate grammar and which components of the record correspond to X-related pressure and 
Y-related absorption. 

5.1 X-Axis: Horizontal Structural Pressure 

The X-axis captures horizontal structural pressure—pressure that enters the arrangement 
through rule-governed fiscal channels, cross-domain classification, and boundary-crossing 
interfaces. In this paper, “horizontal” does not mean geographic movement alone. It refers to the 
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structural complexity created when an arrangement must pass through multiple regimes of 
routing, categorization, authorization, and fiscal treatment. 

Mapping to X therefore focuses on how pressure enters through at least three forms of horizontal 
structure: 

1. Fiscal entry and constraint. 
The case record is examined for points where financing, allocation, expenditure authority, 
or fiscal envelopes become decisive constraints. X-related pressure is present when the 
arrangement’s ability to continue depends on how resources are admitted, classified, 
released, withheld, reallocated, or capped—especially where these movements are 
governed by formal rules rather than discretionary improvisation. The mapping question 
is narrow: where does the record show fiscal channels acting as routing gates? 

2. Classification and reclassification across categories. 
X-related pressure is also present when the arrangement is repeatedly subjected to 
classification demands that determine access, legitimacy, or eligibility. This includes 
recategorization of activities, entities, costs, services, or responsibilities into different 
institutional bins that carry different consequences. In mapping terms, classification is not 
treated as “labeling”; it is treated as structural routing. The mapping question is: where do 
categorical boundaries produce friction, delays, or rerouting? 

3. Cross-domain routing and boundary interfaces. 
Finally, X captures pressure that arises when the arrangement must traverse multiple 
domains (administrative, fiscal, regulatory, service delivery) and satisfy multiple 
interface conditions. This is where drawer-to-drawer translation occurs: the same factual 
situation must be made legible to different institutional drawers, often under incompatible 
documentation, timing, or eligibility logics. The mapping question is: where does the 
record show boundary-crossing requirements generating accumulation or loop 
behavior? 

The output of the X-axis mapping is not a judgment. It is a structured description of the principal 
horizontal channels through which pressure enters the arrangement, and the interface points 
where that pressure concentrates. 

5.2 Y-Axis: Vertical Absorptive Capacity 

The Y-axis captures vertical absorptive capacity—the arrangement’s ability to carry non-
reversible load across time while maintaining continuity of recognized function. “Vertical” here 
refers to downward accumulation: obligations, backlogs, inherited constraints, and time-coupled 
commitments that cannot simply be reset by a local fix. Mapping to Y therefore focuses on 
whether continuity and functional absorption remain intact in the record. 

Three components are mapped as Y-related: 

1. Load-bearing and absorption. 
The record is examined for signals of load compounding: growing backlog, persistent 
deficits, chronic deferrals, or recurring reliance on exceptional measures. These signals 
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matter at the mapping stage not as evidence of failure, but as indicators that the 
arrangement is carrying load forward rather than discharging it. The mapping question is: 
what in the record indicates that load is accumulating downward over time? 

2. Continuity under institutional time. 
Y mapping also looks for continuity markers—whether the arrangement continues to be 
processed as “normal,” routed through ordinary pathways, and recognized as ongoing in 
institutional time. A loss of continuity often first appears as procedural irregularity: the 
arrangement shifts from routine routing to exception handling, temporary bridging, 
suspended processes, or repeated renewals of interim measures. The mapping question is: 
does the record show stable continuity, or does it show continuity being replaced by 
temporary scaffolding? 

3. Functional capacity as a structural property. 
At the mapping stage, “functional capacity” is not treated as performance measurement. 
It is treated as the existence of absorption channels: whether the arrangement retains the 
structural ability to absorb additional obligations without collapsing its own routing logic. 
The record may show this through narrowing service scope, repeated inability to meet 
baseline duties, escalating dependency on external patching, or institutional language that 
explicitly signals strained capacity. The mapping question is: what indicates that 
absorption remains structurally available—or is becoming structurally unavailable? 

The output of the Y-axis mapping is a descriptive statement of the arrangement’s absorptive 
posture: how much downward load is visible, how continuity is maintained or degraded, and 
whether functional absorption appears to be stable or weakening. 

5.3 Coordinate Summary (Descriptive Position Only) 

This subsection provides a bounded coordinate summary that integrates Sections 5.1 and 5.2 into 
a descriptive position on the X–Y plane. The summary is intentionally non-conclusive. It does 
not declare admissibility and does not apply the threshold test. It states only: 

• the dominant channels of horizontal structural pressure (X) visible in the record; 
• the observable posture of vertical absorptive capacity (Y) under non-reversible load; 

and 
• the resulting structural position of the case on the fixed X–Y grammar, expressed as a 

descriptive placement rather than a verdict. 

The coordinate summary is included for one reason: it makes the next step—reading the going-
concern admissibility condition under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌—methodologically clean. By separating (i) 
diagnostic rendering (Section 4) from (ii) coordinate placement (Section 5), the paper ensures 
that any later threshold reading is not smuggled into the mapping step. 

6. The Threshold Event: 𝑭𝑭𝑮𝑮𝑮𝑮 = 𝑿𝑿 × 𝒀𝒀in Action 
This section is the core of the paper. Sections 4 and 5 establish the pre-analytical rendering and 
the coordinate placement within ITF: ITI localizes where tension accumulates, SITI indicates 
whether it has become systemic, and the X–Y mapping positions the case in a fixed structural 
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grammar. Section 6 performs a different operation. It does not add diagnostics. It does not 
reinterpret the case as policy. It reads the institutional record for a threshold event under the 
going-concern admissibility condition 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌. The question here is sharply bounded: does 
the record show that the arrangement remains admissible as a going concern, or that it has 
crossed the admissibility boundary? 

6.1 From Diagnosis to Threshold 

Up to this point, the paper has been operating in “visibility” mode. The ITI/SITI rendering makes 
tension legible without deciding institutional status. The X–Y mapping positions the case 
without issuing a verdict. The transition to Section 6 is therefore an explicit shift in question 
type. 

• In Section 4, the question is: Where is tension accumulating, and has it reached 
systemic intensity? 

• In Section 5, the question is: How does the case sit on the X–Y plane (horizontal 
pressure vs. vertical absorption)? 

• In Section 6, the question becomes: Given this position, is the arrangement still 
admissible as a going concern under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌? 

This is not a rhetorical escalation. It is a change in analytic layer. The threshold reading is not 
derived from “severity” language or from subjective impressions. It is derived from institutional 
markers in the record that correspond to a change in admissibility status—i.e., a shift from 
continuing recognition to non-recognition, from routable to non-routable, from admissible to 
inadmissible under the going-concern lens. 

6.2 The Moment the Threshold Is Crossed 

The paper identifies the threshold crossing not by author declaration but by institutional action 
documented in the record. The defining feature of a threshold event is that the institution itself 
performs a status-changing move. This may appear in different forms depending on the domain, 
but the structural signature is consistent: the record shows an act that redefines what the 
arrangement is allowed to be, to do, or to continue as. 

Accordingly, the threshold moment is located through one or more of the following documented 
actions: 

• Reclassification: the arrangement is moved into a different institutional category that 
carries restrictive consequences, effectively changing its recognized state (e.g., from 
normal routing to exception routing, from eligible to ineligible, from ongoing to non-
continuing, from admissible to constrained). The significance lies in the classification 
itself, not in any commentary surrounding it. 

• Denial / refusal to route: the record shows a denial, refusal, or non-authorization that 
functions as a routing barrier. The arrangement may still operate in fragments, but the 
institution’s routing logic no longer admits it through ordinary channels. This is a status 
signal, not merely an operational inconvenience. 
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• Termination / suspension: the record contains language or actions indicating 
termination, suspension, cessation of recognized function, or withdrawal of standing. 
This includes formal termination as well as institutional moves that effectively end 
continuing recognition, even if some residual activity persists. 

In each instance, the key point is methodological: the paper does not “announce” a threshold 
crossing. It reads the crossing as it is performed by the institutional record. The threshold is 
therefore treated as an observable boundary event: it is detectable in the record because the 
institution changes the arrangement’s admissible status through a documented act. 

6.3 Critical Insight 

The critical insight of this paper concerns the relationship between horizontal pressure (X) and 
vertical absorption (Y) at the point of admissibility failure. The record may show substantial X-
related pressure—fiscal constraint, cross-domain routing complexity, reclassification triggers, 
interface overload. It may also show significant Y-related load—compounding backlog, 
continuity degradation, reliance on temporary scaffolding. However, the threshold behavior 
becomes structurally decisive when Y loses functional capacity. 

When the functional capacity of Y approaches zero, the analytic meaning of X changes. X is no 
longer read as “external pressure” applied to a system that can still absorb and route it. Instead, X 
becomes non-admissible input—pressure that cannot be taken up by the institutional routing 
structure because the absorption channel has collapsed. In that condition, the arrangement may 
continue to exhibit surface operability, but it no longer qualifies as a going concern in 
institutional terms. The institutional record expresses this not as an engineering failure but as a 
status change: the arrangement is reclassified, denied routability, or stripped of continuing 
recognition. 

Stated in the strict grammar of this paper: once the admissibility boundary under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌is 
crossed, the system is no longer treated as a going concern within ITF. This does not require that 
all operations cease. It requires that the institutional order withdraws admissibility. The threshold 
event is therefore a shift in recognized existence, not necessarily a complete collapse of 
observable activity. 

At the end of this section, the paper has completed the demonstration it set out to provide: that 
𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌functions as an operative admissibility condition, and that the crossing of this 
condition can be identified through institutional actions recorded in a real case, rather than 
through author assertion or speculative interpretation. 

7. What This Case Demonstrates (Strictly Bounded) 
This section states the paper’s findings in a deliberately bounded form. The purpose is not to 
generalize beyond the case, and not to transform the demonstration into a theory of institutional 
performance or policy evaluation. The paper therefore permits only three conclusions, each tied 
to the instrument roles and the documentary threshold markers established earlier. No additional 
implications are introduced here. 



13 
 

7.1 ITI / SITI render structural tension prior to judgment 

First, the case demonstrates that ITI and SITI can function as reliable pre-analytical diagnostics 
within ITF. Applied to the institutional record, ITI makes visible where tension accumulates—
horizontally (X-related pressure), vertically (Y-related load), and at interfaces where routing 
stalls and drawer congestion forms. SITI then indicates when those accumulations cease to be 
localized and begin to behave as a system-level condition—e.g., through propagation across 
interfaces, coupled constraints across components, and observable signals of functional 
degradation. Up to the diagnostic stage, the analysis remains non-adjudicative: it shows where 
and how tension concentrates without turning that visibility into a verdict. 

7.2 𝑭𝑭𝑮𝑮𝑮𝑮 = 𝑿𝑿 × 𝒀𝒀is triggered as an admissibility threshold in practice 

Second, the case demonstrates that 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌operates in practice as a going-concern 
admissibility threshold, not as a descriptive score or performance function. The threshold 
crossing is not asserted by the author; it is read from the institutional record through status-
changing actions such as reclassification, denial/refusal to route, suspension, or termination of 
recognized standing. In this case, the documentary markers show a shift from routable 
admissibility to non-admissibility under the going-concern lens. The contribution is therefore 
demonstrative: it shows that the admissibility logic embedded in 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌can be observed as 
a boundary event performed by the institution, not merely imagined as an abstract condition. 

7.3 Operability is not equivalent to institutional existence 

Third, the case demonstrates that operability and institutional existence can diverge. The record 
supports a structural separation between (i) the continued presence of some functional activity 
and (ii) the continued institutional recognition of the arrangement as an admissible going 
concern. Even where surface operations persist, the withdrawal of routability, standing, or 
classification recognition indicates an existence failure in institutional terms. This distinction is 
central to the paper’s diagnostic grammar: ITI/SITI can render tension while a system still 
appears operable, but the admissibility threshold under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌concerns whether the 
arrangement remains recognizable as a going concern within ITF. The case shows that 
institutional existence can end before observable activity fully stops. 

8. Limits and Non-Claims 
This paper is written as a bounded instrument-and-case demonstration. Its purpose is to render an 
observed institutional case within ITF using ITI/SITI as pre-analytical diagnostics and to read a 
threshold event under the going-concern admissibility condition 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌. To prevent 
category expansion and interpretive drift, the paper explicitly states the following limits and non-
claims. 

8.1 No generalization beyond the case 
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The findings in this paper are not presented as universal claims about all institutions, all fiscal 
systems, or all governance contexts. The paper does not infer population-level patterns, does not 
claim statistical representativeness, and does not assert that the observed threshold behavior will 
occur in the same way in other settings. The demonstration is confined to the single case record 
as rendered within the fixed X–Y grammar and the ITF context constraint. 

8.2 No normative or prescriptive claims 

The paper does not make normative judgments about what should be funded, how budgets 
should be set, which policies are preferable, or which actors should be held responsible. It does 
not treat the case as an occasion for policy critique or institutional evaluation. The analytic 
output is descriptive and structural: it renders tension, positions the case on the X–Y plane, and 
reads admissibility under the going-concern lens. The paper does not claim that an observed 
admissibility withdrawal is “right” or “wrong,” only that it is structurally detectable in the 
record. 

8.3 No operational recommendations 

The paper does not offer recommendations, interventions, or implementation guidance. It does 
not propose fixes, redesigns, staffing models, budget reallocations, or administrative reforms. It 
does not prescribe how institutions should avoid threshold crossings. The paper’s contribution is 
limited to making a threshold event legible within the paper’s diagnostic grammar; it does not 
translate that legibility into an action program. 

8.4 No replacement of legal, accounting, medical, or other standards 

Nothing in this paper is intended to replace, override, or reinterpret any external professional 
standard, including legal tests, accounting definitions, audit requirements, clinical standards, or 
regulatory compliance frameworks. The use of “going concern” in this paper is constrained to an 
institutional admissibility lens within ITF, and it is not asserted as a substitute for formal going-
concern assessments in accounting, insolvency, or statutory contexts. Likewise, ITI/SITI are not 
offered as compliance instruments, adjudicative criteria, or decision rules. They are used only as 
pre-analytical diagnostics to render structural tension and to support a bounded threshold reading 
under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌. 

9. Conclusion 
This paper was written as a bounded demonstration of tool roles and threshold behavior within 
the Institutional Tension Field (ITF). The analysis maintained strict layer separation throughout. 
ITI and SITI were applied only as pre-analytical diagnostics: they rendered where tension 
accumulated, how interface congestion formed, and whether the observed strain exhibited 
system-level intensity. At that diagnostic layer, the paper did not issue determinations, did not 
classify admissibility, and did not convert visibility into judgment. 
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The existence question was reserved to a different layer. The going-concern admissibility 
condition was fixed as 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌and used only as an existence threshold. In this paper, 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺is 
not a performance function and not a diagnostic output. It is the boundary lens under which 
institutional recognition is either maintained or withdrawn. The paper therefore held the analytic 
sequence constant: diagnostic rendering (ITI/SITI within ITF), coordinate placement (X–Y), and 
only then a bounded threshold reading under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌. 

The central contribution is demonstrative. The paper does not claim a new formal condition. It 
shows that a threshold event can be identified as an observable boundary in a real institutional 
case, not by author declaration but through the institutional record itself—via status-changing 
actions such as reclassification, denial of routability, suspension, or withdrawal of continuing 
recognition. In that sense, the paper presents a threshold event that has already occurred: it 
renders it, positions it, and reads it as an admissibility crossing under the going-concern lens. 

Accordingly, the paper closes where it began: ITI/SITI make tension visible before judgment; 
𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌reads whether the arrangement remains institutionally admissible as a going 
concern. The case demonstrates that these roles can be kept separate, and that admissibility 
failure can become legible as a structural event within ITF, even where surface operability may 
appear to persist. 

Ontario Healthcare Spending Context (Background Media 
Record) 
This appendix preserves a public news report about contemporary discourse on Ontario’s 
healthcare spending pressures and the characterization of its growth as “unsustainable.” The item 
is included strictly as contextual background and is not used as evidence for diagnostic outputs 
(ITI/SITI), X–Y mapping, or the admissibility reading under 𝐹𝐹𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑋𝑋 × 𝑌𝑌. 

Background Media Report (Global News) 
A Global News article reported remarks by Peter Bethlenfalvy, Ontario’s Minister of Finance, in 
which he described the province’s rate of health-care spending as “unprecedented” and 
“unsustainable.” The article noted that Ontario’s current health-care budget is approximately 
CAD 91.5 billion (about 39 % of total provincial spending), and that slower population and 
economic growth are among the factors stressing provincial finances. It also described reactions 
from healthcare sector representatives and political figures who expressed concern about cost 
pressures and access to care.  

The article further cited warnings from the Ontario Hospital Association that health-care costs 
are rising at about 6 % per year due to factors such as an aging population and inflation, with 
some hospitals projecting structural deficits and the risk of “difficult decisions” absent additional 
funding.  
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Purpose of Including This Item 

• This item is included to provide background on the public discourse surrounding 
healthcare spending pressures in Ontario. 

• It is not an institutional record, and therefore not part of the evidentiary basis for the 
analytical sections (Sections 3–7). 

• The appendix does not interpret the content as evidence of institutional action affecting 
admissibility, classification, or going-concern status. It does not function as an argument, 
a premise, or a foundation for the paper’s diagnostic or threshold claims. 

Use Constraints 
For avoidance of doubt: 

• This media report is context only, not an analytical input. 
• It is not referenced in the main body’s evidence chain or analytical narrative. 
• Inclusion here ensures transparency about the broader environment in which the case 

discussion is situated without contaminating the structured analysis. 
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