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About This Index Methodology Paper

This paper presents the foundational methodology for the Political Credit Index (PCI), a 

proposed framework for measuring political credibility as strategic intangible capital. It 

defines the conceptual basis of political credit, develops a seven-dimensional indicator 

architecture, introduces normalization and weighting procedures, proposes a classification 

and benchmarking framework, and outlines potential applications in governance analysis, 

crisis monitoring, sovereign-risk assessment, alliance credibility evaluation, and institutional 

self-assessment.

This Version 1.0 serves as the foundational release of the PCI methodology. It is intended 

to establish the conceptual and methodological architecture of the index rather than to 

provide a finalized empirical dataset or country ranking. Future versions may expand the 

framework through pilot datasets, empirical validation, country-level scoring, crisis-time 

monitoring modules, and integration with broader conflict-monitoring models such as the 

Multi-Layer Coupled Complexity Model (MCCM).
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Executive Summary

Political systems do not operate only through law, coercion, administrative capacity, resources, 

ideology, or institutional design. They also depend on a less visible but highly consequential asset: 

political credit. Political credit refers to the accumulated credibility that allows political actors to 

convert future commitments into present cooperation. It shapes whether citizens accept sacrifice, 

whether markets discount or amplify risk, whether allies believe security commitments, whether 

adversaries take warnings seriously, and whether institutions can absorb crisis without relying 

excessively on coercion, compensation, propaganda, or emergency bargaining.

Existing global indices measure important adjacent concepts, including governance quality, 

institutional trust, democratic performance, state fragility, corruption, rule of law, and sovereign 

risk. These frameworks provide essential empirical foundations, but they do not fully capture 

political credit as a strategic capital stock that can be accumulated, depleted, repaired, priced, and 

converted across domestic governance, international relations, crisis management, and market-

risk environments.

This Index Methodology Paper proposes the Political Credit Index (PCI) as a 

multidimensional framework for measuring political credibility as a form of strategic intangible 

capital. The PCI integrates seven core dimensions: commitment fulfillment, policy stability, 

institutional procedure, social trust, distributive fairness, external commitment credibility, and 

narrative consistency. It also introduces a valuation logic that links political credit to governance 

cost savings, risk-premium reduction, crisis-loss avoidance, and diplomatic or alliance leverage.

The core argument is that political credit should not be treated as symbolic reputation alone. It 

is a functional political asset. When political credit is high, political actors can govern partly 

through credible expectations about the future: citizens may accept difficult reforms, investors 

may tolerate uncertainty, allies may remain aligned, and adversaries may treat warnings as 

credible. When political credit is low, the same actors must rely more heavily on immediate 

payment, coercion, propaganda, bargaining, force, or short-term concessions to produce the same 

level of compliance and coordination.

The PCI is designed for use in comparative governance analysis, crisis monitoring, sovereign-

risk assessment, alliance credibility evaluation, and institutional self-assessment. Its purpose is 

not to produce a moral hierarchy of regimes, governments, or political actors, but to measure 

how credibility changes the cost of political action. A high PCI score indicates that political 

commitments retain operational force; a low PCI score indicates that political signals are more 

heavily discounted and require greater enforcement, reassurance, or compensation to remain 

effective.

This paper should be understood as a first-step methodological framework rather than a 

finalized empirical dataset. Its indicators, weights, thresholds, valuation channels, and dynamic 

assumptions require empirical testing, cross-case validation, sensitivity analysis, and expert 

review. Nevertheless, the central claim is clear: political systems do not operate only through 

formal institutions or material power. They also operate through credibility. Once credibility 

becomes measurable, the hidden asset structure of political life becomes analytically visible.
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Key Findings

1. Political credit is a strategic asset. It allows political actors to convert future commitments 

into present cooperation, reducing the need for coercion, compensation, or repeated 

reassurance. 

2. Credit depletion usually raises governance friction before it produces institutional 

breakdown. Policies may still operate, but promises are discounted, compliance becomes 

more costly, and threats require more visible demonstration. 

3. Domestic and international credibility are connected. A government that loses credibility 

at home may face higher diplomatic, alliance, market, and deterrence costs abroad. 

4. Narrative consistency is an undermeasured source of political credibility. During crisis, 

credibility erodes quickly when official explanations diverge from observable reality, lived 

experience, economic pressure, or institutional behavior. 

5. Political credit is dynamic. It accumulates through fulfilled commitments, credible 

procedure, burden sharing, external reliability, and transparent correction; it depletes through 

broken promises, arbitrary reversal, unequal sacrifice, abandoned commitments, and 

contradictory narratives.

|  04
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1. Background

The strategic value of political credit becomes most visible during crisis. Governments facing 

war, inflation, public health emergencies, financial instability, energy shocks, or institutional 

conflict must often ask citizens and stakeholders to accept immediate costs in exchange for 

promised future benefits. Whether those promises are believed determines not only the level of 

public support, but also the real cost of governance.

A political actor with strong political credit can stabilize expectations without constantly 

demonstrating every commitment through coercion, compensation, or force. Citizens may 

comply before enforcement becomes necessary. Investors may tolerate uncertainty because long-

term policy direction appears reliable. Allies may contribute resources because commitments 

appear durable. Adversaries may avoid escalation because warnings appear credible. In these 

conditions, credibility functions as a governing resource.

A political actor with weak political credit faces a more costly operating environment. 

Promises are discounted. Policies require additional enforcement. Crisis explanations are 

contested. Alliance commitments are hedged. Red lines invite testing. The result is not 

necessarily immediate institutional breakdown, but a measurable rise in systemic friction: higher 

compliance costs, greater policy resistance, stronger market hedging, and weaker crisis 

absorption capacity.

This makes political credit especially relevant for contemporary policy analysis. In an 

environment shaped by strategic competition, fragmented information systems, contested 

legitimacy, inflationary pressure, war-related uncertainty, and declining institutional trust, 

credibility itself has become a source of political power. Yet existing indices tend to measure 

adjacent phenomena—public trust, governance quality, democracy, fragility, corruption, or 

sovereign risk—without treating political credibility as a convertible capital stock that can be 

accumulated, depleted, repaired, priced, and operationalized across domestic and international 

arenas (Fund for Peace, n.d.-a, n.d.-b; OECD, 2024; Nord et al., 2026; World Bank, 2025a, 

2025b).

This Index Methodology Paper proposes the Political Credit Index as a framework for 

measuring political credibility as strategic intangible capital. The PCI seeks to connect domestic 

governance, institutional reliability, social confidence, distributive fairness, external commitment 

credibility, and narrative consistency within a single analytical structure. Its purpose is not to 

replace existing governance or trust indicators, but to provide a bridging framework for 

evaluating how credibility affects governance cost, risk perception, alliance behavior, deterrence, 

crisis resilience, and market-risk pricing.

|  05
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2. Policy Relevance

Political credit matters because credibility changes the cost of political action. When political 

credit is high, governments can implement difficult policies, maintain alliance commitments, 

stabilize markets, and absorb crises with lower enforcement, compensation, and reassurance costs. 

When political credit is depleted, formal authority may remain intact, but every promise, warning, 

reform, or crisis explanation becomes more expensive to sustain.

The policy relevance of the PCI lies in making this hidden credibility cost visible. In domestic 

governance, PCI can help explain why technically sound reforms may fail when citizens no 

longer believe official commitments, burden-sharing claims, or institutional procedures. In 

international relations, it can help assess why allies hedge, adversaries test red lines, and partners 

demand additional reassurance when external commitment credibility declines. In market-risk 

analysis, it can help identify how political credibility affects sovereign-risk premiums, 

investment hesitation, capital flight, and crisis borrowing costs.

The PCI therefore provides a bridge between political analysis and operational decision-

making. It allows policymakers, analysts, investors, and institutional leaders to evaluate not only 

whether a political actor has formal authority or material capacity, but also whether its 

commitments retain practical force. By treating credibility as a measurable form of strategic 

intangible capital, the PCI offers a framework for assessing governance friction, crisis resilience, 

alliance reliability, and political-risk pricing before credibility loss becomes visible as 

institutional failure.

|  06
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3. Conceptual Foundation

Political credit refers to the accumulated credibility of a political actor that allows its 

commitments, warnings, promises, explanations, and institutional signals to be treated as 

believable by domestic society, markets, allies, adversaries, and external stakeholders. In 

practical terms, political credit is the capacity to make future commitments carry present value.

This definition emphasizes three features.

First, political credit is accumulated over time through repeated patterns of behavior, 

institutional performance, crisis management, external reliability, and narrative consistency. 

Second, it is audience-dependent: domestic publics, investors, allies, adversaries, and 

international organizations may assign different levels of credibility to the same actor. Third, it is 

operational rather than merely symbolic, because it affects whether political signals produce 

compliance, confidence, coordination, or deterrence without requiring immediate coercive 

demonstration.

Political credit overlaps with reputation, legitimacy, popularity, trust, and authority, but it is 

analytically distinct from each. Reputation concerns the general image formed by past behavior; 

political credit focuses on whether that image can be converted into credible future commitments. 

Legitimacy concerns the perceived right to rule; political credit includes legitimacy but also 

extends to market confidence, alliance reliability, crisis credibility, and procedural trust. 

Popularity captures short-term public approval; political credit may remain durable even when 

approval fluctuates. Trust reflects belief in reliability or goodwill; political credit includes trust 

but also incorporates strategic, institutional, market, and external credibility. Authority refers to 

formal power to command; political credit determines whether commands are accepted with low 

resistance.

Table 1. Political Credit and Related Concepts
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Concept Core Meaning Difference from Political Credit

Reputation General image based on past 

behavior.

Political credit focuses on usable credibility in 

future commitments.

Legitimacy Perceived right to rule. Political credit includes legitimacy but also 

captures market, alliance, crisis, and procedural 

credibility.

Popularity Short-term public approval. Political credit may remain high even when 

approval fluctuates.

Trust Belief in reliability or 

goodwill.

Political credit includes strategic, institutional, 

market, and external credibility.

Authority Formal power to command. Political credit affects whether commands are 

accepted with low resistance.



3. Conceptual Foundation

Political credit is therefore best understood as a form of strategic intangible capital. It changes 

the cost of political action by shaping how much additional enforcement, compensation, 

persuasion, or coercion is required to make political commitments effective.

This conceptualization builds on several adjacent bodies of research. In international relations, 

reputation and credibility have long been used to explain whether commitments, threats, alliance 

signals, and deterrent warnings are believed by other actors. Recent scholarship on reputation and 

credibility in international security emphasizes that credibility is not simply a record of past 

behavior, but a forward-looking assessment of whether future commitments are likely to be 

honored (Jervis, Yarhi-Milo, & Casler, 2021). In governance studies, the Worldwide Governance 

Indicators provide cross-national measures of voice and accountability, political stability, 

government effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law, and control of corruption, all of which 

are relevant to institutional credibility (World Bank, 2025a, 2025b). The OECD Trust Survey 

further identifies reliability, responsiveness, openness, fairness, and integrity as central drivers of 

public trust in institutions (OECD, 2024). V-Dem’s multidimensional democracy dataset provides 

indicators relevant to accountability, institutional constraints, electoral integrity, and democratic 

performance (Nord et al., 2026).

The PCI differs from these frameworks by treating credibility not only as perception, 

institutional quality, or public trust, but as a strategic intangible capital stock that can be 

accumulated, depleted, repaired, and converted into lower governance cost, reduced risk 

premiums, stronger alliance coordination, and greater crisis resilience.

|  08
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4. Theoretical Contribution and Analytical Value

The PCI contributes to political analysis by reframing political credibility as a measurable 

form of strategic capital. Political credibility is often discussed through adjacent concepts such as 

trust, reputation, legitimacy, confidence, or authority. These concepts are analytically important, 

but they are often treated as qualitative background conditions. The PCI translates credibility into 

a structured index that can be compared across actors, tracked over time, and linked to 

observable governance, market, diplomatic, and crisis-management outcomes.

The PCI also connects domestic governance and international credibility within a single 

analytical framework. Domestic trust, policy stability, institutional procedure, distributive 

fairness, external commitment, and narrative consistency are often studied separately. The PCI 

treats them as interrelated dimensions of credibility capital. This makes it possible to examine 

how domestic credibility loss may weaken external commitment credibility, and how 

international credibility shocks may feed back into domestic governance friction.

A further contribution is the PCI’s valuation logic. Political credit is not only a descriptive 

condition; it can generate measurable value. A credible political actor can implement policy with 

lower coercion and compensation costs, borrow or attract investment at lower risk premiums, 

absorb crisis shocks with less panic, and use commitments or warnings more effectively in 

diplomacy, alliance management, and deterrence. In this sense, political credit functions as a 

convertible intangible asset.

Finally, the PCI allows political credit to be modeled dynamically rather than treated as a 

static attribute. Political credibility can accumulate, depreciate, collapse, and recover. This is 

essential because political credit often erodes asymmetrically: it may take years of repeated 

performance to build credibility, but only a few high-salience failures to deplete it. The core 

theoretical claim is therefore that political credit is the capacity of a political system to use 

credible future commitments as present governing resources. A political actor with depleted 

credit must spend more coercive, fiscal, diplomatic, or narrative resources to produce the same 

level of compliance, reassurance, or coordination.

|  09
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5. Index Scope and Purpose

The central argument of this paper is that political credit functions as a strategic intangible 

asset. It reduces coercion costs, stabilizes expectations, lowers risk premiums, increases crisis 

absorption capacity, and strengthens the credibility of both domestic and international 

commitments. Political credit matters because it changes the conversion rate between political 

signals and collective behavior: the higher the credit, the less additional enforcement is required 

to make commitments, warnings, or explanations effective.

At the domestic level, political credit lowers the cost of governance by increasing voluntary 

compliance and reducing the need for coercion, compensation, or repeated persuasion. At the 

market level, it reduces uncertainty by making policy direction and institutional commitments 

more predictable. At the international level, it strengthens alliance coordination and deterrence 

because partners and adversaries are more likely to believe that stated commitments will be 

honored. During crisis, political credit provides an additional buffer: citizens, markets, and allies 

are less likely to assume worst-case outcomes immediately.

This relationship can be summarized as follows:

Political Credit ↑ → 

Governance Cost ↓, Risk Premium ↓, Compliance ↑, Crisis Resilience ↑

Conversely:

Political Credit ↓ → 

Coercion Cost ↑, Policy Friction ↑, Social Hedging ↑, Alliance Uncertainty ↑

The decline of political credit does not automatically produce regime failure or institutional 

collapse. More commonly, it means that political signals lose automatic effect. Governance 

continues, but it becomes more expensive. Promises continue, but they are discounted. Threats 

continue, but they require costly proof. Institutional authority remains, but it produces less 

voluntary compliance.

The policy implication is that political credit should be analyzed not only as a normative or 

reputational condition, but as a measurable source of state capacity. A political actor with high 

formal authority but low political credit may still govern, but it must spend more administrative, 

fiscal, coercive, and narrative resources to achieve the same outcome. A political actor with high 

political credit can often achieve compliance and coordination before those resources are fully 

mobilized.
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6. Indicator Architecture

The Political Credit Index (PCI) is designed as a weighted composite index. This structure 

reflects the fact that political credit is not produced by a single source of credibility. It emerges 

from the interaction of fulfilled commitments, stable policy direction, credible institutional 

procedures, social trust, perceived fairness, external commitment reliability, and narrative 

coherence. A composite structure allows these dimensions to be measured separately while still 

producing an overall estimate of credibility capital.

Table 2. PCI Indicator Architecture Summary

Source: Author’s framework.

Note: This table summarizes the seven core dimensions of the Political Credit Index. Each dimension is later 

operationalized through normalized sub-indicators and combined into a weighted composite index.
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Dimension Core Question Main Evidence Type

Commitment 

Fulfillment Credit

Are major promises fulfilled? Pledge records, treaty 

compliance, budget execution

Policy Stability Credit Is policy direction predictable? Reversal rates, regulatory 

volatility

Institutional 

Procedure Credit

Are decisions rule-bound? Rule of law, transparency, 

accountability

Social Trust Credit Does society cooperate 

voluntarily?

Trust surveys, compliance, 

protest data

Distributive Fairness 

Credit

Are burdens perceived as fair? Inequality, inflation burden, 

welfare access

External 

Commitment Credit

Are external commitments 

believed?

Treaty records, alliance 

behavior, deterrence signals

Narrative Consistency 

Credit

Do official explanations match 

reality?

Statement coding, fact-checking, 

expert review



6. Indicator Architecture

The general PCI formula is:

𝑷𝑪𝑰 = 𝒘𝟏𝑪𝒄 + 𝒘𝟐𝑪𝒑 + 𝒘𝟑𝑪𝒊 + 𝒘𝟒𝑪𝒔 + 𝒘𝟓𝑪𝒅 + 𝒘𝟔𝑪𝒆 + 𝒘𝟕𝑪𝒏

(6.1)

where:

• 𝑪𝒄 , Commitment Fulfillment Credit, measures whether major promises, pledges, and 

obligations are fulfilled.

• 𝑪𝒑, Policy Stability Credit, measures whether policy direction is stable, predictable, and 

durable.

• 𝑪𝒊, Institutional Procedure Credit, measures whether political decisions follow credible 

rules and procedures.

• 𝑪𝒔 , Social Trust Credit, measures whether society believes political authority and 

cooperates voluntarily.

• 𝑪𝒅 , Distributive Fairness Credit, measures whether political costs and benefits are 

perceived as fairly allocated.

• 𝑪𝒆 , External Commitment Credit, measures whether allies, adversaries, partners, and 

markets believe external commitments.

• 𝑪𝒏, Narrative Consistency Credit, measures whether official explanations remain coherent, 

credible, and aligned with observable reality.

• 𝒘𝒊, Weight, represents the relative importance of each dimension in a specific analytical 

context.

Each sub-index is normalized to a 0–100 scale. A higher score indicates stronger political 

credit. A score of 100 represents maximum credibility under the selected measurement design, 

while a score of 0 represents the near-complete loss of credibility in that component.

The weighting structure should be adapted to the analytical purpose. A domestic governance 

assessment may assign greater weight to social trust, distributive fairness, and institutional 

procedure. An international crisis assessment may assign greater weight to external commitment 

credibility and narrative consistency. A market-risk assessment may prioritize policy stability, 

institutional procedure, and commitment fulfillment. For this reason, the PCI should be 

interpreted as a scenario-sensitive framework rather than a single universal ranking.
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7. Seven Dimensions of Political Credit

7.1 Commitment Fulfillment Credit (𝑪𝒄)

Commitment Fulfillment Credit measures whether a political actor keeps major promises. It 

should distinguish between minor rhetorical promises and high-stakes commitments such as 

constitutional guarantees, treaty obligations, wartime pledges, major fiscal commitments, and 

crisis compensation.

𝑪𝒄 =
𝚺 𝑭𝒊 × 𝑰𝒊

𝚺𝑰𝒊
× 𝟏𝟎𝟎

(7.1)

where:

• 𝑭𝒊, Fulfillment Score, represents the fulfillment score of commitment i, ranging from 0 to 

1.

• 𝑰𝒊, Importance Weight, represents the relative importance of commitment i.

Suggested indicators include major policy pledge fulfillment, treaty compliance, budget 

promise fulfillment, and crisis compensation delivery.

7.2 Policy Stability Credit (𝑪𝒑)

Policy Stability Credit measures whether policies are predictable and durable.

𝑪𝒑 = 𝟏𝟎𝟎 − 𝑷𝑹𝑹

(7.2)

𝑷𝑹𝑹 =
𝑹𝒆𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒔𝒆𝒅𝒐𝒓𝑨𝒃𝒂𝒏𝒅𝒐𝒏𝒆𝒅𝑴𝒂𝒋𝒐𝒓𝑷𝒐𝒍𝒊𝒄𝒊𝒆𝒔

𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍𝑴𝒂𝒋𝒐𝒓𝑷𝒐𝒍𝒊𝒄𝒊𝒆𝒔
× 𝟏𝟎𝟎

(7.3) 

where:

• 𝑷𝑹𝑹, Policy Reversal Rate, represents the share of major policies that are reversed or 

abandoned within the selected time window.

Policy reversal is not always negative. Adaptive correction can be rational. However, frequent 

reversal without credible explanation reduces political credit because it weakens expectations 

about future policy direction.

Suggested indicators include major policy reversal rate, regulatory volatility, fiscal continuity, 

executive-legislative policy conflict, and long-term policy durability.
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7. Seven Dimensions of Political Credit

7.3 Institutional Procedure Credit (𝑪𝒊)

Institutional Procedure Credit measures whether political decisions are made through stable, 

transparent, accountable, and rule-bound procedures.

𝑪𝒊 =
𝑳 + 𝑻 + 𝑨 + 𝑹 + 𝑷

𝟓
(7.4)

where:

• L, Legal Consistency, measures whether decisions are consistent with established legal 

rules.

• T, Transparency, measures whether decision-making processes and justifications are 

publicly visible.

• A, Accountability, measures whether decision-makers can be reviewed, challenged, or 

sanctioned.

• R, Rule Stability, measures whether procedural rules remain stable rather than arbitrary or 

frequently altered.

• P, Participation or Consultation, measures whether relevant stakeholders have meaningful 

channels for input.

This dimension can draw from governance, rule-of-law, corruption-control, regulatory-

quality, and accountability datasets. The Worldwide Governance Indicators are especially 

relevant because they include government effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law, control of 

corruption, political stability, and voice and accountability (World Bank, 2025a, 2025b). The 

World Justice Project Rule of Law Index can also provide relevant indicators for constraints on 

government powers, absence of corruption, open government, fundamental rights, regulatory 

enforcement, and civil and criminal justice (World Justice Project, 2025). V-Dem’s 

multidimensional democracy dataset provides indicators relevant to accountability, institutional 

constraints, electoral integrity, and democratic performance (Nord et al., 2026). The purpose of 

this component is to measure whether stakeholders believe political decisions follow credible 

procedures rather than arbitrary power.
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7. Seven Dimensions of Political Credit

7.4 Social Trust Credit (𝑪𝒔)

Social Trust Credit measures whether society believes political authority and cooperates 

voluntarily.

𝑪𝒔 = 𝜶𝑻𝒓 + 𝜷𝑪𝒓 + 𝜸𝑰𝒓 − 𝜹𝑷𝒓 − 𝜺𝑯𝒓

(7.5)

where:

• 𝑻𝒓 , Public Trust Rate, measures the level of public trust in political institutions or 

governing authority.

• 𝑪𝒓 , Policy Compliance Rate, measures the degree of voluntary or low-enforcement 

compliance with major policies.

• 𝑰𝒓 , Institutional Participation Residual, measures residual civic and institutional 

participation that remains even when generalized political trust is low. It may include voter 

turnout, continued use of courts and administrative procedures, local-level cooperation, tax 

compliance, public-service participation, or other evidence that citizens still rely on 

institutional channels rather than fully exiting, resisting, or hedging against the system.

• 𝑷𝒓, Protest or Resistance Intensity, measures the level of organized public resistance, 

protest, or non-compliance.

• 𝑯𝒓, Hedging Behavior, captures behaviors such as capital flight, panic buying, emigration 

intention, institutional distrust, or other signals of declining confidence.

• 𝜶, 𝜷, 𝜸, 𝜹, and 𝜺, Component Weights, represent the relative importance assigned to each 

component.

Social Trust Credit is not simply approval of current leaders. It measures whether society 

believes political commitments enough to act on them, and whether citizens continue to 

cooperate with institutions even under conditions of distrust or polarization. The inclusion of 𝐼𝑟  is 

important because some political systems may exhibit low generalized trust while still retaining 

meaningful institutional participation, local compliance, judicial use, electoral engagement, or 

administrative cooperation. In such cases, social trust should not be measured only as public 

confidence minus protest or hedging behavior; it should also capture the remaining institutional 

channels through which cooperation is still produced.

This component is closely related to the OECD trust framework, which identifies reliability, 

responsiveness, openness, fairness, and integrity as key drivers of trust in public institutions 

(OECD, 2024, 2025).
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7. Seven Dimensions of Political Credit

7.5 Distributive Fairness Credit (𝑪𝒅)

Distributive Fairness Credit measures whether citizens and stakeholders believe that political 

costs and benefits are allocated fairly.

𝑪𝒅 = 𝟏𝟎𝟎 − 𝑫𝑮𝑺

(7.6)

where 𝑫𝑮𝑺 is the Distributional Grievance Score.

𝑫𝑮𝑺

= 𝜽𝟏𝑰𝒏𝒆𝒒𝒖𝒂𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒚 + 𝜽𝟐𝑹𝒆𝒈𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒂𝒍𝑮𝒓𝒊𝒆𝒗𝒂𝒏𝒄𝒆 + 𝜽𝟑𝑰𝒏𝒇𝒍𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝑩𝒖𝒓𝒅𝒆𝒏

+ 𝜽𝟒𝑼𝒏𝒆𝒎𝒑𝒍𝒐𝒚𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝑷𝒓𝒆𝒔𝒔𝒖𝒓𝒆 + 𝜽𝟓𝑾𝒆𝒍𝒇𝒂𝒓𝒆𝑬𝒙𝒄𝒍𝒖𝒔𝒊𝒐𝒏

(7.7)

where:

• DGS, Distributional Grievance Score, measures the combined level of perceived 

distributive unfairness.

• 𝜽𝟏−𝟓 , Component Weights, represent the relative importance of each grievance 

component.

• Inequality captures income, wealth, or opportunity disparities.

• Regional Grievance captures territorial, local, or center-periphery perceptions of unequal 

treatment.

• Inflation Burden captures the uneven distribution of price-pressure effects across social 

groups.

• Unemployment Pressure captures labor-market stress and its political consequences.

• Welfare Exclusion captures perceived exclusion from social protection, public services, or 

compensation mechanisms.

This dimension matters because political credit depends not only on whether the state can act, 

but also on whether people believe burdens are shared fairly. The OECD trust framework treats 

fairness as a major driver of institutional trust, while the Fragile States Index includes uneven 

development, group grievance, public services, state legitimacy, and human rights/rule of law 

among its core stress indicators (Fund for Peace, n.d.-a; OECD, 2024, 2025). If a government 

repeatedly asks society to absorb costs while benefits are concentrated among narrow groups, 

political credit declines even when administrative capacity remains high.
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7. Seven Dimensions of Political Credit

7.6 External Commitment Credit (𝑪𝒆)

External Commitment Credit measures whether allies, adversaries, partners, and markets 

believe a political actor’s international commitments.

𝑪𝒆 =
𝑻𝑪 + 𝑨𝑹 + 𝑫𝑪 + 𝑨𝑪

𝟒

(7.8)

where:

• TC, Treaty Compliance, measures whether formal treaty obligations are fulfilled or 

maintained.

• AR, Alliance Reliability, measures whether alliance commitments are honored in practice.

• DC, Deterrence Credibility, measures whether stated warnings, red lines, or deterrent 

commitments are believed by adversaries.

• AC, Agreement Continuity, measures whether international agreements survive leadership 

change, crisis pressure, or domestic political contestation.

The four components can be calculated as follows:

𝑻𝑪 =
𝑭𝒖𝒍𝒇𝒊𝒍𝒍𝒆𝒅𝑻𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒚𝑶𝒃𝒍𝒊𝒈𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒔

𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍𝑹𝒆𝒍𝒆𝒗𝒂𝒏𝒕𝑻𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒚𝑶𝒃𝒍𝒊𝒈𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒔
× 𝟏𝟎𝟎

(7.9)

where:

• Fulfilled Treaty Obligations refers to treaty obligations that are implemented, maintained, 

or complied with during the selected assessment period.

• Total Relevant Treaty Obligations refers to all treaty obligations relevant to the actor, 

issue area, or crisis being assessed.

𝑨𝑹 =
𝑯𝒐𝒏𝒐𝒓𝒆𝒅𝑨𝒍𝒍𝒊𝒂𝒏𝒄𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒔

𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍𝑨𝒍𝒍𝒊𝒂𝒏𝒄𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒔𝑻𝒆𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒅
× 𝟏𝟎𝟎

(7.10)

 where:

• Honored Alliance Commitments refers to alliance pledges, defense commitments, burden-

sharing obligations, or crisis-support commitments that are fulfilled when tested.

• Total Alliance Commitments Tested refers to alliance commitments that become 

operationally relevant during the selected period.
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7. Seven Dimensions of Political Credit

𝑫𝑪

=
𝑺𝒊𝒈𝒏𝒂𝒍𝑪𝒍𝒂𝒓𝒊𝒕𝒚 + 𝑪𝒂𝒑𝒂𝒃𝒊𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒚𝑨𝒍𝒊𝒈𝒏𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕 + 𝑹𝒆𝒔𝒐𝒍𝒗𝒆𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒔𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒆𝒏𝒄𝒚 + 𝑨𝒅𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒔𝒂𝒓𝒚𝑩𝒆𝒍𝒊𝒆𝒇

𝟒
(7.11)

where:

• Signal Clarity measures whether deterrent warnings, red lines, or strategic messages are 

clearly stated.

• Capability Alignment measures whether the actor has the material capability to carry out 

the stated warning or commitment.

• Resolve Consistency measures whether prior behavior supports the credibility of the 

current deterrent signal.

• Adversary Belief measures whether the target audience appears to treat the deterrent signal 

as credible.

𝑨𝑪 =
𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒏𝒖𝒊𝒏𝒈𝑨𝒈𝒓𝒆𝒆𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒔

𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍𝑹𝒆𝒍𝒆𝒗𝒂𝒏𝒕𝑨𝒈𝒓𝒆𝒆𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒔
× 𝟏𝟎𝟎

(7.12)

where:

• Continuing Agreements refers to international agreements that remain in force, are 

implemented, or continue to guide behavior despite leadership change, domestic political 

contestation, or crisis pressure.

• Total Relevant Agreements refers to all agreements relevant to the assessed external 

commitment domain.

This component is especially important for great powers, alliances, and international 

organizations. A state with high military capacity but low external commitment credit may still 

face alliance hedging, adversary testing, and market skepticism. This logic is consistent with 

international security scholarship that treats credibility as a forward-looking assessment of 

whether commitments and threats will be honored rather than merely as a record of past behavior 

(Jervis et al., 2021).

|  18

EPINOVA-IMP-2026-01



7. Seven Dimensions of Political Credit

7.7 Narrative Consistency Credit (𝑪𝒏)

Narrative Consistency Credit measures whether official explanations remain coherent, 

credible, and aligned with observable reality.

𝑪𝒏 = 𝟏𝟎𝟎 − 𝑵𝑪𝑰

(7.13)

where:

• NCI, Narrative Contradiction Index, measures the degree to which official explanations 

contradict prior statements, available evidence, lived experience, or observable outcomes.

The Narrative Contradiction Index can be calculated as follows:

𝑵𝑪𝑰 = 𝝀𝟏𝑺𝑪𝑹 + 𝝀𝟐𝑫𝑪𝑮 + 𝝀𝟑𝑷𝑬𝑹𝑫 + 𝝀𝟒𝑺𝑶𝑪 + 𝝀𝟓𝑺𝑮𝑨

(7.14)

where:

• SCR, Statement Contradiction Rate, measures the frequency with which official statements 

contradict earlier official claims.

• DCG, Data Credibility Gap, measures the gap between official data and independent, 

observed, or externally verified evidence.

• PERD, Public or Expert Reality Divergence, measures the gap between official 

explanations and public, expert, or field-level assessments.

• SOC, Strategic Objective Confusion, measures inconsistency or ambiguity in declared 

goals, red lines, policy objectives, or crisis narratives.

• SGA, Signal–Action Gap, measures the divergence between official statements and 

observable policy behavior.

• 𝝀𝟏−𝟓 , Component Weights, represent the relative importance assigned to each 

contradiction component.

Suggested indicators include official statement contradiction rate, data credibility gap, public 

or expert confidence in crisis explanations, propaganda-reality divergence, strategic objective 

clarity, and the consistency between declared objectives and observable action.

Narrative consistency is especially important during crisis. If the public experiences inflation, 

battlefield costs, unemployment, shortages, insecurity, or institutional dysfunction while official 

narratives deny or minimize these conditions, political credit can erode rapidly. Because this 

component depends on the relationship between official claims and observed outcomes, it may 

require mixed methods, including event coding, expert assessment, media-content analysis, and 

AI-assisted contradiction detection.
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8. Normalization and Weighting

8.1 Normalization

Because PCI combines different types of data, all indicators should be normalized to a 0–100 

scale before aggregation. Normalization makes survey data, expert-coded indicators, event-coded 

indicators, and quantitative measures comparable within a single composite index.

For positive indicators, where a higher raw value indicates stronger political credit, the 

normalized score is calculated as follows:

𝑿𝒏𝒐𝒓𝒎 =
𝑿 − 𝑿𝒎𝒊𝒏

𝑿𝒎𝒂𝒙 − 𝑿𝒎𝒊𝒏
× 𝟏𝟎𝟎

(8.1)

For negative indicators, where a higher raw value indicates weaker political credit, the 

normalized score is reversed:

𝑿𝒏𝒐𝒓𝒎 = 𝟏𝟎𝟎 −
𝑿 − 𝑿𝒎𝒊𝒏

𝑿𝒎𝒂𝒙 − 𝑿𝒎𝒊𝒏
× 𝟏𝟎𝟎

(8.2)

where:

• 𝑿𝒏𝒐𝒓𝒎, Normalized Score, represents the reversed 0–100 value after accounting for risk 

direction.

• X, Observed Value, represents the raw value of the negative indicator.

• 𝑿𝒎𝒊𝒏, Minimum Reference Value, represents the lowest observed or theoretically defined 

value.

• 𝑿𝒎𝒂𝒙, Maximum Reference Value, represents the highest observed or theoretically defined 

value.

For bounded survey indicators already measured as percentages, direct scaling may be used. 

For expert-coded indicators, a 0–4 or 0–5 scale can be converted into a 0–100 score. This 

approach follows the general logic of cross-national governance and institutional datasets that 

combine survey evidence, expert coding, and composite aggregation, although PCI applies that 

logic to credibility capital rather than to governance quality alone (Fund for Peace, n.d.-b; Nord 

et al., 2026; World Bank, 2025b).
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8. Normalization and Weighting

8.2 Baseline Equal-Weight Model

The simplest PCI model uses equal weights across all seven dimensions:

𝑷𝑪𝑰 =
𝑪𝒄 + 𝑪𝒑 + 𝑪𝒊 + 𝑪𝒔 + 𝑪𝒅 + 𝑪𝒆 + 𝑪𝒏

𝟕
(8.3)

where:

• 𝑪𝒄 , Commitment Fulfillment Credit, measures whether major promises, pledges, and 

obligations are fulfilled.

• 𝑪𝒑, Policy Stability Credit, measures whether policy direction is stable, predictable, and 

durable.

• 𝑪𝒊, Institutional Procedure Credit, measures whether political decisions follow credible 

rules and procedures.

• 𝑪𝒔 , Social Trust Credit, measures whether society believes political authority and 

cooperates voluntarily.

• 𝑪𝒅 , Distributive Fairness Credit, measures whether political costs and benefits are 

perceived as fairly allocated.

• 𝑪𝒆 , External Commitment Credit, measures whether allies, adversaries, partners, and 

markets believe external commitments.

• 𝑪𝒏, Narrative Consistency Credit, measures whether official explanations remain coherent, 

credible, and aligned with observable reality.

This version is transparent and useful for baseline comparison. It is especially appropriate 

when the purpose is to compare political credit across cases without privileging one analytical 

scenario over another.

8.3 Scenario-Specific Weighting

Different analytical contexts require different weights. A domestic governance assessment 

should place greater emphasis on social trust, institutional procedure, distributive fairness, and 

commitment fulfillment. An international crisis assessment should place greater emphasis on 

external commitment credibility and narrative consistency. A market and sovereign-risk 

assessment should place greater emphasis on policy stability, institutional procedure, and 

commitment fulfillment.
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8. Normalization and Weighting

Table 3. Scenario-Specific Weighting Templates for PCI

These weights should not be treated as fixed constants. They are scenario templates that can 

be adjusted through expert judgment, empirical validation, or sensitivity testing. Because 

credibility is audience-dependent, weighting should vary across domestic governance, 

international crisis, and market-risk applications (Jervis et al., 2021; OECD, 2024).
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Dimension Domestic Governance International Crisis
Market and 

Sovereign Risk

Commitment 

Fulfillment Credit
15% 10% 20%

Policy Stability 

Credit
15% 10% 20%

Institutional 

Procedure Credit
15% 10% 20%

Social Trust Credit 20% 10% 10%

Distributive 

Fairness Credit
15% 10% 10%

External 

Commitment Credit
5% 30% 10%

Narrative 

Consistency Credit
15% 20% 10%



9. Data Sources, Coding Strategy, and Validation

The PCI can combine existing datasets with event-coded data, survey evidence, expert 

assessment, and AI-assisted content analysis. Its measurement strategy draws from the broader 

practice of composite political and governance indicators, including governance datasets, trust 

surveys, democracy indicators, and state-fragility frameworks (Fund for Peace, n.d.-a, n.d.-b; 

OECD, 2024; Nord et al., 2026; World Bank, 2025a, 2025b). The objective is not to replace these 

sources, but to reorganize relevant evidence around the specific question of political credibility as 

a measurable capital stock.

Table 4. Potential Data Sources for PCI Construction

Source: Author’s framework, drawing on existing governance, democracy, trust, fragility, rule-of-law, and 

public-opinion data infrastructures (Fund for Peace, n.d.-a, n.d.-b; OECD, 2024; Nord et al., 2026; World Bank, 

2025a, 2025b).

Note: The listed sources are illustrative rather than exhaustive. Data availability will vary across countries, 

regime types, crisis contexts, and time windows. Where direct indicators are unavailable, carefully documented 

proxies, expert coding, or AI-assisted event and text analysis may be used, subject to validation and transparency 

requirements.
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PCI Dimension Potential Data Sources

Commitment Fulfillment 

Credit

Manifesto Project, treaty databases, budget execution records, 

official pledge trackers, crisis compensation records.

Policy Stability Credit Regulatory change datasets, executive orders, legislative 

reversals, policy volatility measures, fiscal-continuity records.

Institutional Procedure 

Credit

Worldwide Governance Indicators, V-Dem, World Justice 

Project, corruption-control datasets, rule-of-law datasets.

Social Trust Credit OECD Trust Survey, Pew, Gallup, national surveys, protest 

datasets, event datasets, public-opinion time series.

Distributive Fairness 

Credit

World Bank, OECD, IMF, inequality data, inflation-burden 

measures, unemployment data, welfare-access indicators.

External Commitment 

Credit

Alliance treaty records, sanctions-enforcement data, defense 

commitments, treaty withdrawal data, coalition participation 

records.

Narrative Consistency 

Credit

Official statements, fact-check databases, media content 

analysis, contradiction coding, expert assessments, AI-assisted 

textual analysis.



9. Data Sources, Coding Strategy, and Validation

A practical PCI construction process should follow eight steps:

a) Define the unit of analysis. The unit may be a state, government, regime, alliance, 

international organization, crisis coalition, or specific political actor.

b) Select the time window. The time window may be annual, quarterly, monthly, daily, or 

event-based, depending on the analytical purpose.

c) Code sub-indicators. Each PCI dimension should be operationalized through observable 

indicators, expert-coded measures, survey data, or event-coded evidence.

d) Normalize the data. Indicators should be converted to a common 0–100 scale, with risk-

direction adjustment for negative indicators.

e) Apply weights. Weights should reflect either the baseline equal-weight model or a 

scenario-specific analytical design.

f) Calculate the composite PCI. The weighted sub-index values should be aggregated into 

the overall PCI score.

g) Validate the index against external outcomes. The PCI should be tested against observable 

political, market, social, and diplomatic outcomes.

h) Interpret results with contextual caution. Results should be evaluated alongside trend 

direction, crisis intensity, data quality, and the distribution of credibility across audiences.

Possible units of analysis include states, governments, regimes, alliances, international 

organizations, or crisis coalitions. Possible time windows include annual comparison, monthly 

monitoring, daily conflict tracking, or event-based analysis. The choice of unit and time window 

should be aligned with the research question: long-term governance comparison requires 

different data architecture than real-time crisis monitoring.

Validation can test whether PCI correlates with sovereign bond spreads, CDS spreads, policy 

compliance rates, protest intensity, capital flight, alliance contribution, crisis escalation 

probability, public trust surveys, and institutional confidence measures. In this sense, PCI should 

be evaluated not only as a descriptive index, but also as a predictive and explanatory variable for 

governance cost, political-risk pricing, and crisis resilience.
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10. Political Credit as Asset Value

The PCI should not only measure credibility. It should also estimate the value generated by 

credibility. Political credit has asset-like properties because it can reduce governance costs, lower 

risk premiums, limit crisis losses, and increase the effectiveness of diplomatic or alliance 

commitments. This section proposes four valuation channels through which political credit can 

be converted from a descriptive score into an estimated political credit value (PCV).

10.1 Governance Cost Savings

Political credit reduces the cost of policy implementation. When political authority is credible, 

governments can often achieve compliance with lower enforcement costs, fewer compensatory 

payments, less administrative friction, and less coercive pressure.

𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟏 = 𝑪𝒍𝒐𝒘−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕 − 𝑪𝒉𝒊𝒈𝒉−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕

(10.1)

where:

• 𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟏, Political Credit Value through Governance Cost Savings, represents the value 

generated by lower policy implementation costs.

• 𝑪𝒍𝒐𝒘−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕, Low-Credit Implementation Cost, represents the policy implementation cost 

under low-credit conditions.

• 𝑪𝒉𝒊𝒈𝒉−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕, High-Credit Implementation Cost, represents the policy implementation cost 

under high-credit conditions.

For example, if a fiscal reform costs $100 billion to implement under low-trust conditions but 

$70 billion under high-trust conditions, the political credit value generated through governance 

cost savings is $30 billion.
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10. Political Credit as Asset Value

10.2 Risk Premium Reduction

Political credit can reduce sovereign, market, and investment risk premiums. When investors, 

lenders, firms, and external partners believe that political commitments are reliable, they may 

require lower compensation for uncertainty.

𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟐 = (𝒓𝒍𝒐𝒘−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕 − 𝒓𝒉𝒊𝒈𝒉−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕) × 𝑫

(10.2)

where:

• 𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟐, Political Credit Value through Risk Premium Reduction, represents the value 

generated by lower financing or investment-risk costs.

• 𝒓𝒍𝒐𝒘−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕, Low-Credit Financing Rate or Risk Premium, represents the financing rate or 

risk premium under low political credit.

• 𝒓𝒉𝒊𝒈𝒉−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕, High-Credit Financing Rate or Risk Premium, represents the financing rate 

or risk premium under high political credit.

• D, Debt, Investment, or Project Volume, represents the financing base to which the risk-

premium difference is applied.

For example, if a country’s borrowing cost is 8 percent under low political credit and 5 

percent under high political credit, with $500 billion in financing, the political credit value 

generated through risk-premium reduction is $15 billion.
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10. Political Credit as Asset Value

10.3 Crisis Loss Avoidance

Political credit reduces expected crisis loss. High-credit systems often gain time during crisis 

because citizens, markets, and allies do not immediately assume worst-case outcomes. This delay 

can reduce panic, capital flight, disorderly policy reactions, alliance fragmentation, and market 

overcorrection.

𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟑 = 𝑬𝑳𝒍𝒐𝒘−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕 − 𝑬𝑳𝒉𝒊𝒈𝒉−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕

(10.3)

where:

• 𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟑, Political Credit Value through Crisis Loss Avoidance, represents the expected 

losses avoided because political credit improves crisis absorption capacity.

• 𝑬𝑳𝒍𝒐𝒘−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕, Expected Loss under Low-Credit Conditions, represents the expected crisis 

loss when political credibility is weak.

• 𝑬𝑳𝒉𝒊𝒈𝒉−𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕, Expected Loss under High-Credit Conditions, represents the expected crisis 

loss when political credibility is strong.

Potential proxies include avoided capital flight, reduced emergency subsidy costs, lower crisis 

borrowing costs, lower protest-control expenditures, reduced supply-chain disruption, and 

reduced probability of escalation.
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10. Political Credit as Asset Value

10.4 Diplomatic and Alliance Leverage

Political credit increases the value of commitments, warnings, and alliance coordination. A 

credible commitment can produce behavioral effects before costly enforcement is required. A 

discounted commitment, by contrast, requires additional military, fiscal, diplomatic, or 

reputational expenditure to generate the same level of compliance or deterrence.

𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟒 = 𝑽𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒃𝒍𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕 − 𝑽𝒅𝒊𝒔𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕

(10.4)

where:

• 𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟒, Political Credit Value through Diplomatic and Alliance Leverage, represents the 

value generated by credible external commitments.

• 𝑽𝒄𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒃𝒍𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕, Value of Credible Commitment, represents the strategic, diplomatic, 

or alliance value produced when a commitment is believed.

• 𝑽𝒅𝒊𝒔𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒆𝒅𝒄𝒐𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕, Value of Discounted Commitment, represents the reduced value of 

the same commitment when it is doubted, hedged against, or treated as unreliable.

Potential proxies include alliance contribution rates, coalition participation, deterrence 

success, negotiation concession value, sanctions compliance, burden-sharing behavior, and the 

cost of reassurance required to maintain alignment.
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10. Political Credit as Asset Value

10.5 Total Political Credit Value

The total political credit value can be estimated by aggregating the four valuation channels:

𝑷𝑪𝑽 = 𝝀𝟏𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟏 + 𝝀𝟐𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟐 + 𝝀𝟑𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟑 + 𝝀𝟒𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟒

(10.5)

where:

• PCV, Total Political Credit Value, represents the estimated total value generated by 

political credit across the selected valuation channels.

• 𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟏 , Governance Cost Savings, represents value generated through lower policy 

implementation costs.

• 𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟐, Risk Premium Reduction, represents value generated through lower sovereign, 

market, or investment-risk premiums.

• 𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟑, Crisis Loss Avoidance, represents value generated through reduced expected crisis 

losses.

• 𝑷𝑪𝑽𝟒 , Diplomatic and Alliance Leverage, represents value generated through more 

credible commitments, warnings, and coordination signals.

• 𝝀𝟏−𝟒, Valuation Weights, represent the relative importance of each valuation channel in a 

specific analytical context.

This framework converts PCI from a descriptive index into a valuation model. It does not 

imply that all political credit can be priced precisely. Rather, it provides a structured method for 

estimating how credibility changes the cost of governance, the price of risk, the expected loss of 

crisis, and the usable value of diplomatic commitments.
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11. Dynamic Model

Political credit changes over time. It should be treated as a dynamic stock rather than a static 

score. Like financial credit, institutional trust, or strategic reputation, political credit can 

accumulate gradually, decline rapidly, and recover only through repeated credible behavior. This 

dynamic structure is important because the same PCI score may have different implications 

depending on whether it is rising, stable, or deteriorating.

A basic dynamic model can be expressed as follows:

𝑷𝑪𝑰𝒕+𝟏 = 𝑷𝑪𝑰𝒕 + 𝑨𝒕 − 𝑫𝒕 + 𝑹𝒕

(11.1)

where:

• 𝑷𝑪𝑰𝒕+𝟏 , Next-Period Political Credit Index, represents the PCI score in the next 

assessment period.

• 𝑷𝑪𝑰𝒕, Current Political Credit Index, represents the PCI score in the current assessment 

period.

• 𝑨𝒕, Credit Accumulation, represents credibility gained during period t.

• 𝑫𝒕, Credit Depletion, represents credibility lost during period t.

• 𝑹𝒕, Credit Repair or Recovery, represents credibility restored during period t.

Political credit accumulates when a political actor fulfills costly promises, explains crises 

honestly, shares burdens fairly, respects legal procedure, maintains policy continuity, protects 

allies, enforces red lines consistently, and corrects errors transparently. Accumulation usually 

requires repeated behavior across time because audiences rarely update credibility judgments 

based on a single positive signal.

Political credit depletes when a political actor reverses policies without explanation, makes 

promises it cannot fulfill, uses misleading narratives, imposes unequal costs, bypasses legal 

procedure, abandons allies, declares red lines without enforcement, or acts forcefully without 

controlling consequences. Depletion can occur quickly because negative credibility shocks are 

often more salient than gradual positive performance.

Credit repair is possible, but it is usually slower than credit depletion:

𝑪𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕𝑳𝒐𝒔𝒔𝑺𝒑𝒆𝒆𝒅 > 𝑪𝒓𝒆𝒅𝒊𝒕𝑹𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒚𝑺𝒑𝒆𝒆𝒅

Repair requires credible accountability, institutional correction, compensation, transparent 

communication, consistent future behavior, and both symbolic and material reassurance. In 

practice, repair is more likely when political actors acknowledge failure, correct institutional 

incentives, compensate affected groups, and demonstrate behavioral consistency over multiple 

periods.
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11. Dynamic Model

A later version of the PCI can incorporate event-level decay. This version would allow major 

depletion events to reduce the previous stock of political credit before new accumulation or 

repair is added:

𝑷𝑪𝑰𝒕 = 𝑷𝑪𝑰𝒕−𝟏 × (𝟏 − 𝝆𝑫𝒕) + 𝑨𝒕 + 𝑹𝒕

(11.2)

where:

• 𝑷𝑪𝑰𝒕, Current Political Credit Index, represents the PCI score after event-level depletion, 

accumulation, and repair are incorporated.

• 𝑷𝑪𝑰𝒕−𝟏, Previous Political Credit Index, represents the PCI score from the prior period.

• ρ, Depletion Sensitivity Parameter, represents how strongly depletion events affect the 

existing stock of political credit.

• 𝑫𝒕 , Credit Depletion Event Intensity, represents the severity of credibility-damaging 

events during period t.

• 𝑨𝒕 , Credit Accumulation, represents credibility gained through positive performance 

during period t.

• 𝑹𝒕 , Credit Repair or Recovery, represents credibility restored through accountability, 

correction, reassurance, or compensation during period t.

This dynamic model allows PCI to capture not only the level of political credit, but also its 

trajectory. A system with moderate but improving political credit may be more resilient than a 

system with higher but rapidly declining political credit. For policy analysis, trend direction may 

therefore be as important as the score itself.
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12. Classification and International Benchmarking 

Framework

To enhance the interpretability and comparative utility of the Political Credit Index, this paper 

proposes a combined classification and international benchmarking framework. The framework 

translates the 0–100 PCI composite score into analytically meaningful categories of political-

credit capital while also specifying the contextual conditions under which those scores should be 

interpreted.

The classification component provides a first-order interpretive structure. It identifies whether 

a political actor, institution, government, alliance, or political system operates within a high-

credit, stable-credit, moderate-credit, fragile-credit, crisis-credit, or collapsed-credit environment. 

The benchmarking component provides a second-order interpretive structure. It situates the PCI 

score within broader institutional, regime-type, capacity, crisis-exposure, and audience-specific 

contexts. This distinction is necessary because identical or similar PCI scores may reflect 

substantially different political conditions across different systems.

The purpose of this framework is not to assign moral judgment, determine democratic 

legitimacy, rank regime quality, or predict political survival in a mechanical manner. Rather, it 

provides a structured diagnostic standard for assessing the extent to which political 

commitments, institutional signals, policy promises, external guarantees, deterrent warnings, and 

official narratives retain credibility among relevant audiences.

Because the PCI is proposed in this paper as a methodological framework rather than as a 

finalized empirical dataset, the threshold ranges below should be treated as provisional 

interpretive categories. They are not presented as validated empirical cutoffs or as definitive 

cross-national rankings. Future empirical versions of the PCI should validate these ranges 

through cross-national datasets, expert coding, survey evidence, market indicators, treaty-

compliance records, institutional-performance measures, AI-assisted narrative analysis, historical 

case comparison, and sensitivity testing.

Table 5. PCI Classification and International Benchmarking Framework
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PCI Score Classification Level Typical Political-Credit Profile Interpretation

85–100 High Political 

Credit

High commitment fulfillment, 

stable policy continuity, strong 

institutional procedure, broad 

social trust, credible external 

commitments, and low narrative 

contradiction.

Political commitments are highly 

credible across major audiences. 

Governance, policy execution, crisis 

communication, alliance 

coordination, and market 

reassurance operate with relatively 

low credibility friction.

70–84 Stable Political 

Credit

Generally reliable 

commitments, functional 

institutions, manageable policy 

volatility, credible external 

guarantees, and limited 

narrative contestation.

Political credibility remains broadly 

robust, although some domains may 

display manageable vulnerabilities. 

Most institutional signals and policy 

commitments retain operational 

force.



12. Classification and International Benchmarking 

Framework

Table 5. PCI Classification and International Benchmarking Framework (Cont.)

Source: Author’s framework, adapted from the general practice of composite index construction and interpretive 

classification used in governance, fragility, democracy, institutional-quality, and institutional-trust measurement.

Note: These threshold ranges are proposed for analytical interpretation and require validation through empirical 

testing, sensitivity analysis, historical case comparison, and expert review. A PCI score measures credibility 

capital; it does not measure moral legitimacy, democratic quality, regime durability, or material power. Low PCI 

values should not be interpreted automatically as evidence of institutional collapse, and high PCI values should 

not be interpreted as guarantees of policy success. Scores should be assessed in conjunction with sub-index 

structure, trend direction, audience distribution, crisis intensity, institutional context, peer-group comparison, 

confidence intervals, and data reliability.
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PCI Score Classification Level Typical Political-Credit Profile Interpretation

55–69 Moderate Political 

Credit

Functional governance capacity, 

uneven credibility across 

dimensions, partial audience 

discounting, moderate policy 

uncertainty, and manageable 

narrative contestation.

Political authority remains credible 

but no longer operates with low-

friction acceptance. Governance 

requires greater policy explanation, 

coalition management, institutional 

reassurance, and selective 

compensation.

40–54 Fragile Political 

Credit

Significant credibility 

asymmetry across domains, low 

social trust, distributive 

grievance, policy instability, 

external-continuity concerns, or 

contested narratives.

Political commitments are 

substantially discounted by 

important audiences. Formal 

authority may remain operational, 

but compliance, reassurance, crisis 

management, and coalition 

maintenance become materially 

more costly.

25–39 Political Credit 

Crisis

Weak commitment fulfillment, 

unstable policy direction, 

declining institutional 

confidence, heightened hedging 

behavior, limited external 

credibility, and severe narrative 

contradiction.

Credibility loss extends across 

multiple domains. Social, market, 

institutional, and external audiences 

increasingly hedge against future 

commitments, while political actors 

rely more heavily on coercion, 

compensation, emergency 

bargaining, or symbolic 

mobilization.

0–24 Political Credit 

Collapse

Severe loss of institutional 

credibility, fragmented 

authority, unreliable 

commitments, untrusted 

narratives, and acute crisis 

sensitivity.

Political signals, promises, 

warnings, and official narratives 

lose most practical force. Formal 

authority may persist, but credibility 

no longer reliably converts into 

compliance, coordination, market 

confidence, or external reassurance.



12. Classification and International Benchmarking 

Framework

The combined framework further clarifies why PCI should not be reduced to a state-fragility 

or regime-performance measure. A political system may possess substantial military capacity, 

fiscal resources, technological capability, legal sophistication, and diplomatic influence while still 

experiencing measurable political-credit depletion. Conversely, a less materially powerful system 

may retain comparatively stronger political credit if its commitments are consistently fulfilled, its 

procedures are viewed as credible, its burdens are perceived as fair, and its narratives remain 

broadly aligned with observable conditions.

The framework therefore distinguishes between formal capacity and credibility conversion. 

Formal capacity refers to the institutional, material, administrative, coercive, fiscal, or diplomatic 

resources available to a political actor. Credibility conversion refers to the extent to which those 

resources, when expressed through promises, warnings, reforms, guarantees, or official 

explanations, are believed sufficiently to produce cooperation without excessive enforcement, 

compensation, reassurance, or narrative maintenance. The PCI is primarily designed to evaluate 

this second dimension.

This distinction is especially important for interpreting middle-range PCI scores. A PCI score 

in the low-to-mid 50s should not be interpreted automatically as evidence of institutional 

breakdown. In a high-capacity system, it may indicate a high-friction credibility environment in 

which formal institutions remain operational, but the conversion of authority into compliance, 

cooperation, and reassurance has become more costly. Such a system may retain the ability to 

govern, borrow, regulate, deter, and coordinate internationally, while requiring greater 

administrative, fiscal, diplomatic, coercive, or communicative resources to achieve comparable 

outcomes.

For this reason, future empirical PCI applications should report more than the composite 

score. A complete PCI assessment should include sub-index distribution, score trajectory, 

confidence intervals, data-quality ratings, peer-group comparisons, crisis-context indicators, and 

audience-specific credibility profiles. Without these interpretive layers, the PCI could be misread 

as a flat ranking system rather than as a diagnostic framework for measuring political-credit 

capital and credibility-conversion capacity.
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13. Scenario-Based Illustrative Example: 

 A High-Capacity but Credit-Stressed System

The following example illustrates how the PCI can be used to evaluate a politically advanced 

but credibility-stressed system. The case is hypothetical and does not represent a formal 

empirical assessment of any real country. However, it is designed to resemble a large, 

institutionally developed, globally influential political system facing simultaneous pressures: low 

public trust, high political polarization, uneven perceptions of distributive fairness, contested 

policy continuity, narrative fragmentation, and rising uncertainty about the durability of external 

commitments.

This type of case is especially useful for PCI analysis because formal state capacity remains 

substantial. Courts, legislatures, regulatory agencies, military institutions, financial markets, 

universities, civil society organizations, and local governments may continue to operate. The 

system does not resemble institutional collapse. Yet political commitments are increasingly 

discounted by different audiences. Domestic groups may doubt whether policy promises will 

survive political transition. Markets may continue to price the system as resilient, but with greater 

attention to fiscal, regulatory, and institutional volatility. Allies may still value the state’s power 

and resources, but may hedge against possible shifts in strategic direction. Adversaries may test 

stated red lines if they perceive inconsistency between official signals and follow-through.

In this scenario, the PCI does not ask whether Country A is materially strong or weak. It asks 

a more specific question: how much usable credibility capital remains available to convert 

promises, warnings, reforms, and institutional signals into cooperation without escalating 

enforcement, reassurance, or compensation costs?

13.1 Assumed Sub-Indicator Inputs

To demonstrate the full PCI calculation process, assume that Country A receives the following 

illustrative sub-indicator values. All values are hypothetical and are used only to show how the 

formulas operate.

Table 6. Hypothetical Sub-Indicator Inputs for Country A
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PCI Dimension Sub-Indicator Symbol Assumed Value

Commitment Fulfillment Fulfillment Score for major 

commitments

𝐹𝑖 0.40–0.80

Commitment Fulfillment Importance Weight for 

each commitment

𝐼𝑖 1–5

Policy Stability Reversed or abandoned 

major policies

— 10

Policy Stability Total major policies — 20

Institutional Procedure Legal Consistency 𝐿 72

Institutional Procedure Transparency 𝑇 65



13. Scenario-Based Illustrative Example: 

 A High-Capacity but Credit-Stressed System

Table 6. Hypothetical Sub-Indicator Inputs for Country A (Cont.)

Source: Author’s hypothetical scenario.

Note: Scores are illustrative and do not represent a formal empirical assessment of any real country. The scenario 

is designed to demonstrate how the PCI methodology can be applied to a high-capacity but credibility-stressed 

political system. The Institutional Participation Residual is included to capture residual civic and institutional 

cooperation that may persist even when generalized political trust is low, including continued reliance on 

electoral, judicial, administrative, fiscal, or local governance channels.
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PCI Dimension Sub-Indicator Symbol Assumed Value

Institutional Procedure Accountability 𝐴 62

Institutional Procedure Rule Stability 𝑅 68

Institutional Procedure Participation or Consultation 𝑃 73

Social Trust Public Trust Rate 𝑇𝑟 36

Social Trust Policy Compliance Rate 𝐶𝑟 58

Social Trust Institutional Participation 

Residual

𝐼𝑟 50

Social Trust Protest or Resistance Intensity 𝑃𝑟 35

Social Trust Hedging Behavior 𝐻𝑟 30

Distributive Fairness Inequality — 60

Distributive Fairness Regional Grievance — 55

Distributive Fairness Inflation Burden — 50

Distributive Fairness Unemployment Pressure — 35

Distributive Fairness Welfare Exclusion — 45

External Commitment Treaty Compliance 𝑇𝐶 70

External Commitment Alliance Reliability 𝐴𝑅 65

External Commitment Deterrence Credibility 𝐷𝐶 57

External Commitment Agreement Continuity 𝐴𝐶 68

Narrative Consistency Statement Contradiction Rate 𝑆𝐶𝑅 62

Narrative Consistency Data Credibility Gap 𝐷𝐶𝐺 55

Narrative Consistency Public or Expert Reality 

Divergence

𝑃𝐸𝑅𝐷 60

Narrative Consistency Strategic Objective Confusion 𝑆𝑂𝐶 50

Narrative Consistency Signal–Action Gap 𝑆𝐺𝐴 65



13. Scenario-Based Illustrative Example: 

 A High-Capacity but Credit-Stressed System

13.2 Step-by-Step Sub-Index Calculation

13.2.1 Commitment Fulfillment Credit

Commitment Fulfillment Credit is calculated as:

𝐶𝑐 =
∑(𝐹𝑖 × 𝐼𝑖)

∑𝐼𝑖
× 100

Assume five major commitments with different fulfillment scores and importance weights:

Substituting these values:

𝐶𝑐 =
9.40

15
× 100 = 62.67

Thus:

𝐶𝑐 = 62.67

This suggests that Country A still fulfills a meaningful share of major commitments, but the 

fulfillment pattern is uneven. Some high-importance commitments are honored, while others are 

delayed, reversed, or only partially implemented.

13.2.2 Policy Stability Credit

Policy Stability Credit is calculated as:

𝐶𝑝 = 100 − 𝑃𝑅𝑅

where:

𝑃𝑅𝑅 =
𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑑 𝑜𝑟 𝐴𝑏𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑜𝑛𝑒𝑑 𝑀𝑎𝑗𝑜𝑟 𝑃𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑒𝑠

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑀𝑎𝑗𝑜𝑟 𝑃𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑒𝑠
× 100
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Commitment Fulfillment Score 𝐹𝑖 Importance Weight 𝐼𝑖 𝐹𝑖 × 𝐼𝑖

Commitment 1 0.80 5 4.00

Commitment 2 0.60 4 2.40

Commitment 3 0.50 3 1.50

Commitment 4 0.40 2 0.80

Commitment 5 0.70 1 0.70

Total — 15 9.40



13. Scenario-Based Illustrative Example: 

 A High-Capacity but Credit-Stressed System

Assume that Country A reversed or abandoned 10 out of 20 major policies during the selected 

period:

𝑃𝑅𝑅 =
10

20
× 100 = 50

Therefore:

𝐶𝑝 = 100 − 50 = 50

Thus:

𝐶𝑝 = 50

 This indicates that policy direction remains only moderately stable. The system can still make 

and implement policy, but audiences increasingly expect reversal, litigation, administrative delay, 

or political renegotiation.

13.2.3 Institutional Procedure Credit

Institutional Procedure Credit is calculated as:

𝐶𝑖 =
𝐿 + 𝑇 + 𝐴 + 𝑅 + 𝑃

5

Assume the following institutional-procedure scores:

𝐿 = 72, 𝑇 = 65, 𝐴 = 62, 𝑅 = 68, 𝑃 = 73

Substituting these values:

𝐶𝑖 =
72 + 65 + 62 + 68 + 73

5
=

340

5
= 68

Thus:

𝐶𝑖 = 68

This is one of Country A’s stronger dimensions. It suggests that formal institutions remain 

functional, rule-bound, and procedurally credible, even though public confidence in those 

institutions may be uneven or politically contested.
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13. Scenario-Based Illustrative Example: 

 A High-Capacity but Credit-Stressed System

13.2.4 Social Trust Credit

Social Trust Credit is calculated as:

𝐶𝑠 = 𝛼𝑇𝑟 + 𝛽𝐶𝑟 + 𝛾𝐼𝑟 − 𝛿𝑃𝑟 − 𝜀𝐻𝑟

For this hypothetical example, assume the following weights:

𝛼 = 0.40, 𝛽 = 0.40, 𝛾 = 0.20, 𝛿 = 0.10, 𝜀 = 0.12

Assume the following values:

𝑇𝑟 = 36, 𝐶𝑟 = 58, 𝐼𝑟 = 50, 𝑃𝑟 = 35, 𝐻𝑟 = 30

where 𝐼𝑟represents residual institutional participation, including continued use of courts and 

administrative procedures, local-level cooperation, tax compliance, public-service participation, 

and other forms of civic engagement that remain even when generalized political trust is low.

Substituting these values:

𝐶𝑠 = (0.40 × 36) + (0.40 × 58) + (0.20 × 50) − (0.10 × 35) − (0.12 × 30) = 40.5

Thus:

𝐶𝑠 = 40.5

This score indicates a serious social-trust deficit, but not a complete breakdown of civic 

cooperation. Public cooperation is no longer generated primarily by generalized confidence in 

political authority. Instead, compliance becomes conditional on identity, locality, partisan 

alignment, perceived fairness, institutional familiarity, and trust in specific administrative, 

judicial, or local channels.

The inclusion of 𝐼𝑟 is important in this scenario because Country A retains meaningful 

institutional participation despite low generalized public trust. Citizens may distrust national 

political authority while still voting, using courts, paying taxes, relying on local government, 

participating in public services, or following administrative procedures. The resulting score 

therefore captures a mixed condition: depleted generalized trust, partially functional compliance, 

and residual institutional cooperation.
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13. Scenario-Based Illustrative Example: 

 A High-Capacity but Credit-Stressed System

13.2.5 Distributive Fairness Credit

Distributive Fairness Credit is calculated as:

𝐶𝑑 = 100 − 𝐷𝐺𝑆

where:

𝐷𝐺𝑆

= 𝜃1𝐼𝑛𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 + 𝜃2𝑅𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙𝐺𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 + 𝜃3𝐼𝑛𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝐵𝑢𝑟𝑑𝑒𝑛

+ 𝜃4𝑈𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒 + 𝜃5𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑒𝐸𝑥𝑐𝑙𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛

Assume equal weights across the five distributive-grievance components:

𝜃1 = 𝜃2 = 𝜃3 = 𝜃4 = 𝜃5 = 0.20

Assume the following component values:

𝐼𝑛𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 = 60

𝑅𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙𝐺𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 = 55

𝐼𝑛𝑓𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝐵𝑢𝑟𝑑𝑒𝑛 = 50

𝑈𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒 = 35

𝑊𝑒𝑙𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑒𝐸𝑥𝑐𝑙𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 45

Substituting these values:

𝐷𝐺𝑆 = (0.20 × 60) + (0.20 × 55) + (0.20 × 50) + (0.20 × 35) + (0.20 × 45) = 49

Therefore:

𝐶𝑑 = 100 − 49 = 51

Thus:

𝐶𝑑 = 51

This suggests that distributive fairness is fragile but not fully collapsed. The system still 

provides broad public goods and institutional protections, but many groups perceive that political 

burdens and benefits are unevenly allocated.
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13. Scenario-Based Illustrative Example: 

 A High-Capacity but Credit-Stressed System

13.2.6 External Commitment Credit

External Commitment Credit is calculated as:

𝐶𝑒 =
𝑇𝐶 + 𝐴𝑅 + 𝐷𝐶 + 𝐴𝐶

4

First, assume treaty compliance:

𝑇𝐶 =
𝐹𝑢𝑙𝑓𝑖𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑑 𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑦 𝑂𝑏𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑣𝑎𝑛𝑡 𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑦 𝑂𝑏𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠
× 100

If Country A fulfills 14 of 20 relevant treaty obligations:

𝑇𝐶 =
14

20
× 100 = 70

Second, assume alliance reliability:

𝐴𝑅 =
𝐻𝑜𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑑 𝐴𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 𝑇𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑
× 100

If Country A honors 13 of 20 tested alliance commitments:

𝐴𝑅 =
13

20
× 100 = 65

Third, deterrence credibility is calculated as:

𝐷𝐶

=
𝑆𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑎𝑙𝐶𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦 + 𝐶𝑎𝑝𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦𝐴𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 + 𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑣𝑒𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 + 𝐴𝑑𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑎𝑟𝑦𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑒𝑓

4

Assume:

𝑆𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑎𝑙𝐶𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦 = 55

𝐶𝑎𝑝𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦𝐴𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = 75

𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑣𝑒𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 = 50

𝐴𝑑𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑎𝑟𝑦𝐵𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑒𝑓 = 48

Then:

𝐷𝐶 =
55 + 75 + 50 + 48

4
=

228

4
= 57
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13. Scenario-Based Illustrative Example: 
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Fourth, agreement continuity is calculated as:

𝐴𝐶 =
𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑢𝑖𝑛𝑔𝐴𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑣𝑎𝑛𝑡𝐴𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠
× 100

If 17 of 25 relevant agreements remain continuous:

𝐴𝐶 =
17

25
× 100 = 68

Now substitute these values into the external commitment formula:

𝐶𝑒 =
70 + 65 + 57 + 68

4
=

260

4
= 65

Thus:

𝐶𝑒 = 65

This score suggests that Country A’s external commitments remain meaningful, largely 

because of material capacity, institutional depth, and alliance infrastructure. However, external 

audiences increasingly consider political-continuity risk, strategic ambiguity, and the possibility 

that commitments may shift under domestic pressure.

13.2.7 Narrative Consistency Credit

Narrative Consistency Credit is calculated as:

𝐶𝑛 = 100 − 𝑁𝐶𝐼

where:

𝑁𝐶𝐼 = 𝜆1𝑆𝐶𝑅 + 𝜆2𝐷𝐶𝐺 + 𝜆3𝑃𝐸𝑅𝐷 + 𝜆4𝑆𝑂𝐶 + 𝜆5𝑆𝐺𝐴

Assume equal weights across the five narrative-contradiction components:

𝜆1 = 𝜆2 = 𝜆3 = 𝜆4 = 𝜆5 = 0.20

Assume:

𝑆𝐶𝑅 = 62, 𝐷𝐶𝐺 = 55, 𝑃𝐸𝑅𝐷 = 60, 𝑆𝑂𝐶 = 50, 𝑆𝐺𝐴 = 65

|  42

EPINOVA-IMP-2026-01



13. Scenario-Based Illustrative Example: 

 A High-Capacity but Credit-Stressed System

Substituting these values:

𝑁𝐶𝐼 = (0.20 × 62) + (0.20 × 55) + (0.20 × 60) + (0.20 × 50) + (0.20 × 65) = 58.4

Therefore:

𝐶𝑛 = 100 − 58.4 = 41.6

Thus:

𝐶𝑛 = 41.6

This is one of Country A’s most serious weaknesses. It suggests that official explanations no 

longer provide a stable interpretive frame across audiences. During crisis, this can become a 

rapid credit-depletion channel if official narratives diverge from observable economic conditions, 

institutional behavior, battlefield outcomes, market signals, or public experience.

13.3 Composite PCI Calculation

After calculating all seven sub-index scores, the baseline equal-weight PCI model is applied:

𝑃𝐶𝐼 =
𝐶𝑐 + 𝐶𝑝 + 𝐶𝑖 + 𝐶𝑠 + 𝐶𝑑 + 𝐶𝑒 + 𝐶𝑛

7

The calculated sub-index scores are:

Substituting these values:

𝑃𝐶𝐼 =
62.67 + 50.00 + 68.00 + 40.50 + 51.00 + 65.00 + 41.60

7
= 54.11

Thus:

𝑃𝐶𝐼 = 54.11
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Dimension Symbol Score

Commitment Fulfillment Credit 𝐶𝑐 62.67

Policy Stability Credit 𝐶𝑝 50.00

Institutional Procedure Credit 𝐶𝑖 68.00

Social Trust Credit 𝐶𝑠 40.50

Distributive Fairness Credit 𝐶𝑑 51.00

External Commitment Credit 𝐶𝑒 65.00

Narrative Consistency Credit 𝐶𝑛 41.60



13. Scenario-Based Illustrative Example: 

 A High-Capacity but Credit-Stressed System

A PCI score of 54.11 places Country A at the upper boundary of the Fragile Political Credit 

category. This result does not suggest institutional collapse. Rather, it indicates that political 

authority remains operational but increasingly costly to exercise. Formal institutions continue to 

function, but political signals produce less automatic compliance. Policy promises still matter, 

but they are discounted more heavily. External commitments still carry weight, but allies may 

demand additional reassurance. Official narratives still circulate, but they face greater 

contestation from public experience, media fragmentation, expert disagreement, and partisan 

interpretation.

13.4 Interpretation of the Result

The most important feature of this profile is the gap between institutional capacity and 

credibility conversion. Country A retains relatively strong Institutional Procedure Credit at 

68.00 and External Commitment Credit at 65.00. These scores suggest that formal institutions, 

legal procedures, international alliances, and strategic capabilities still provide a meaningful 

credibility base. The system remains capable of governing, borrowing, regulating, deterring, and 

coordinating internationally.

However, the weaker scores in Social Trust Credit, Narrative Consistency Credit, and Policy 

Stability Credit reveal the system’s credibility stress points. Social Trust Credit at 40.50 suggests 

that public cooperation is no longer generated primarily by generalized confidence in political 

authority. Instead, compliance becomes fragmented and conditional. Citizens may comply when 

policies align with their political identity, local authority, economic interest, or trusted 

information source, but resist when they perceive the issuing institution as hostile, captured, 

incompetent, or dishonest.

Narrative Consistency Credit at 41.60 indicates that official explanations face a credibility 

gap. The problem is not simply communication failure. It is the divergence between official 

claims, observable conditions, public experience, expert assessment, market behavior, and 

institutional action. In a high-information and polarized environment, narrative inconsistency can 

accelerate political-credit depletion because different audiences no longer share a common 

interpretive frame.

Policy Stability Credit at 50.00 suggests that policy continuity is no longer fully assumed. 

Even if institutions remain formally strong, stakeholders may expect major policies to be revised, 

litigated, reversed, delayed, or reinterpreted after electoral change, judicial contestation, or 

administrative turnover. This weakens the future value of present commitments.

Distributive Fairness Credit at 51.00 shows that the system retains some redistributive and 

public-service capacity, but perceptions of unequal burden sharing remain politically important. 

Under conditions of inflation, fiscal stress, regional inequality, housing pressure, labor-market 

disruption, or war-related spending, citizens may ask not only whether a policy is legal or 

technically sound, but whether its costs are fairly distributed.
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External Commitment Credit at 65.00 remains stronger than most domestic credibility 

components. This reflects the continued value of material capacity, institutional continuity, 

alliance infrastructure, and strategic resources. However, the score is not high enough to suggest 

unquestioned external credibility. Allies and partners may still cooperate, but they may also seek 

reassurance, diversify risk, hedge against political transition, or demand clearer commitment 

signals.

The resulting political-credit structure is therefore asymmetric. Country A remains powerful, 

institutionally developed, and externally influential, but its political credit is unevenly distributed 

across domains. Its credibility is stronger in formal procedure and external capacity than in social 

trust, narrative coherence, and policy stability. This creates a system that can still act, but often at 

higher cost. Reforms require more persuasion. Crisis measures require more compensation. 

Foreign commitments require more reassurance. Deterrent threats require more demonstration. 

Market confidence remains possible, but becomes more sensitive to fiscal, institutional, and 

political shocks.

13.5 Scenario Implications

This profile illustrates why PCI should not be confused with conventional measures of 

material power. A country may have strong military capacity, deep capital markets, advanced 

technology, sophisticated institutions, and global influence while still experiencing political-

credit depletion. In such cases, the central risk is not immediate state failure. The risk is rising 

friction: each new policy, crisis response, alliance commitment, or fiscal adjustment requires 

more political expenditure than before.

Under normal conditions, a PCI score of 54.11 may produce manageable but persistent 

governance friction. The system continues to function, but with lower trust margins, higher 

implementation costs, and greater interpretive conflict. Under crisis conditions, however, the 

same score becomes more dangerous. A major war, financial shock, constitutional conflict, 

public-health emergency, energy disruption, or alliance crisis could rapidly consume the 

remaining credibility reserve. If social trust and narrative consistency deteriorate further, Country 

A may retain formal authority while losing the ability to convert that authority into timely 

cooperation.

The policy implication is that credibility repair should not focus only on messaging. Country 

A would need a broader political-credit repair strategy. Such a strategy would include visible 

commitment fulfillment, more stable policy sequencing, procedural restraint, transparent 

correction of errors, credible burden-sharing mechanisms, institutional nonpartisanship, and 

closer alignment between official narratives and observable conditions. In external affairs, it 

would also require reducing ambiguity about commitments, matching signals with capabilities, 

and maintaining continuity across domestic political cycles.
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This scenario demonstrates the analytical value of PCI. The index does not simply classify 

Country A as strong or weak. It identifies where credibility remains resilient, where it is being 

depleted, and where future shocks are most likely to produce disproportionate political cost. For 

high-capacity systems, PCI is especially useful because credibility loss may appear first not as 

collapse, but as rising cost: higher reassurance costs, higher compliance costs, higher borrowing 

or risk premiums, higher coalition-management costs, and higher narrative-maintenance costs.

As established in the preceding classification and benchmarking framework, Country A’s 

score should not be interpreted as evidence of institutional collapse. It is better understood as an 

example of a high-capacity but credit-stressed system: formal institutions remain operational, 

while the cost of converting political authority into cooperation has increased.
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14. Application Scenarios

The PCI can be applied across domestic governance, international relations, conflict 

monitoring, and market-risk analysis. Its value lies in connecting credibility to observable costs: 

lower compliance costs, lower risk premiums, greater crisis absorption capacity, stronger alliance 

coordination, and more stable expectations.

14.1 Domestic Governance

In domestic governance, PCI can estimate whether a government can implement difficult 

reforms without excessive coercion, compensation, or administrative friction. Relevant cases 

include pension reform, fiscal austerity, public health restrictions, wartime mobilization, energy 

transition, immigration reform, and public-sector restructuring.

A high PCI suggests that citizens and institutions are more likely to accept short-term costs 

because they believe the government’s commitments, procedures, and distributional claims. A 

low PCI suggests that even technically sound reforms may face resistance, delay, protest, 

evasion, or escalating enforcement costs. In this sense, PCI can help distinguish between policy 

failure caused by weak design and policy failure caused by depleted credibility capital.

14.2 International Relations

In international relations, PCI can evaluate whether a state’s commitments are credible to 

allies, adversaries, partners, and markets. Relevant cases include alliance defense commitments, 

deterrence red lines, sanctions enforcement, ceasefire guarantees, arms-control agreements, 

maritime security commitments, and crisis de-escalation pledges.

A state with high external political credit can often produce strategic effects through signaling, 

reassurance, and credible commitment. A state with low external political credit may need to 

spend more military, diplomatic, financial, or reputational resources to generate the same level of 

belief. This is especially important in alliance management and deterrence, where credibility 

affects whether partners align, hedge, or defect, and whether adversaries test or respect stated 

limits.

14.3 Conflict Monitoring

PCI can be integrated into conflict-monitoring models such as the Multi-Layer Coupled 

Complexity Model (MCCM). In this context, political credit functions as a resilience reserve: it 

determines whether a state, government, alliance, or crisis coalition has sufficient credibility 

capital to absorb political, economic, military, and narrative shocks without rapid escalation in 

domestic unrest, alliance fragmentation, market panic, or bargaining failure.
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A useful derived variable is the Political Credit Reserve (PCR). PCR measures the 

remaining credibility buffer available after accounting for crisis exposure during a given 

assessment period.

𝑷𝑪𝑹𝒕 = 𝑷𝑪𝑰𝒕 − 𝑬𝒕

(14.1)

where:

• 𝑷𝑪𝑹𝒕, Political Credit Reserve at time 𝑡, represents the remaining credibility buffer after 

crisis exposure is taken into account.

• 𝑷𝑪𝑰𝒕, Political Credit Index at time 𝑡, represents the political-credit stock available at the 

same assessment point.

• 𝑬𝒕, Crisis Exposure at time 𝑡, represents the intensity of political, economic, military, 

institutional, informational, or external shocks that consume political credit during the 

assessment period.

A positive 𝑃𝐶𝑅𝑡indicates that the political actor retains a credibility buffer after absorbing 

crisis exposure. A near-zero or negative 𝑃𝐶𝑅𝑡indicates that crisis exposure has consumed most or 

all of the available political-credit reserve. In such conditions, even a formally capable system 

may become more sensitive to additional shocks, because political signals require greater 

enforcement, compensation, reassurance, or narrative maintenance to remain effective.

For conflict-monitoring applications, 𝐸𝑡may be estimated through indicators such as military 

escalation intensity, sanctions pressure, inflation shock, casualty sensitivity, protest intensity, 

alliance disagreement, market stress, cyber disruption, narrative contradiction, or institutional 

conflict. In MCCM-style analysis, 𝑃𝐶𝑅𝑡can therefore function as a credibility-resilience variable: 

it helps estimate whether a system retains enough political credit to absorb additional pressure 

before crossing into higher-friction governance, coalition instability, or loss-of-control dynamics.

These relationships suggest that declining political credit can increase the sensitivity of a 

system to shocks even before formal institutions fail. A government may retain legal authority 

and coercive capacity, but if its credibility reserve is depleted, each additional shock becomes 

more difficult to absorb. For this reason, PCI-based conflict monitoring should evaluate not only 

the level of political credit, but also the interaction between political-credit stock, crisis exposure, 

and the speed of credibility depletion.
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14.4 Market and Sovereign Risk

PCI can supplement sovereign-risk analysis by estimating the political credibility behind 

policy commitments. Low PCI may increase bond spreads, insurance costs, capital flight, 

currency risk, investment hesitation, contract-enforcement concerns, and the cost of public 

borrowing.

Market actors do not evaluate policy promises only by formal announcement. They also 

assess whether the political actor has the credibility to sustain those promises under pressure. PCI 

can therefore provide an additional layer of analysis for sovereign bond markets, foreign direct 

investment, infrastructure finance, insurance pricing, sanctions exposure, and crisis lending. In 

this setting, political credit becomes a risk-pricing variable rather than only a governance 

concept.
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15. Distinction from Existing Indices

The PCI is not designed to replace existing governance, democracy, trust, fragility, or 

sovereign-risk measures. It is designed to bridge them. Existing indices often measure 

institutional quality, public trust, democratic performance, state stress, or market risk as separate 

domains. PCI reorganizes these domains around a specific analytical question: how much usable 

credibility capital does a political actor possess, and how does that credibility affect governance 

cost, crisis resilience, external commitment, and risk pricing?

Table 7. Distinction between PCI and Existing Measurement Frameworks

Source: Author’s framework, based on comparison with existing trust, governance, democracy, fragility, and 

sovereign-risk measurement traditions (Fund for Peace, n.d.-a, n.d.-b; OECD, 2024; Nord et al., 2026; World 

Bank, 2025a, 2025b).

Note: PCI should be treated as a complementary framework. It can draw inputs from existing indices, but it 

changes the organizing logic: the object of measurement is not governance quality, democracy, fragility, or 

market risk in isolation, but the credibility capital that connects these domains.

The PCI’s distinctive contribution is its focus on political credibility as an operational capital 

stock. It asks whether political promises, procedures, narratives, and commitments retain 

practical force among domestic audiences, external partners, adversaries, and markets. This 

makes PCI especially useful for analyzing cases in which formal capacity remains high but 

credibility has begun to erode, or where institutional weakness is partially offset by credible 

commitment and social trust.
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Existing Framework Main Focus PCI Difference

Government trust 

surveys

Public trust in 

institutions

PCI includes external credibility, policy 

stability, crisis resilience, distributive 

fairness, and narrative consistency.

Worldwide Governance 

Indicators

Governance quality PCI treats governance credibility as a 

convertible political asset that affects 

cost, risk, and resilience.

V-Dem Democratic and 

institutional quality

PCI can apply to democratic and non-

democratic systems alike because 

credibility capital is not limited to regime 

type.

Fragile States Index State fragility and 

stress

PCI focuses on credibility capital before 

or during stress, including how trust 

depletion changes shock sensitivity.

Sovereign risk ratings Market and 

repayment risk

PCI includes social, institutional, 

narrative, diplomatic, and geopolitical 

credibility beyond repayment capacity.



16. Methodological Scope and Limitations 

The PCI is intended as a diagnostic and comparative framework, not as a deterministic 

prediction tool or moral ranking system. Like other composite indicators, it faces methodological 

and interpretive challenges. These limitations do not make the framework unusable, but they 

define the conditions under which PCI scores should be constructed, validated, and interpreted 

with caution.

First, political credit is partly perceptual. It cannot be measured only through objective events. 

Whether a promise, procedure, reform, deterrent warning, crisis explanation, or institutional 

signal is credible depends on how relevant audiences interpret it. For this reason, PCI 

construction should combine event-coded evidence with survey data, expert assessment, market 

signals, institutional indicators, and content analysis rather than relying on a single data type.

Second, political credit is audience-dependent. A government may have high credit with allies 

but low credit with domestic opponents. It may be trusted by markets but distrusted by citizens, 

believed by core supporters but discounted by peripheral regions, or regarded as reliable by 

external partners but contested by domestic institutions. PCI should therefore allow audience-

specific analysis where possible, including domestic public, elite, market, allied, adversarial, and 

international-organization audiences.

Third, democratic and authoritarian systems generate political credit through different 

mechanisms. Democratic systems may rely more heavily on procedure, transparency, 

accountability, institutional correction, and electoral responsiveness. Authoritarian systems may 

rely more heavily on performance delivery, elite discipline, nationalism, control capacity, crisis 

response, and coercive credibility. PCI can be applied across regime types, but direct comparison 

should account for different credibility-production mechanisms rather than assuming that all 

systems generate credibility through identical institutional pathways.

Fourth, narrative consistency is difficult to quantify. Official narratives may be ambiguous, 

strategically incomplete, or intentionally flexible. Measuring contradiction therefore requires 

clear coding rules, source triangulation, AI-assisted content analysis, contradiction coding, and 

external validation. AI-assisted methods can improve scale and consistency, but they should not 

replace human review, especially in politically sensitive or high-stakes contexts.

Fifth, PCI should not be confused with moral legitimacy. A political actor may be credible in 

fulfilling coercive threats while lacking democratic legitimacy or ethical justification. 

Conversely, a political actor may possess strong moral claims but weak operational credibility. 

PCI measures whether commitments are believed and acted upon; it does not determine whether 

those commitments are normatively desirable.

Sixth, PCI scores should not be interpreted mechanically. A high score indicates stronger 

credibility capital, not moral superiority. A low score indicates higher political friction, not 

necessarily immediate collapse. Scores should be interpreted alongside sub-index distribution, 

trend direction, crisis intensity, institutional context, audience segmentation, and data quality. The 

PCI is therefore best used to assess credibility capital, governance friction, crisis resilience, and 

risk perception, rather than to produce a single definitive judgment about political success or 

failure.
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17. Future Research

Future research should develop the PCI from a conceptual framework into an empirical, 

operational, and policy-relevant measurement system. Six extensions are especially important.

First, future work should construct a full PCI dataset for selected countries, governments, 

alliances, and international organizations. This dataset should include standardized sub-index 

scores, transparent coding rules, source documentation, and time-series coverage. A pilot dataset 

could begin with a limited number of cases and then expand into cross-national or cross-

institutional comparison.

Second, future research should develop a crisis-time PCI model for conflict monitoring. Such 

a model should include daily or event-based credit depletion and recovery functions. This would 

allow analysts to track whether political credit is being consumed faster than it is being 

replenished during military escalation, sanctions pressure, domestic unrest, maritime crisis, 

financial panic, coalition breakdown, or institutional conflict.

Third, future research should build an AI-assisted Narrative Contradiction Index. This tool 

could compare official statements, observed outcomes, media evidence, expert assessments, and 

event-coded records to evaluate whether official narratives remain internally consistent and 

aligned with observable reality. Human validation would remain necessary, especially in 

politically sensitive or high-stakes contexts.

Fourth, future research should develop a political credit valuation model linked to bond 

spreads, CDS spreads, investment flows, capital flight, insurance pricing, and other market-risk 

indicators. This would test whether PCI has explanatory or predictive power in financial and 

sovereign-risk environments. If validated, PCI could become a bridge between political analysis 

and political-risk pricing.

Fifth, future research should create an alliance credibility sub-index. This sub-index would 

measure security commitment reliability, red-line enforcement, burden sharing, coalition 

durability, reassurance cost, and partner hedging. It would be especially useful for studying 

alliance management, deterrence credibility, maritime security, ceasefire guarantees, sanctions 

coalitions, and crisis bargaining.

Sixth, future research should integrate PCI with the Multi-Layer Coupled Complexity Model 

(MCCM) as a Political Credit Reserve (PCR) variable. In this role, PCR would help model crisis-

absorption capacity, alliance hedging, domestic shock sensitivity, and exit-bargaining cost. This 

integration would allow PCI to function not only as a credibility index, but also as a systemic 

resilience variable within conflict-monitoring and escalation-risk frameworks.

Together, these extensions would move PCI from a theoretical proposal toward an applied 

measurement architecture. The long-term objective is to create a framework that can support 

academic research, policy analysis, conflict monitoring, risk assessment, and institutional self-

evaluation.
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This Index Methodology Paper presents a conceptual and methodological framework for 

measuring political credibility as strategic intangible capital. The Political Credit Index is 

proposed as an analytical and diagnostic tool. It should not be interpreted as a moral ranking, 

deterministic prediction model, or final empirical dataset. All indicators, weights, thresholds, 

valuation channels, and dynamic assumptions require further validation through empirical 

testing, expert review, case comparison, and sensitivity analysis.

The views expressed in this paper are those of the author and do not necessarily represent 

the position of any external institution, government, organization, or partner entity. The PCI 

framework is intended for research, policy analysis, risk assessment, and institutional self-

evaluation. It should be applied with contextual caution, data transparency, and 

methodological review.
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