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ABSTRACT In contested siting environments, approval is rarely the end of governance; it is the beginning of a prolonged
period in which commitments are tested, evidence is contested, and operating conditions evolve. This paper develops a social
science theory of repairable authority in renewable deployment. The central claim is that durable deployment depends on
revision rights, defined as institutionally recognized pathways for reopening, adjusting, and enforcing commitments in response
to new evidence and changing conditions, without collapsing either investor predictability or democratic legitimacy. The paper
contributes a conceptual model that distinguishes between closure as an administrative event and holding as a lifecycle property
of decisions. It shows how decisions fail to hold when authority is fragmented across arenas, when evidence is produced through
contested intermediary arrangements, and when narratives of urgency displace accountable commitments. The analysis advances
an interpretive-institutional approach that treats revision not as a procedural exception but as a normal governance function
in pluralist societies under nonstationary ecological and infrastructural baselines. The paper then derives implications for
institutional design centered on standing after approval, bounded but contestable transparency, and routine review rhythms that
make enforcement visible while limiting discretionary drift.
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occurs [2]. Developers and system planners, conversely, may
1. Introduction accept that environmental constraints are legitimate yet still
resist governance arrangements that appear to permit open-
ended renegotiation, shifting interpretations, or discretionary
enforcement that undermines predictability.

Public controversies over renewable energy projects often appear,
on the surface, to be disputes about landscapes, wildlife, or local
disruption [1]. Beneath these substantive disagreements lies a
recurrent governance question: whether institutions can make
commitments that remain credible after approval, when projects
are built, operated, monitored, and occasionally modified. In
many settings, what is contested is not only a project’s immediate
footprint, but the reliability of the governance chain that is
supposed to translate assurances into enforceable practice over
decades. Communities may accept that a low-carbon transition is
necessary yet still oppose specific projects when they believe that
promised mitigations will be weakly enforced, that monitoring
will be opaque, or that revision will be unavailable once closure

This paper proposes that the decisive institutional problem
in many renewable deployments is not deciding, but holding.
Deciding refers to completing formal steps that culminate in
authorization. Holding refers to the capacity of that authorization
to remain governable across time as evidence accumulates,
cumulative effects become visible, and conditions change [3].
Holding is neither automatic nor reducible to legal defensibility
at the moment of approval. It depends on whether stakeholders
view post-approval accountability as real, whether regulators can
act on evidence without appearing arbitrary, and whether revision
can occur through legitimate pathways rather than through crisis
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Figure 1 Lifecycle distinction between an administrative closure event and the longer property of holding: authorization remains governable
when monitoring and routine review can trigger bounded correction and enforcement without collapsing predictability.

politics. When decisions do not hold, conflict tends to recur
and migrate across arenas, and governance becomes trapped in
cycles of tightening, backlash, litigation, and ad hoc exceptions.
When decisions do hold, disagreement may persist but is more
likely to be routed through routine review and enforcement rather
than through escalation [4].

A central empirical motivation for this paper is the gap be-
tween policy narratives and implementation pathways. For
example, national policy documents may frame renewable de-
ployment as supporting resilience and adaptation, yet implemen-
tation may remain oriented primarily toward mitigation targets,
leaving diversification and other adaptation-relevant concerns
under-specified in practice [5]. This gap matters for governance
because it expands what is promised while leaving unclear how
competing objectives will be managed under stress, such as
during extreme events or grid disruptions [6]. When narratives
are broad but commitments are narrow, stakeholders interpret
governance as rhetorical, which undermines trust and intensifies
the perceived need to secure leverage before closure.

The argument developed here is that renewable transitions
require repairable authority, meaning institutional authority that
can preserve closure while enabling legitimate correction. Re-
pairable authority rests on revision rights. Revision rights are
not a single legal doctrine; they are an ensemble of institutional
arrangements that specify who can trigger review, what evidence
counts, what actions follow, and how reasons are documented

[7]. They also specify what is not revisable without reopening
core authorizations, protecting predictability. Revision rights
differ from general participation rights because they are oriented
toward lifecycle governance rather than front-loaded consulta-
tion. They also differ from discretionary adaptive management
rhetoric because they require enforceable triggers and visible
response.

The paper is non-technical and contributes a conceptual
framework rather than a technology-specific optimization [8]. It
treats renewable deployment as a pluralist governance problem:
multiple actors with legitimate but competing values must coexist
under uncertainty and nonstationary baselines. In this setting,
insisting on complete consensus is unrealistic, and insisting on
irreversible closure is politically brittle. Revision rights provide
amiddle path: they allow decisions to be made and implemented
while preserving structured contestability and correction [9].

The analysis proceeds in five sections. The first section
formulates the problem of holding and defines revision rights
as a governance capacity. The second section analyzes dispute
movement across governance arenas and explains why frag-
mented authority produces recurrent contestation. The third
section focuses on evidence politics and delegated expertise,
showing how intermediary arrangements shape whether revi-
sion is credible [10]. The fourth section examines influence
work in regulatory settings, emphasizing how confidence and
uncertainty are managed through ongoing interaction. The fifth
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Table 1 Core concepts in the argument

section analyzes institutional reversals and boundary defense as
responses to legitimacy pressures, connecting these dynamics to
the design requirements of repairable authority. The conclusion
summarizes implications for building transitions that are both
faster and more socially durable.

2. Problem Formulation: From Closure to

Holding

The administrative imagination of infrastructure governance of-
ten treats approval as the moment at which legitimacy is secured
and the governance task shifts from deciding to implementing
[11]. This imagination is strained in renewable deployment
because many of the most salient uncertainties are not fully
resolvable ex ante. Impacts may depend on operating regimes,
on cumulative build-out, on shifting ecological baselines, and
on evolving grid conditions. Even when extensive assessments
are conducted, stakeholders may disagree about thresholds,
baselines, and the credibility of mitigations. The result is that
approval does not end dispute; it reorganizes dispute around

Pre-approval procedure Has
Lifecycle governability
Structured reopening

Administrative endpoint

Adaptive legitimacy

Typical question

authorization been
granted?

Does the decision remain
workable?

How can commitments be ad-
justed?

When do formal steps end?

Can authority correct without
breaking?

post-approval accountability [12]. Whether that reorganization
becomes manageable depends on the existence of revision rights.

Holding can be conceptualized as the durability of autho-
rization. An authorization holds when it remains intelligible,
enforceable, and revisable in legitimate ways across time [13].
Intelligibility means stakeholders can identify what is promised,
what is required, and what constitutes deviation. Enforceability
means regulators have capacity and willingness to act on devia-
tions. Revisability means changes can occur through predictable
and legitimate pathways, protecting both public accountability
and investment certainty. Holding is therefore an institutional
property, not merely a social attitude [14]. It is produced
through routines, documentation practices, monitoring systems,
and standing rules.

The concept of revision rights foregrounds an asymmetry
in many deployment processes. Participation is typically con-
centrated before approval, when communities are asked to
comment on plans and assessments. After approval, standing
often weakens, and the governance system relies on adminis-
trative enforcement that may be under-resourced or politically
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Figure 3 Evidence assurance chain for holding: field signals become actionable only when datasets, methods, and interpretation are auditable,
and when validation and public-facing reporting make the observation-to-response link legible.

constrained [15]. This arrangement creates a strategic incentive
for affected publics to resist closure because they anticipate
diminished leverage later. It also creates an incentive for de-
velopers to push for the strongest possible closure at approval
because they anticipate that any post-approval reopening would
be destabilizing. The resulting conflict is not merely attitudinal;
it is structurally produced by a governance architecture that
separates decision from durable accountability [16].

Revision rights reorganize these incentives. When standing
after approval is credible and bounded, publics can accept closure
under uncertainty because they retain pathways to trigger review
and require reasoned responses. When revision rules are explicit
and limited to defined triggers and action sets, developers can
accept review without fearing indefinite renegotiation. When
monitoring is linked to visible response ladders, regulators can
act without appearing arbitrary because actions follow predefined
logic [17]. Revision rights therefore reduce both front-loaded
resistance and post-approval cynicism.

However, revision rights are difficult to institutionalize be-
cause they confront a common tension: the legitimacy of closure
versus the legitimacy of correction. Closure is legitimate when
decisions are made through fair process and justified reasons.
Correction is legitimate when new evidence or changed condi-
tions require adjustment [18]. In brittle systems, correction is
interpreted as moving goalposts and closure is interpreted as
coercion. Repairable authority requires a settlement between
these interpretations, achieved not by rhetorical balance but
by institutional design: the explicit specification of triggers,
standing, transparency, and response.

Revision rights also clarify that the speed-versus-diligence

debate is frequently misframed [19]. Efforts to accelerate
deployment by compressing procedure can reduce short-term
delay but can increase conflict if they weaken trust that correction
is possible. Efforts to increase diligence by expanding studies
and consultation can increase perceived fairness but can also
increase uncertainty if they fail to establish closure norms and if
they do not strengthen enforcement and revision. Holding, as
the dependent variable, suggests that both speed and diligence
are secondary to the quality of post-approval governability. A
process can be relatively fast and still produce holding if revision
rights are credible [20]. A process can be slow and still fail to
produce holding if post-approval accountability is weak.

The remainder of the paper operationalizes this argument
by examining how holding fails and how revision rights are
contested. The next section focuses on the movement of disputes
across arenas, which is a common symptom of weak holding:
when a decision does not hold in one arena, actors seek leverage
in another.

3. Mechanisms: Dispute Routing Across Are-
nas and the Production of Recurrence

Renewable deployment rarely unfolds within a single decision
arena [21]. Land-use planning, environmental regulation, grid
integration, market design, and political oversight are often
institutionally distinct, even when they are functionally interde-
pendent. Each arena carries its own standards of proof, temporal
rhythms, and legitimacy expectations. As a result, when conflict
emerges, actors often route disputes across arenas rather than
resolving them within one procedure. This routing is not merely
opportunistic; it reflects the rational pursuit of standing and
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Figure 5 Confidence is produced through repeated interaction: updates and reporting can sustain regulatory confidence, but scrutiny and political
attention shape whether confidence is perceived as legitimate unless it is anchored in visible commitments and rule-based review.

leverage within fragmented governance [22].

Dispute routing is one mechanism through which weak hold-
ing becomes visible. When affected publics perceive that local
planning produces closure without enforceable commitments,
they may route disputes to environmental regulators or courts.
When developers perceive that environmental conditions are
inconsistent or unpredictable, they may route disputes to political
arenas or higher-level policy bodies [23]. When regulators face
legitimacy pressures and limited enforcement capacity, they
may route disputes into procedural domains by demanding more
studies or by narrowing scope. Each routing changes the mean-
ing of the dispute because arenas recognize different registers:
legal defensibility, ecological protection, system reliability, or
political urgency. The dispute therefore mutates as it moves,
often increasing polarization because each arena reconstitutes
what counts as legitimate evidence.

A dynamic governance perspective helps explain why routing
produces recurrence rather than resolution [24]. One empirical
illustration is a qualitative study of solar deployment governance
that traces how outcomes are shaped through multi-actor negotia-

tion across interconnected arenas, emphasizing that governance
evolves through iterative bargaining among ministries, regu-
lators, utilities, developers, environmental organizations, and
communities, while navigating trade-offs among grid stability,
environmental protection, cost efficiency, and deployment speed
[25] The relevance here is not the sectoral specifics of solar,
but the structural insight: in fragmented settings, governance is
not a static architecture that implements a policy, but a process
that is continually renegotiated as actor relations and constraints
shift. In such settings, dispute routing is normal, and holding
requires cross-arena translation mechanisms that maintain the
interpretability of commitments.

Routing is intensified by cumulative portfolios [26]. As
multiple projects are proposed, stakeholders interpret each
decision as precedent-setting. Communities may resist early
projects because they anticipate cumulative burdens and fear
that later correction will be impossible. Developers may push
for standardization and predictability to reduce transaction costs
across portfolios [27]. Regulators may seek to tighten standards
to prevent reputational damage from cumulative controversy.
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Actor

Local communities
Developers
Regulators

Grid / system operators

Environmental NGOs
harm

Policy makers

Table 2 Stakeholder concerns around renewable projects

These dynamics make disputes less about individual projects and
more about the perceived reliability of the governance regime.
Holding therefore becomes a regime-level property: do actors
believe that the system as a whole can correct and enforce, or
do they believe that closure is irreversible and enforcement is
symbolic?

The interaction of routing and cumulative portfolios also
creates feedback loops [28]. If one project produces post-
approval disputes due to weak enforcement, communities inter-
pret promises in subsequent projects as unreliable and intensify
pre-approval resistance. If one project is delayed by routing
through multiple arenas, developers and policy advocates may
seek procedural compression to prevent recurrence, which can
further undermine trust. Regulators may respond to controversy
by tightening interpretations, which can increase uncertainty
and provoke more political routing. These feedback loops gener-
ate the appearance that renewables are uniquely conflict-prone,
when in fact the conflict is produced by governance architectures
that are weak at maintaining holding across arenas [29].

Main concern
Long-term impacts, trust
Investment certainty
Legitimacy, capacity
Reliability, integration
Cumulative

ecological

Transition pace

Governance fear
No leverage after approval
Endless renegotiation

Being seen as arbitrary or
weak

Fragmented decisions across
arenas

Symbolic mitigation and
monitoring

Backlash and institutional
drift

Revision rights address routing by providing recognized
pathways for contestation and correction within the lifecycle
of authorization. When publics believe that monitoring and
review can trigger real response, they have less incentive to
route disputes into courts as a substitute for standing. When
developers believe that revision is bounded and rule-based, they
have less incentive to route disputes into political arenas seeking
exemptions or central overrides [30]. When regulators can
rely on predefined triggers and response ladders, they have
less incentive to route disputes into procedural inflation as self-
protection. Routing does not disappear, but it becomes less
escalatory and less destabilizing.

The next section turns to a central determinant of whether
revision rights are credible: how evidence is produced, validated,
and contested. Evidence is the medium through which disputes
are adjudicated, and evidence systems are increasingly mediated
by intermediaries and delegated expertise [31].



Dimension
Intelligibility

Enforceability

Revisability

Cross-arena consistency

Operational focus

Clarity of commitments
Capacity to act

Structured correction

Translation across forums

Example questions

Who owes what, to whom,
and when?

Can deviations be detected
and sanctioned?

When can rules be adjusted?

Do arenas read the decision

Perceived fairness
ral

Table 3 Dimensions of holding in authorization

Arena

Local planning
Environmental regulation
Grid / market design

Procedural
claims

Courts
High-level politics

Media / public debate

Table 4 Dispute routing across governance arenas

4. Evidence Politics: Delegation, Intermedia-
tion, and the Assurance Problem

Holding depends on whether stakeholders trust the observation
and response capacity of governance systems. Monitoring data,
assessment reports, and compliance audits are the infrastructural
basis for post-approval accountability. Yet in contemporary envi-
ronmental governance, these functions are frequently delegated
to private intermediaries. Consultants supervise environmen-
tal impact assessments, develop policy-related materials, and
conduct compliance monitoring, often under contractual arrange-
ments that are not fully legible to publics [32]. Delegation can
expand capacity, but it can also weaken perceived independence
and blur responsibility, undermining the credibility of revision
rights.

A key issue is that delegated evidence production can create
an assurance gap. An assurance gap exists when the governance
system produces information but cannot credibly demonstrate
that information is independent, contestable, and connected to ac-
tion. Communities may interpret developer-funded monitoring
as biased or filtered [33]. Developers may interpret community-
generated claims as strategic and unvalidated. Regulators may
lack internal expertise to adjudicate method disputes, relying
on intermediary outputs that they cannot fully verify. In such
settings, disagreements about impacts become disagreements
about the credibility of the system that measures impacts, which
is more difficult to settle because it is a dispute about authority
itself [34].

Distributive and procedu-

Typical trigger
Land-use conflicts

Impact disputes

System effects

Salient controversies

Visible conflicts

the same way?

Do affected actors accept the
rules?

Legitimacy register
Local control, place-based
claims

Ecological thresholds, pre-

caution

Reliability, efficiency, cost
rights Legal defensibility, due pro-
cess
National goals, urgency nar-
ratives

Reputation, blame, framing

An empirical anchor for this mechanism is a qualitative case
study of environmental governance privatization that exam-
ines how an environmental regulator increasingly delegates key
responsibilities, including supervision of impact assessments,
policy development, and compliance monitoring, and finds that
while privatization can expand regulatory capacity and leverage
specialized expertise, it also risks diminishing autonomy, re-
ducing transparency, and creating dependence on private firms,
motivating the need for stronger oversight and safeguards [35]
The relevance for renewable deployment is direct: when revision
rights rely on monitoring and expert judgment, but the credibility
of those expert systems is contested, revision rights become
politically fragile. They can be dismissed as symbolic or as
captured, increasing incentives for pre-approval resistance and
post-approval escalation.

Delegation affects holding through multiple pathways [36].
First, it shapes method choices and baseline definitions, which
are central to interpretive closure. Professional templates can
stabilize interpretation across cases, but they can also embed
assumptions that publics contest, particularly around cumu-
lative effects and nonstationary baselines. Second, it shapes
transparency. Private firms may treat certain data and methods
as proprietary, limiting contestability [37]. Third, it shapes
response. When deviations are detected, responsibility may be
diffused across developers, contractors, and regulators, delaying
action and reinforcing cynicism. Fourth, it shapes institutional
capacity over time [38]. As agencies rely more heavily on



Arrangement

Developer-funded moni- More data, lower cost

toring
Consultant-led
ments

assess-
Third-party audits
Citizen science

Centralized modelling

Table 5 Delegated evidence and assurance gaps

Strategy
Continuous pitching

Framing uncertainty as

manageable ers

Promising adaptive man- Multiple actors
agement

Relationship building

Selective case compari- All sides
son

Table 6 Influence work in regulatory interaction

external expertise, internal capacity to challenge and interpret
evidence may decline, increasing dependence and weakening
authority.

These dynamics do not imply that delegation is inherently
illegitimate. Rather, they indicate that delegation must be gov-
erned as a public assurance function rather than as a private
service procurement. Public assurance requires clear indepen-
dence tiers, conflict-of-interest rules, and validation procedures
that are visible to affected publics [39]. It also requires that
public agencies retain interpretive capacity. Even when measure-
ment is delegated, meaning-making cannot be fully outsourced
without undermining authority, because the legitimacy of en-
forcement depends on the regulator’s capacity to justify and
defend decisions.

Revision rights are particularly sensitive to the assurance gap
because they rely on evidence-triggered review. If stakeholders
distrust evidence systems, they will not accept that review
triggers are fairly applied [40]. They will suspect selective
enforcement or strategic delay. If developers distrust evidence
adjudication, they will fear arbitrary tightening. In both cases,
the result is decreased holding and increased routing: actors seek
arenas where they can contest legitimacy rather than methods
[41].

Repairable authority therefore requires institutional invest-
ments in assurance. These investments can take multiple forms
while remaining compatible with minimal disclosure require-
ments. They can include independent audits commissioned

Potential gain

Specialized expertise
Independent checks
Local knowledge, trust

System-wide view

Typical user

Developers, innovators

Developers, agencies

Assurance risk

Perceived bias in reporting
Method opacity, dependence

Narrow
scrutiny

scope, episodic

Variable methods, uneven
coverage

Distance from local effects

Effect on holding

Builds regulator confidence,
may sideline others

Developers, policy mak- Supports approval under

change

Legitimate if linked to real
triggers

Smooths interaction, can
look closed

Shapes baselines and expec-
tations

through public or pooled mechanisms, standardized disclosure
of key assumptions, accessible summaries that connect indica-
tors to commitments, and routine publication of compliance
status and response actions. The key is to make the link between
observation and response publicly legible, reducing the space
for suspicion [42].

The next section moves from evidence production to the
political dynamics of regulatory interaction. Even when evi-
dence systems exist, holding depends on how regulators manage
uncertainty and confidence, and how actors seek to influence
interpretations over time. This influence work is a normal fea-
ture of governance, but it can destabilize holding when revision
rights are weak or discretionary.

5. Influence Work: Managing Regulatory Con-
fidence Under Uncertainty

Renewable deployment involves sustained interaction between
project proponents and regulators, not only at the point of
application but throughout planning, approval, and sometimes
operation [43]. In these interactions, actors do not merely
present facts; they frame feasibility, risk, and acceptability in
ways intended to shape regulatory interpretation. Influence work
includes persuasion, reassurance, and the strategic demonstration
of learning and adaptability. This is not necessarily improper; in
uncertain environments, regulators must make judgments, and
proponents must show that commitments are credible. However,
when influence work substitutes for rule-based revision rights,



Trigger type Example

Monitoring threshold
exceeded

New evidence

Cumulative exceedance
reached

Operational change
layout

Extreme event

Legal / policy shift
sity law

Table 7 Illustrative triggers for revision rights

Symptom

Noise or wildlife limits
Revised impact science

Corridor or basin limits
Repowering, new turbine

Failure, accident, outage

Underlying mechanism

Possible responses

Adjust operations, tighten
conditions

Update standards, revise per-
mits

Cap new projects, redesign
portfolios

Partial reopening, new safe-
guards

Incident review, retrofits,
sanctions

New climate or biodiver- Harmonize existing autho-

rizations

Outcome

Litigation waves Weak post-approval  Conflict shifts to courts
standing

Arena shopping Fragmented authority Repeated reopening in new

forums

Symbolic monitoring Delegated but unlinked Cynicism about enforcement
data

Sudden moratoria Boundary defense by reg- Uncertainty, portfolio disrup-
ulators tion

Discretionary exceptions  Ad hoc political fixes Perceived unfairness, drift

Table 8 Failure modes when revision rights are weak

governance becomes vulnerable to perceptions of unequal access
and narrative dominance [44].

A concrete illustration comes from research on pitching to
regulators in the context of wind energy innovation, which de-
scribes how entrepreneurs engage in repeated, ongoing pitching
to address regulatory uncertainties, provide updates, demonstrate
adaptability, and build confidence in long-term viability, thereby
sustaining regulatory support in a shifting environment [45] The
relevance for a social theory of holding is that confidence is not
a static attribute; it is produced through repeated interaction.
When regulators accept that projects can adapt and comply over
time, they may be more willing to authorize under uncertainty
[46]. Yet if the mechanisms that maintain confidence are pri-
marily relational and discretionary rather than institutionalized
as review triggers and response ladders, confidence becomes
fragile and contested, especially by actors who lack comparable
access to influence channels.

Influence work affects interpretive closure because it shapes
how regulators interpret sufficiency. A proponent may frame a
mitigation plan as robust by emphasizing adaptability and future
improvements. Opponents may frame the same plan as deferral
by emphasizing that future improvements are unenforceable
[47]. Regulators may be sympathetic to adaptability narratives
when institutional mandates emphasize innovation and urgency.
However, adaptability narratives strengthen holding only when

they are translated into enforceable commitments with defined
review conditions. Otherwise, adaptability becomes a promise
without a pathway, increasing cynicism.

Influence work also affects procedural dynamics [48]. Regu-
lators who feel reassured by ongoing engagement may be more
willing to permit staged decisions, deferring some details to post-
approval periods. This can accelerate procedural closure, but it
heightens the importance of revision rights because deferred de-
tails will later become sites of dispute. If standing after approval
is weak, deferral can provoke resistance because stakeholders an-
ticipate that decisions are effectively being made outside public
scrutiny [49]. Conversely, if standing after approval is credible,
deferral can be legitimate because stakeholders have pathways
to contest and correct.

A central equity concern is that influence capacity is uneven.
Well-resourced developers can attend repeated meetings, pro-
duce polished materials, and sustain continuous engagement.
Communities and smaller organizations may lack the capacity
to participate similarly, particularly when participation is unpaid
and time-intensive [50]. If regulatory confidence is built primar-
ily through sustained pitching by proponents, the governance
system risks privileging those with greater resources, undermin-
ing relational legitimacy. Revision rights can mitigate this by
reducing the dependence of confidence on private access and by
making confidence conditional on observable compliance and



Design element

Standing after approval
review

Routine review cycles
conditions

Response ladders

Independent assurance
idence

Portfolio-level oversight
tools

Bounded revision scope
change

Table 9 Design features of repairable authority

enforceable triggers rather than on relationship maintenance.

Influence work also reshapes institutional learning. In some
cases, regulators learn from proponents about new mitigation
techniques, and proponents learn from regulators about emerging
expectations [51]. This mutual learning can be productive
and can support adaptation under nonstationary conditions.
Yet learning becomes politically contentious when it occurs
through opaque channels and results in shifting interpretations
that publics experience as inconsistency. Repairable authority
requires that learning be formalized into public guidance and
reason-giving, so that interpretive change is traceable rather than
arbitrary [52].

Finally, influence work interacts with the politics of urgency.
Under pressure to accelerate deployment, regulators may become
more receptive to narratives of adaptability and future correction.
This can be a rational stance, but it depends on the existence
of credible correction mechanisms. Without revision rights,
urgency-driven authorization can become brittle, provoking
backlash when communities perceive that uncertainty is being
offloaded onto them without recourse [53]. With revision
rights, urgency-driven authorization can be more durable because
correction is governable.

The next section examines what happens when repairable
authority fails and regulators respond through boundary defense
and institutional reversals. Such reversals provide insight into
the conditions under which holding breaks down and the forms
of repair that become politically available.

6. Institutional Reversals and Boundary De-
fense: When Repair Becomes a Stance

When governance systems struggle to maintain holding, regu-
lators may shift from attempting to manage projects through
conditions and monitoring to adopting stronger stances, includ-
ing categorical opposition, moratoria, or calls for cessation
in certain domains [54]. Such stances can be interpreted as
principled ecological protection, as strategic boundary defense,
or as both. For a theory of revision rights, these reversals are
significant because they illustrate what happens when routine

10

Brief description
Defined rights to trigger

Scheduled check-ins on

Predefined action steps

Cumulative and corridor

Clear limits on what can

Expected effect
Less front-loaded resistance

Visible correction without
crisis

Less arbitrariness, clearer sig-
nals

Oversight of delegated ev-  Higher trust in monitoring

Better management of aggre-
gate harm

Maintains predictability for
investors

repair mechanisms are insufficient to restore legitimacy and
enforceability.

An empirical illustration is a qualitative case study of an
environmental regulator’s stance on wind energy that traces how
the regulator’s position evolved through interactions with other
ministries, developers, environmental organizations, and local
communities, culminating in an unprecedented stance advocating
cessation of wind projects due to significant environmental
harm, while also functioning as a strategic maneuver to reinforce
regulatory authority under constrained influence, with wind
promotion continuing under heightened scrutiny and assessment
demands

Boundary defense occurs when an institution acts to protect
its authority and mission in the face of perceived encroachment
or erosion. In renewable deployment, boundary defense can
be triggered by repeated enforcement challenges, by public
accusations of capture, or by cumulative ecological controversies
that make incremental conditioning appear inadequate. When
an environmental regulator perceives that its ability to enforce is
limited and that its credibility is at risk, it may adopt a stronger
interpretive position to regain leverage [55]. This can include
demanding more stringent assessments, narrowing acceptable
siting conditions, or opposing project categories.

From the perspective of repairable authority, boundary de-
fense is a form of repair, but it is a repair at the level of stance
rather than at the level of routine procedure. It attempts to repair
legitimacy by shifting the acceptable balance between clean-
energy benefits and ecological protection. However, stance
repair can have destabilizing effects on holding because it in-
creases uncertainty for developers and may provoke political
backlash [56]. It can also shift disputes into higher-level arenas,
intensifying routing and potentially leading to central overrides.
In other words, stance repair can restore legitimacy in one
domain while destabilizing it in another.

Revision rights provide an alternative to stance repair by
making correction routine and enforceable before legitimacy
collapses. When monitoring and enforcement are visible, when
standing after approval is credible, and when revision triggers
are defined, regulators can act decisively on deviations without



needing to adopt categorical stances [57]. Communities can
see that the system corrects, reducing the demand for total
prohibition. Developers can see that correction is rule-bound,
reducing the fear of abrupt reversals. Regulators can maintain
authority through consistent enforcement rather than through
episodic hardening [58].

Institutional reversals also clarify the relationship between cu-
mulative harm and governability. In portfolios where cumulative
ecological impacts are salient, project-by-project conditions may
not address corridor-level effects. Regulators may then perceive
that the system lacks tools to govern cumulative outcomes and re-
spond by tightening or opposing. Repairable authority therefore
requires portfolio-level revision rights, not only project-level
ones [59]. Portfolio-level rights can include corridor monitor-
ing, cumulative thresholds, and coordinated review forums that
allocate responsibility for aggregate outcomes. Without these,
regulators may be forced into stance repair because incremental
conditioning cannot credibly manage cumulative effects.

Finally, stance repair interacts with narratives of urgency and
adaptation. When renewable projects are justified through broad
societal claims, such as resilience and security, categorical
opposition can be framed as irresponsibility or obstruction,
intensifying political conflict [60]. This dynamic underscores
the need for governance designs that translate broad narratives
into accountable commitments. When commitments are clear
and enforceable, disputes can be about whether commitments
are met rather than about whether an entire technology category
is acceptable. In this way, revision rights reduce the probability
that debates become existential and polarized [61].

7. Conclusion

This paper has argued that the central governance challenge in
many renewable deployments is not simply reaching approval,
but ensuring that decisions hold across long lifecycles under
uncertainty, cumulative effects, and nonstationary baselines. It
developed a social science theory of repairable authority, cen-
tered on revision rights as the institutional pathways through
which commitments can be reopened, adjusted, and enforced
without undermining either democratic legitimacy or invest-
ment predictability. The analysis distinguished closure as an
administrative event from holding as a lifecycle property of
authorization, and it explained why weak post-approval standing
and weak evidence assurance systems intensify front-loaded
conflict and post-approval recurrence.

The implications are not that participation should be elimi-
nated or that regulators should avoid precaution [62]. Rather,
the implication is that durable acceleration requires governance
capacities that make correction routine and enforceable. Revi-
sion rights require standing after approval, monitoring linked to
response ladders, bounded but contestable transparency, inde-
pendent validation of delegated evidence systems, and portfolio-
level mechanisms for cumulative governance. Such capacities
also help align broad policy narratives with operational com-
mitments, reducing the gap between mitigation-centered im-
plementation and wider claims about resilience and adaptation
that can otherwise undermine trust [5]. By building repairable

authority, institutions can reduce crisis cycles and enable renew-
able transitions that proceed under uncertainty while remaining
accountable, contestable, and socially durable [63].
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