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Introduction
Every major enterprise architecture framework offers a way to describe what an architecture
looks like. TOGAF provides a structured development method and a content framework for
organising architectural work. ArchiMate provides a modelling language for expressing
architectural elements and their relationships with precision. The Zachman Framework classifies
the totality of architecture along two axes, producing a comprehensive map of what needs to be
described. COBIT provides a governance framework for information and technology, focused on
control objectives and accountability.

These frameworks are valuable. They give organisations vocabulary, structure, and a basis for
consistency. But none of them fully answers the question that architects and governance
professionals face every day: how does a principle actually reach the work?

How does a principle agreed upon at board level influence the capabilities an organisation
develops? How does a governance framework scope the functions a business unit may perform?
How does a guideline shape the design of a system? How does a control verify that what was built
is what was required?

The Governance Chain is not a replacement for any of these frameworks. It is the connective
tissue between them — the explicit, traceable set of relationships that gives governance its
consequence. It works alongside any framework and makes every framework more effective by
answering the question those frameworks leave open: how does intent become realization, and
how does realization account for intent?

Reference architectures describe what the architecture is. The Governance Chain
describes how governance reaches it.
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This paper describes the Governance Chain in four parts. The first examines why governance so
often fails to reach the work, and introduces the model that makes consequence possible. The
second describes the mechanics of the chain in detail — how the elements connect, what each
relationship means, and how external normative pressure enters the chain. The third is practical:
how the chain is built, how it handles exceptions, and how it evolves over time. The fourth
describes what the chain produces — as a diagnostic instrument, as a foundation for governing
bodies, and as the condition under which speed becomes sustainable rather than accumulating as
debt.

Part I — Theory

The Problem with Principles
Most organisations can define good architecture principles. They align them with strategy. They
present them in workshops. They publish them in frameworks. The room nods.

And then, six months later, a decision is made that contradicts every principle in the document.
Nobody notices. Or everyone notices and nobody says anything. The principle becomes a footnote.
Or worse, it becomes the justification — cited after the fact to explain a decision that was already
made for entirely different reasons.

This is not a failure of principle-writing. The principles were fine. It is a failure of consequence.
The principle had no path to the work.

A principle without a path to the work is an opinion with a logo on it.

The distance between a principle and a decision is not crossed by better wording. It is not crossed
by more workshops or more alignment sessions. It is crossed by structure. By a traceable chain
from intent to realization. By a system in which every layer between strategy and component has
a defined relationship to the layer above it and the layer below it.

That is what the Governance Chain describes.

The Self-reinforcing Circle
The Governance Chain is built around a single premise: Business Objectives are the ground. Not
EA principles. Not governance frameworks. Not compliance requirements. Business Objectives —
the stated outcomes the organisation wants to achieve. Everything else in the model is a derivative
of that intent. Business Objectives are the ground of what the organisation intends. External
obligations, such as law and regulation, are not part of that intent; they bound the space within
which it may move.

From that premise, the model has a circular logic that distinguishes it from a conventional
governance hierarchy.

Business Objectives ground EA Principles. EA Principles, translated into Domain Principles,
govern the Capabilities the organisation develops. Those Capabilities enable Business Objectives.
The circle is not a flaw in the model. It is the point of the model.
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An organisation that runs this cycle does not produce governance artefacts. It produces a system
that continuously tests whether its structure still serves its intent. When objectives change,
principles must follow. When capabilities fall short, objectives must be reconsidered. When
components fail compliance, the chain reveals where the breakdown occurred — at the control
level, the design level, or the principle level.

Architecture governs when it has a path. The chain is that path.

This is what it means for architecture to govern rather than refer. A reference architecture sits
beside the work. A governing architecture is inside the loop. Every decision made within it is
either traceable to an objective or visible as an exception. Every exception is explicit. Every
exception can be managed.
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Part II — Mechanics

The Model
The Governance Chain consists of two interlocking structures: a horizontal chain that runs from
intent to control, and a vertical stack that runs from component to objective. Four explicit
governance relationships connect them.

Figure 1 · The Governance Chain

The horizontal chain — from intent to control
Business Objectives ground EA Principles. An EA Principle that cannot be traced to a Business
Objective is a preference masquerading as a principle. The grounding relationship forces the
question: which outcome does this principle serve?

EA Principles translate into Domain Principles. Where an EA Principle is organisation-wide and
enduring, a Domain Principle applies within the scope of a specific domain — infrastructure, data,
security, or any other. It inherits the direction of the EA Principle and gives it domain-specific
form.
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Domain Principles operate within a Governance Framework. The framework does not create the
principle. It scopes it — defining the boundaries within which the principle applies, the conditions
under which it holds, and the authority structures that give it force.

From the Governance Framework, Guidelines and Patterns give concrete direction to design. A
guideline describes the most coherent path through a design space given the principle above it. An
architect may choose a different path — but the choice is then explicit, visible, and must be
defended.

Controls and Measures close the chain. They verify that what was built complies with what was
required. Not whether the designer followed the guideline — the guideline was a path, not a
command — but whether the realized component satisfies the Policies and Standards that apply to
the domain.

The vertical stack — from component to objective
At the base of the stack sits the Component — the concrete, deployable building block. Above it,
the Applicational or Technical Function describes what a component can do. Not what it is doing.
What it is capable of.

Business Function describes what the organisation itself can do in functional terms, independent
of technology. Above it sits Capability: the broader organisational capacity that emerges when
functions are organised, resourced, and governed together. A capability is not a list of functions. It
is the potential that arises from them.

Capability enables Business Objective. The organisation does not achieve its objectives by writing
them down. It achieves them by having the capabilities that make those outcomes reachable.

Business Objective informs an Assessment of Risks and Opportunities, which in turn supports the
Driver — the internal or external force that sets the organisation in motion. Without explicit
objectives, that assessment has no ground.

The governance lines — where the two structures meet
Domain Principles govern Capabilities. The principle does not create the capability — capabilities
are a given, a structural property of the organisation. The principle governs which capabilities
matter within the domain and how they should develop.

Governance Frameworks scope Business Functions. The framework defines the operational space
within which business functions may be organised and executed. It determines their boundaries,
not their content.

Guidelines and Patterns guide the design of Applicational and Technical Functions. Not mandate
it. The designer has freedom within the scope. The guideline points toward the most coherent
design choices given the principle above.

Controls and Measures verify compliance of Components. The chain that began with intent ends
with verification — not whether the journey was followed, but whether the destination is what it
was required to be.
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Normative Sources and Policies and Standards
From outside the organisation, Normative Sources — law, regulation, industry standards,
international norms — press upon the chain. These are not inputs to be optimised. They are
conditions of operation.

Policies and Standards are the internal translation of that external normative pressure. They are
directional for design and mandatory for the realized product. A guideline may be bypassed with
a reasoned alternative. A policy may not. A deviation from policy is never a design choice: it is a
decision of the policy officer who owns the rule, recorded as an exception in the chain.

Each standard or measure should carry a reference to its normative source. That reference is not
administrative housekeeping. It is the basis on which the relevance and weight of a requirement
can be assessed. A control derived from a legal obligation carries a different weight than one
derived from an internal preference. When the source is visible, the requirement can be
evaluated. When conditions change, the chain can be updated at the right level rather than
rewritten from scratch.

Who owns the rule
External regulation does not enter the chain by itself. Someone has to say what it means for this
organisation. That is the work of policy officers: the CISO for security, legal affairs for law and
contract, human resources for employment, compliance for the regulation that governs the
business itself. They own the meaning of the source, and they put it into organisational policy.

Policy is not yet something the organisation can build against. Architects and analysts, together
with the policy officers, give it hands and feet in standards that can be applied and verified. This is
shared work. The policy officer guards that the source is done justice. The architect guards that
the standard works in the organisation. Neither decides alone.

Realization comes last. Those who build and run the components meet the standard and provide
the evidence that they do. They do not interpret it.

In practice this order slips in two ways, often unnoticed. The normative is placed with the
operational: a regulation goes straight to the team that runs the system, which must interpret it
before it can configure anything, and after a while the configuration is the rule and nobody
remembers the source. Or the operational takes the normative chair: the team that controls the
tools decides what the standard is, and the policy changes when a tool changes. In both cases
responsibility no longer lies where it belongs.

Three signals show that it has moved: a rule that exists only as a configuration, a policy that
changes with a tool, and an exception granted by the team that runs the system.

At Meridian, anti money laundering regulation is put into the customer due diligence policy
by the compliance officer and legal affairs. Together with the architects, that policy becomes a
standard: identity is verified against two independent sources, and a finding holds for a year.
The verification team realizes it and provides the evidence. Had that team set the validity to a
year because the supplier delivers it that way, it would be sitting in the wrong chair.
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Part III — Application

The Scissors Movement
The Governance Chain is not built from one direction alone.

Architects work top-down. They start with Business Objectives, derive principles, define
frameworks, and develop guidelines. This is the governance motion — moving from intent toward
structure, from the abstract toward the concrete. It belongs to those who hold the architectural
view of the organisation.

But the chain is also built from the bottom up. At the component level and the function level, the
work belongs to teams — engineers, technical and functional application managers, platform
owners. They know what is actually deployed. They know what a component can and cannot do.
They know where the technical function diverges from what the business function assumes. They
hold the reality that the governance layer is trying to reach.

The chain is completed not where governance ends, but where governance and
realization meet.

This is the scissors movement. The top-down motion of governance and the bottom-up motion of
realization move toward each other. They meet at the governance lines — the relationships
between Domain Principle and Capability, between Governance Framework and Business
Function, between Guideline and Technical Function, between Controls and Component.

Those meeting points are where the real work of the chain happens. A principle that has never
been tested against a real capability is incomplete. A component that has never been evaluated
against a guideline is ungoverned. The scissors movement makes both encounters deliberate.

The governance lines are not produced by architects and handed to teams. They are negotiated —
not in the sense of compromise, but in the sense of genuine encounter between what governance
intends and what realization can deliver. The result is a chain that holds not because it was
mandated, but because it was built together.

The bottom-up motion carries a specific and undervalued benefit: it surfaces the functional
aspects of components early. When teams describe what a component actually does in functional
terms, the chain gains precision at the level that matters most for procurement. Functional
tendering requires an understanding of what must be delivered in functional terms, independent
of the technical solution chosen. The scissors movement produces exactly that understanding
before the contract is written.

The same motion brings architectural debt to light at an early stage. When the bottom-up
description of a component does not connect cleanly to the function above it, or when a function
cannot be traced to a capability, the chain reveals the gap. That gap is technical or architectural
debt made visible — not as a finding in an audit, but as a structural observation in the chain. The
earlier it surfaces, the more options remain open for addressing it.
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Building Your Own Chain
The model is a structure. What follows is the sequence for giving it content. Each step produces
something concrete. Each step also produces questions the organisation must answer before
moving to the next layer.

Do not skip layers. The chain only holds when each link is explicit.

Meridian Group is a fictional company ClaritasZ invokes to clarify how its models work in
practice. It takes on new customers through a service called Customer Onboarding, and before
any new customer gets access, their identity must be verified. The examples below follow that
verification through each step of the chain.

01 Start with Business Objectives
An objective is a desired state. Not an activity. Not a KPI. Not a strategic theme. A state the
organisation intends to reach, expressed in terms that are concrete enough to be recognisable
when achieved.

• Is this an outcome, or is it an activity we have mistaken for an outcome?
• Can we recognise when this objective has been achieved?
• Which part of the organisation owns this objective?

Until you can answer those questions, you do not have objectives. You have aspirations.

At Meridian, the objective is to grow the customer base without increasing exposure to fraud.
It is an outcome, not an activity. It can be recognised in the numbers, and it is owned by the
executive board.

02 Ground your EA Principles
For each EA Principle, identify the objective it serves. Write the connection explicitly — not in a
footnote, but in the principle itself. A principle that serves no objective should be examined
carefully. It may reflect an important constraint not yet expressed as an objective. It may also be a
historical preference that has outlived its purpose.

• Which Business Objective does this principle serve?
• If that objective changes, should this principle change with it?
• Can we point to a decision that this principle would have changed?

A principle that cannot answer the third question has not yet acquired consequence.

The EA Principle that identity is established once and reused serves that objective directly.
Every repeated check slows growth, and every inconsistent check is an opening for fraud. It
would change any decision to let a service build its own identity check.
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03 Derive Domain Principles
For each domain in scope, translate the EA Principles into domain-specific statements. A Domain
Principle inherits the direction of the EA Principle and expresses what that direction means
within the boundaries of a specific domain. It does not introduce a new strategic direction. It
makes an existing direction concrete for the people working within the domain.

• Which EA Principles are relevant to this domain?
• What does this EA Principle mean specifically for infrastructure? For data? For security?
• Is this a genuine translation, or have we introduced a new direction that has no EA

grounding?
• Domain Principles should be recognisable to the architects and engineers working in the

domain. If they are not, the translation has not happened.

For the identity domain, the principle becomes concrete: a customer’s identity is verified
against two independent sources before any access is granted.

04 Define the Governance Framework per Domain
The Governance Framework defines the boundaries of the domain, the authority structures
within it, and the conditions under which principles apply. It does not manage exceptions — it
defines what counts as an exception. It sets the scope within which business functions may
operate without further justification, and makes visible where decisions require escalation.

• What is the operational boundary of this domain?
• Who has authority to decide within it, and on what basis?
• What conditions determine whether a business function is within scope or requires explicit

approval?

A Governance Framework that does not answer these questions is a title, not a framework.

The identity domain covers every service that grants access. Within it, the head of identity
decides, and any deviation needs that approval.

05 Develop Guidelines and Patterns
A guideline describes the most coherent design path through the domain given the principle
above it. A pattern is a reusable design response to a recurring design problem. Together they give
designers concrete direction without removing their freedom. The distinction from policy is
important: a guideline says this is the best path we know. A policy says this is the path you must
take. Treat them differently, and make the distinction visible.

• What are the recurring design decisions in this domain?
• What does our Domain Principle say about the preferred direction for each?
• Where does following the guideline require explicit justification for deviation?

A designer who reads your guidelines should know not just what to do, but why — and what it
means to choose differently.
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Services use the central Identity Verification result and do not build their own checks. A
service that wants to deviate must explain why the central result does not serve it.

06 Establish Controls and Measures
Controls and Measures verify compliance of realized components. They do not evaluate whether
the designer followed the guideline. They evaluate whether the realized component satisfies what
is non-negotiable: the Policies and Standards that apply to the domain, derived from Normative
Sources.

• Which Policies and Standards apply to components in this domain?
• How do we verify compliance — manually, automatically, or both?
• When a component fails compliance, can the chain reveal where the breakdown occurred?

If the controls cannot answer the third question, the chain is not yet traceable. Compliance
verification without traceability is audit without accountability.

Every activated account has a verification finding less than a year old. The control traces back
through the guideline and the domain principle to the customer due diligence policy, and
from there to anti money laundering regulation.

Working with Exceptions
When the chain is in place, exceptions become visible in a way they are not in conventional
governance. An exception is a decision to deviate from a guideline or pattern — to take a different
design path than the one the principle recommends — or, more rarely, from a policy. Each is
decided by its own owner: a deviation from a guideline within the governance framework of the
domain, a deviation from a policy only by the policy officer who owns the rule. Without the chain,
exceptions are invisible until they cause problems. They accumulate as undocumented choices, as
technical debt, as inconsistencies that nobody can explain.

In the Governance Chain, an exception is not a failure. It is governance working correctly. The
chain makes the exception explicit: this component was not built according to the guideline, for
these reasons, with these consequences. The exception is traceable. It can be evaluated against the
principle above it. It has a time limit. An exception that is not revisited within its defined period
lapses, or is escalated to the owner of the rule it deviates from. An exception becomes permanent
only by explicit decision, and a permanent exception is a structural choice that belongs in the
chain itself.

The chain does not prevent exceptions. It refuses to let them be invisible.
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The result is a governance posture that is neither rigid nor permissive, but precise. When an
exception persists long enough to become structural, it is a signal that the guideline or principle
above it needs to be reconsidered. The exception does not invalidate the chain. It improves it.

• Does this exception deviate from a guideline or from a policy? The answer determines who
may decide on it.

• What is the time boundary on this exception? When will it be reviewed?
• If this exception persists, what does it imply for the guideline or principle above it?

The Chain in Time
The Governance Chain is not a document with a publication date. It is a living structure that must
evolve alongside the organisation it governs.

Objectives change. Strategic direction shifts. Normative sources are updated — regulations are
revised, standards are replaced, contractual obligations expire and are renegotiated. Technology
evolves. Capabilities develop, deprecate, or emerge in forms that earlier principles did not
anticipate.

When any of these changes occur, the chain provides a precise answer to the question: what needs
to change, and where? A new regulation enters through Normative Sources. It generates or
modifies Policies and Standards. Those changes propagate through Controls and Measures,
through Guidelines and Patterns, and if significant enough, through the Governance Framework
and the Domain Principles. The chain shows the path of impact before the change lands in
production.

The same applies in the other direction. When a new capability emerges — through technology,
through organisational development, through a market shift — the chain shows which Domain
Principles govern it, whether the existing Governance Framework scopes it adequately, and
whether the Guidelines and Patterns need to be extended.

This means the chain requires maintenance. Not continuous rewriting, but deliberate periodic
review: are the objectives still current? Are the principles still grounded? Are the guidelines still
pointing in the right direction? A governance chain that is never updated becomes as inert as the
principles document it was designed to replace.

Part IV — Effects

The Chain as Diagnostic
Once the chain is in place, it becomes more than a governance structure. It becomes a diagnostic
instrument.

Every significant development — a new regulation, a technology shift, a change in strategic
direction, an incident — can be tested against the chain. Not as a compliance exercise, but as a
means of understanding where the impact lands and what it requires.

When a development is tested against the chain, three outcomes are possible.
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The gap is in the realization chain. The governance is sound — the principles, frameworks, and
guidelines describe what is needed. But the capabilities, functions, or components do not yet
deliver it. The work is in realization. The governance layer does not need to change; the delivery
does.

The gap is in the governance chain. The realization is solid — the components exist, the functions
work, the capabilities are present. But the principles do not address the development, the
framework does not scope it, or the guidelines do not guide toward it. The work is in governance.
The delivery layer does not need to change; the intent does.

The gap is in both. The development reveals something the chain has not addressed at any level.
This is the most demanding diagnostic outcome — but also the most valuable, because it surfaces
the gap explicitly rather than allowing it to be discovered through failure.

Suppose the regulation changes, and a verification may now hold for six months instead of
twelve. The change enters at the normative source and passes through the customer due
diligence policy to the control: every activated account must now have a finding less than six
months old. The governance is sound. But the verification system still produces findings valid
for a year. The gap is in the realization chain, and the chain shows exactly where.

A development that cannot be placed in the chain is a signal, not a problem. It is
the chain showing you where it ends.

The diagnostic use of the chain also improves estimation. When a new initiative arrives, the
question is not only what must be built. It is where in the chain the initiative connects, what
governance already supports it, what realization already exists, and what must change at which
level. That question produces a far more accurate picture of the work involved than a project
scope defined in isolation.

Teams working at the component and function level will often see gaps before architects do. The
diagnostic motion should go in both directions: architects testing developments top-down, and
teams surfacing realization gaps bottom-up. The scissors movement applies here too.

The Governing Perspective
For those who carry governance responsibility, the Governance Chain offers something that most
governance instruments do not: impact and provenance, made visible in both directions.

When a board decides to pursue a new business objective, the chain shows what that decision
demands at every level below it. Which capabilities must develop. Which business functions must
change scope. Which technical functions must be extended. Which components must be built,
replaced, or decommissioned. The impact of a strategic decision is not estimated after the fact. It is
traceable in the chain before implementation begins.
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The reverse is equally valuable. When something goes wrong at the component level — a
compliance failure, a security incident, a service disruption — the chain shows where in the
governance structure the breakdown originated. Was it a failure of control, where the component
was not built to specification? A failure of guidance, where the guideline did not anticipate the
situation? A failure of principle, where the Domain Principle did not address the relevant domain?
Or a failure of objective, where the chain was never asked to govern this situation at all?

The governing body that has built its chain can answer, at any moment, for any
decision: on what grounds. And for any outcome that fell short: at which point the
expectation was not met, and why.

This is not forensic accountability after damage has been done. It is structural accountability built
in advance. It replaces inference with evidence, and explanation with proof.

The chain also changes the nature of governance conversations. Instead of asking whether
principles have been followed, the governing body can ask whether the chain is intact, where it
shows gaps, and what those gaps demand. Those are answerable questions that produce decisions,
not discussions.

The Agility Paradox
The most common objection to a governance chain is also the most understandable: this will slow
us down.

The objection assumes that governance and speed are in tension. That the more explicit the chain,
the more friction in every decision. That organisations which move fast do so precisely because
they do not stop to make governance visible.

The assumption is wrong — but it is wrong in a way that requires demonstration, not assertion.

Ungoverned speed does not produce agility. It produces technical debt, undocumented exceptions,
inconsistent implementations, and capabilities that cannot be maintained or extended because
nobody knows what they depend on. The organisation that moves fast without a chain is not agile.
It is accumulating the cost of its speed in a currency it has not yet counted.

The chain does not slow decisions down. It changes what needs to be decided.

In a governed organisation, many decisions resolve themselves: the principle is clear, the
guideline points in a direction, the framework defines the scope. The decision that requires
escalation is the exception, not the rule — and because exceptions are explicit, they move faster
through the governance structure than undocumented choices move through an ungoverned one.

What the chain does require is the upfront investment of making it explicit. That investment is
real. It is not glamorous and it does not demo well. But it is the condition under which speed
becomes sustainable — not a sprint toward debt, but a pace the organisation can maintain
without losing control of where it is going.
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The Work
Building a Governance Chain is not a documentation exercise. It is the work of making an
organisation's governing logic explicit — layer by layer, relationship by relationship, question by
question.

It is slow work. It does not produce a slide that wins a budget. It does not generate excitement in a
workshop. But it produces something that no amount of better principles produces on its own: a
system in which intent and realization are connected, in which governance is observable rather
than assumed, and in which architecture has a path to the decisions that matter.

The organisation that has built its chain can answer, at any level of the stack, why a component
was built the way it was. Not because someone remembered. Because the chain shows the way.

Principles become valuable not when they are agreed upon. When they acquire
consequence.

The Governance Chain is that consequence — made explicit, made traceable, made real.
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Addendum · What changed and why
This edition changes the layout of the paper, adds one example, deepens the section on normative
sources with who owns the rule, and places the paper under a licence. It also sharpens three
passages. Business Objectives now ground what the organisation intends, while external
obligations bound it. A deviation from policy is a decision of the owner of the rule, not a design
choice, and exceptions now cover both guidelines and policies, each decided by its own owner.
And an exception that is not revisited lapses or is escalated, instead of becoming permanent by
default. The original text is otherwise unchanged.

Meridian Group, the fictional company in A Grammar of Work, now runs through Building Your
Own Chain and The Chain as Diagnostic. Both papers describe the same case at different levels.
The chain shows why identity verification must exist and what it must meet. The grammar shows
how that work runs and who commits to what.

From relation to relation object
The Governance Chain shows that there is a relation between intent and realization, and that it
must be explicit. It draws that relation in the familiar way: as a line between two elements, named
by what it does. Grounds, translates, governs, scopes, guides, verifies.

A Grammar of Work takes the next step. It treats the relation itself as an object, with two owners
who commit to what it holds. What the chain shows to be there, the grammar makes something
that can be recorded, owned and tested.

The scissors movement already points that way. Governance lines that are built together rather
than handed down are agreements between two sides. In the grammar, that agreement is the
object.

The Governance Chain shows that the relation is there. A Grammar of Work makes
it an object.

A Grammar of Work is available at publications.claritasz.com.

Jacob P. Slot is the creator of ClaritasZ.


