
Governing Technology-Enabled Risk Where Accountability Matters

© 2026 Praesidium Governance, Inc. All rights reserved. praesidiumoversight.com

DOCTRINE

Structural Independence in
Governance
Why Category Stewardship Must Remain Separate from Execution

Publication Code PD-DOCTRINE-002

Version 1.0

Published June 2026

Category Cyber Risk Governance & Accountability™ (CRGA™)

Issued By Praesidium Governance, Inc.

Canonical URL praesidiumoversight.com/publications/doctrines/structural-independence-in-governance/

PDF Download praesidiumoversight.com/publications/doctrines/PD-DOCTRINE-002_Structural_Independence_in_Governance_v1_0.pdf

Document Status Foundational Doctrine

Authority Level Institutional

Applicability Technology-Enabled Enterprise Risk Governance

Supersession This document may be revised by subsequent Praesidium publications.



PD-DOCTRINE-002  |  Structural Independence in Governance

© 2026 Praesidium Governance, Inc. All rights reserved.
Cyber Risk Governance & Accountability™ (CRGA™) — Governing technology-enabled enterprise risk praesidiumoversight.com  |  Page 2

LEGAL NOTICE AND TERMS OF USE

COPYRIGHT

© 2026 Praesidium Governance, Inc. All rights reserved. This publication and all content herein is the proprietary intellectual property of Praesidium Governance, Inc.

PERMITTED USE

This document may be distributed in its complete and unaltered form for non-commercial informational purposes only. Any reproduction, excerpting, or reference must preserve full
attribution and may not alter the meaning, context, or presentation of Praesidium's institutional position, including through partial or selective excerpting.

PROHIBITED USE

Reproduction for commercial purposes, redistribution for compensation, modification or derivative works, removal of attribution or copyright notices, and use in any manner that
misrepresents the source or authorship of this content are strictly prohibited.

TRADEMARK NOTICE

Praesidium™, Cyber Risk Governance & Accountability™, and CRGA™ are trademarks of Praesidium Governance, Inc. All rights reserved. Unauthorized use of these marks, including
use that implies affiliation, endorsement, certification, or authorization by Praesidium Governance, Inc., is strictly prohibited.

NO ENDORSEMENT

Reference to CRGA™ or alignment with its principles does not constitute endorsement, approval, certification, or validation by Praesidium Governance, Inc.

NO ADVISORY RELATIONSHIP

This publication is provided for informational and institutional reference purposes only. It does not constitute legal, financial, regulatory, or operational advice. No advisory,
consulting, or fiduciary duty is assumed or created. Recipients should consult qualified professionals for advice specific to their circumstances.

LIMITATION OF LIABILITY

To the fullest extent permitted by applicable law, Praesidium Governance, Inc. shall not be liable for any direct, indirect, incidental, consequential, or special damages arising from or
related to the use of, reliance on, or inability to use this publication.

ACCURACY AND UPDATES

Praesidium Governance, Inc. makes no representations or warranties regarding the completeness, accuracy, or applicability of the information contained herein, including without
limitation any implied warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose. The content reflects institutional positions as of the publication date and may be revised or
superseded by subsequent publications.

GOVERNING AUTHORITY

This publication is issued under the authority of Praesidium Governance, Inc., the issuing authority for the Cyber Risk Governance & Accountability™ (CRGA™) framework. Questions
regarding permitted use or licensing should be directed to Praesidium Governance, Inc. through praesidiumoversight.com.



PD-DOCTRINE-002  |  Structural Independence in Governance

© 2026 Praesidium Governance, Inc. All rights reserved.
Cyber Risk Governance & Accountability™ (CRGA™) — Governing technology-enabled enterprise risk praesidiumoversight.com  |  Page 3

EXECUTIVE POSITION

An institution cannot govern itself. Governance requires a structure whose authority to define standards, evaluate
compliance, and assign accountability is not held by the same party whose conduct is being governed.

Structural independence is not a disclosure. It is a design requirement — and it must be built before pressure arrives, not
described after accountability is questioned.

I. The Governance Problem That Independence Solves

Every governance failure contains a structural question: who had the authority to define the standard, who executed
against it, and who validated the result? When a single party holds all three roles — or when those roles are consolidated
within a single narrative frame — the governance structure is not independent of the conduct being governed.

This is not primarily an ethics problem. Ethical actors can operate within structurally compromised governance designs and
still produce outcomes that are later found to be indefensible. The issue is not intent. It is architecture.

Structural independence solves a specific problem: it prevents the consolidation of definitional authority, execution
responsibility, and validation capacity within a single party. When those roles are structurally separated, accountability
becomes demonstrable. When they are consolidated, accountability becomes a description.

II. What Structural Independence Requires

Structural independence requires three conditions to be satisfied simultaneously.

First, the authority to define governance standards for a domain must be held by a party that is not economically
dependent on how those standards are applied. A party whose revenue depends on the execution of the standards it
defines has a structural interest in how those standards are written — regardless of its intentions.

Second, the execution of governance-related activities must be performed by parties whose performance can be evaluated
by the governing authority. This evaluation cannot be credible if the evaluating authority is the same party performing the
activity.

Third, the validation of governance outcomes — the determination that accountability was appropriately exercised — must
be available to parties external to the execution structure. Validation that is entirely internal to the execution structure
cannot serve as independent evidence of governance.

These are design conditions. They cannot be satisfied by disclosure, certification, or organizational policy alone. They

require structural separation as an architectural fact.

III. Why Category Stewardship Is the Critical Role

Governance authority over a category — the power to define what the category means, what standards apply within it, and
who may legitimately operate within it — is the most consequential governance role in any domain. Category stewardship
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determines the terms by which all other actors within the domain are understood and evaluated.

When category stewardship is held by a party that also operates as an execution provider within the category, that party
holds a structural advantage that compromises the independence of the governance architecture. The category standards it
defines will, inevitably, reflect its own operational model. The language it uses to describe governance will, inevitably, favor
the language in which it has expertise.

This is why Praesidium Governance, Inc. is constituted as a governance architecture authority — not as a consulting firm,
managed service provider, or advisory practice. The independence of category stewardship is not a positioning choice. It is a
structural requirement for the governance function to be credible.

IV. The Institutional Consequences of Structural Consolidation

When governance authority and execution responsibility are consolidated within the same structure, several institutional
consequences follow.

Accountability becomes self-referential. The party assigning accountability is the same party whose accountability is in
question. The evidence of governance is produced by the same structure whose governance is being evaluated. The
standard by which performance is measured was defined by the party whose performance is being measured.

Oversight becomes ceremonial. Boards that rely on governance structures that are not structurally independent from
execution may receive thorough reporting while lacking the independent structure needed to evaluate whether that
reporting is accurate, complete, or designed to serve the institution's accountability requirements rather than the reporting
party's interests.

Defensibility weakens. When decisions are later examined — by regulators, courts, insurers, or institutional stakeholders —
the absence of structural independence becomes visible. The question is not only what the institution decided. It is who had
the authority to govern that decision, and whether that governing party was structurally independent of the outcome.

V. The Praesidium Position

Praesidium Governance, Inc. holds the position that structural independence is not a feature that governance can optionally
include. It is a prerequisite for governance to function as a meaningful institutional structure rather than as a ceremonial
description of accountability.

This doctrine establishes the institutional basis for Praesidium's independence requirement across all CRGA™ framework
applications. It is the structural premise on which Praesidium's category stewardship rests, and the standard against which
institutional governance arrangements are evaluated within this framework.

Institutions that seek to engage with the CRGA™ framework should expect this doctrine to be applied in evaluating the
structural independence of their governance arrangements — not as a standard designed to exclude execution providers,
but as a condition required for governance to remain structurally defensible.

INSTITUTIONAL POSITION
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Governance authority must be structurally separated from execution responsibility. This is not a preference for

organizational distance. It is a design requirement for institutional accountability to be demonstrable. Praesidium

Governance, Inc. holds this position as the foundational premise of category stewardship within CRGA™.
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