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Abstract 
Organizations rarely fail to scale because they lack strategy; they fail because the chain 
converting a business requirement into coordinated action across functions is long, 
lossy, and dependent on individuals. This review examines the frameworks that 
attempt to close that gap, drawing on a multi-domain corpus spanning lean operations, 
procurement, enterprise information systems, analytics, risk and regulatory 
governance, occupational safety, project delivery, and workforce development. Eight 
framework families are assessed against six dimensions: unit of analysis, translation 
mechanism, treatment of cross-functional interfaces, scalability stance, evidence base, 
and characteristic failure mode. Four convergences emerge across otherwise unrelated 
domains, three divergences persist, and four gaps are identified, the most 
consequential being the queueing behaviour of shared functions such as legal, audit, 
and safety assurance that cannot be embedded in every delivery unit. The paper 
synthesizes the corpus into a five-layer chain linked by five mechanisms and derives 
five falsifiable propositions concerning ownership, interface contracts, cadence, 
measurement, and the amplifying effect of automation on existing capability quality. 
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Introduction 

The Problem of Scale 

Scaling an organization is not the same as scaling its output. What stops working is the coordination fabric connecting a business 

requirement to the hand-offs that deliver it. The symptoms recur across sectors: requirements arrive at inconsistent altitudes, 

some as outcomes and some as pre-decided solutions (Eyetsemitan et al., 2021); ownership blurs wherever work crosses 

functions, so escalation becomes the default coordination device (Akhigbe et al., 2025); delivery units optimize local throughput 

while end-to-end lead time deteriorates (Oyeleye et al., 2022); and measurement stays functional, so nobody can price a hand-

off (Sakyi et al., 2022). The same signature appears in national energy supply chains (Okonkwo et al., 2025), multinational 

infrastructure programmes (Amayo et al., 2023), hospital supply operations (Filani et al., 2022), pharmaceutical quality systems 

(Aneke et al., 2022), and enterprise IT service delivery (Ladapo et al., 2023b). Its recurrence across domains sharing no 

technology, regulator, or vocabulary is the strongest evidence that the problem is structural rather than technical. 

 

The Requirements-to-Execution Gap 

Four discontinuities separate requirement from execution. Semantically, requirements are written in the vocabulary of markets, 

patients, and regulation while execution happens in the vocabulary of processes and constraints, and translation loses information  

https://doi.org/10.54660/.IJFTIBU.2025.6.2.67-76


International Journal of Foreign Trade and International Business Upgradation www.tradebusinessjournal.com 

 
    68 | P a g e  

 

asymmetrically, since constraints survive and intent decays 

(Ominyi & Anichukwueze, 2022b). Structurally, 

requirements are stated as end-to-end outcomes while 

organizations are structured as functions, so an outcome 

requiring procurement, engineering, finance, and legal 

belongs to none of them and goes either to all of them, 

diffusing accountability, or to a coordinator without authority 

(Isiekwu et al., 2021). Temporally, strategy moves annually, 

delivery weekly, and markets continuously, and frameworks 

connecting them must reconcile three clock speeds 

(Okonkwo et al., 2024b). Epistemically, feasibility 

knowledge sits with execution and value knowledge with the 

business, and the standard combining devices are lossy, 

which is why structured validation such as acceptance testing 

matters (Eyetsemitan et al., 2023b). 

Capability development is the response, since a capability is 

durable where a project is transient and is defined by an 

outcome rather than a function. The difficulty is that guidance 

on building capabilities is fragmented across domains that 

rarely cite each other. 

 

Research Questions 

Four questions organize the review. RQ1: how do the 

families conceptualize the link between requirements and 

execution, and what mechanism makes it hold? RQ2: how 

does each treat the interfaces where a capability crosses an 

organizational boundary? RQ3: what does each assume about 

scale, and which assumptions break during growth? RQ4: 

where do the families converge, conflict, and leave gaps? 

 

Method 

This is an integrative narrative review rather than a 

systematic one, because the relevant material is 

heterogeneous: conceptual frameworks, applied case 

analyses, and maturity models drawn from operations, supply 

chain, information systems, finance, safety, health, and 

education research. A protocol restricted to one method or 

discipline would exclude most of what organizations actually 

use. 

Material was included where it addressed the translation of 

business intent into operational action, treated capability or 

process rather than individual task as its object, made a claim 

about behaviour at scale, and presented a framework intended 

for reuse. Each family was then coded against six 

dimensions: unit of analysis, translation mechanism, cross-

functional treatment, scalability stance, evidence base, and 

characteristic failure mode. The last deserves comment, since 

frameworks are usually presented with their success 

conditions and rarely with their failure signatures, yet the 

signature is more diagnostic yet: families succeed for 

overlapping reasons and fail for distinctive ones. Coding 

involves interpretive judgment, and the corpus is weighted 

toward conceptual contributions rather than large-sample 

tests, which constrains claims about effect size and causal 

direction. 

 

Conceptual Background 

Three usages of capability run through the corpus and 

conflating them causes harm. The behavioural usage holds 

that a capability exists only insofar as the organization 

performs the outcome reliably and independently of any 

individual, which is why standard operating procedures are 

better treated as strategic assets than documentation 

(Eyetsemitan et al., 2022). The evaluative usage holds that a 

capability matters to the degree it produces advantage 

(Annan, 2025). The developmental usage places it on a 

maturity trajectory (Arumosoye & Obriki, 2021). The three 

answer different questions: whether a capability exists, 

whether it matters, and whether it can change. Programmes 

answering only the second produce inventories describing 

aspiration rather than behaviour. Two further ideas are load-

bearing: capability is built by codification as much as 

experience (Aneke et al., 2022), and capabilities ossify, since 

the standardization that makes one efficient makes it resistant 

to reconfiguration, which is why change management is itself 

a capability (Eyetsemitan et al., 2023a). 

A cross-functional capability is one whose activities are 

distributed across two or more functions such that none can 

produce the outcome unilaterally. Order-to-cash, incident-to-

resolution, and idea-to-launch are archetypal, as are end-to-

end supply network visibility (Nnabueze et al., 2021), client 

onboarding across sales, legal, and delivery (Oyeleye et al., 

2022), and cross-border payment operations (Okafor et al., 

2024). Three difficulties follow. Dependency management is 

first, and the useful frameworks name the dependency type 

and assign a mechanism to it rather than exhorting 

collaboration (Akinleye & Adeyoyin, 2022). Knowledge 

integration is second, since requirements originate in one 

domain and are executed in another, visible in frameworks 

embedding regulatory obligations into procurement 

workflows (Akin-Oluyomi et al., 2023) and in data 

governance serving analytic and compliance requirements at 

once (Aliliele et al., 2024). Representation is third: capability 

maps, dashboards, and interface contracts are all attempts at 

artefacts stable enough to hold meaning across functions yet 

flexible enough to be locally useful (Filani et al., 2022). 

Scalability, for this review, means outcome volume can grow 

substantially without proportional growth in coordination 

cost, defect rate, or lead time. Three assumptions typically 

break during growth. Shared context fails once new joiners 

outnumber those present when it formed, which makes 

readiness for adoption a capability rather than a 

communications task (Akhigbe et al., 2024). The available 

expert fails when the few people who can resolve anything 

become queues, which capability building across distributed 

operations exists to prevent (Akin-Oluyomi & Akhigbe, 

2023). Uniform demand fails because growth increases the 

variety of demand faster than its volume, which is why 

staffing frameworks built for volatility outperform those built 

for average load (Falemi et al., 2023b). 

 

Review of Framework Families 

Family A: Governance and Requirement Translation 

The unit is the decision right. Intent is decomposed into 

obligations assigned to named bodies with defined authority, 

seen plainly in regulatory-compliant procurement in high-

risk environments (Okonkwo et al., 2021), where the 

requirement is external and the framework's task is to place it 

inside the operating process rather than beside it. Interfaces 

are handled better here than anywhere else, since governance 

exists to hold what no single function owns: data protection 

harmonization across jurisdictions (Ominyi & 

Anichukwueze, 2022a), anti-money laundering regimes 

(Ominyi & Anichukwueze, 2021), and pharmaceutical 

regulatory harmonization (Eze et al., 2024). Governance 

suppresses coordination paths by making some decisions 

non-negotiable, which is efficient at scale and rigid under 

novelty. It fails as governance theatre, where charters exist 
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while decision rights are untouched and escalation still does 

the real work. 

 

Family B: Lean and Process Improvement 

The unit is the value stream (Ambali et al., 2021). 

Requirements become targets in time, cost, quality, and 

flexibility, localized through current-state and future-state 

analysis. Diagnostically this family is the strongest, since 

value stream analysis makes hand-offs and waits first-class 

objects and the ratio of value-adding time to lead time 

measures coordination overhead directly (Tonoyan et al., 

2022a). Standardization, flow, and variability reduction are 

its scaling mechanisms, and the tradition understands that 

variability rather than average load destroys throughput 

(Efobi et al., 2022). It fails by mapping without changing, or 

by standardizing what should stay variable. 

 

Family C: Supply Chain and Procurement 

The unit is the multi-party flow. Requirement becomes 

specification, specification becomes sourcing and 

contracting, and contract terms become operational 

obligations, which makes this the most complete chain in the 

corpus because procurement is definitionally a translation 

function (Akinleye & Adeyoyin, 2021). Interfaces are 

unavoidable, since procurement cannot act without 

engineering specification, finance authorization, legal 

review, and operational acceptance, and frameworks that 

survive practice model the whole chain rather than the 

procurement step (Okonkwo et al., 2024c). Category 

standardization, digitization (Okoruwa et al., 2025), and 

analytics-based prioritization (Akinleye et al., 2023) absorb 

volume without proportional headcount. It fails as 

compliance-first procurement, where the control regime 

becomes the process; the counter-pattern is joint optimization 

of cost, risk, and speed (Akokodaripon et al., 2023). 

 

Family D: Enterprise It, Platform, And Service 

Management 

The unit is the service and the platform delivering it (Ladapo 

et al., 2023a). Requirement becomes a service definition with 

a service level, and the level becomes a monitored target, 

extended forward by predictive capacity planning (Edivri & 

Oteri, 2022). This family alone routinely converts an 

expectation into a published, measurable promise. Interfaces 

are handled by embedding skills in the delivery unit and 

treating platforms as internal products, visible where a 

platform team must serve business units without becoming 

their bottleneck (Badmus et al., 2024), leaving as residue the 

functions that cannot be embedded in every team. Elasticity 

and decoupling are native concepts, making this the most 

explicit family on scale. It fails as tooling without economics, 

where pipelines and dashboards are adopted while 

architectural coupling remains. 

 

Family E: Analytics and Decision Support. The unit is the 

decision and the signal informing it (Efobi et al., 2021). A 

requirement becomes a measurable proxy, the proxy is 

monitored or forecast, and the result triggers action; the 

strongest instances name the decision the analysis should 

change (Oduleye & Medon, 2023). Interface treatment is 

ambivalent, since analytics is inherently boundary-spanning  

and several frameworks are designed as shared instruments 

across marketing, finance, and operations (Sanni & Attah, 

2023), yet analytics functions frequently become their own 

silo producing outputs no accountable owner must act on, a 

tension attribution modelling shows clearly (Sanni et al., 

2022). It is the most credible mechanism in the corpus for 

absorbing demand variety rather than volume (Tonoyan et 

al., 2023), and it fails through measurement displacement, 

optimizing the proxy rather than the outcome. 

 

Family F: Risk, Audit, Compliance, and Legal 

Governance 

The unit is the control and the assurance activity testing it 

(Akomolafe et al., 2023). A requirement is decomposed into 

controls, controls are assigned to process owners, and 

assurance tests whether they operate, which in regulated 

settings is the only translation chain with legal force. This 

family contains the clearest treatment of the non-embeddable 

function: legal, audit, model risk, and privacy review cannot 

sit inside every delivery unit, partly for cost and partly 

because some require independence from those they oversee, 

so they are permanent shared services and permanent queues. 

The corpus responds by automating the control (Mbonu et al., 

2022) and by moving it upstream into design (Ominyi, 2021). 

Controls suppress variance, which supports scale, but 

assurance capacity grows with volume unless automated. It 

fails as assurance without design influence, detecting 

deviation with no route into how work is designed. 

 

Family G: Safety, Reliability, and Operational Assurance 

The unit is the hazard and the barrier controlling it (Obogo et 

al., 2022). Requirement becomes a barrier, and the barrier 

becomes an inspectable condition with a leading indicator 

attached; this literature is unusually explicit about when 

leading signals are recorded rather than suppressed (Obriki et 

al., 2025). Structurally it mirrors Family F, since assurance 

must be independent enough to challenge delivery yet 

embedded enough to influence design, and contractor 

governance makes it the hardest case because the capability 

spans legal entities as well as functions (Obriki & 

Arumosoye, 2024). Multi-site models address scale directly 

(Obogo et al., 2025). It fails as compliance-shaped safety, 

where documentation improves and exposure does not; the 

counter-pattern is leadership behaviour and organizational 

learning (Arumosoye & Obriki, 2024). 

 

Family H: Workforce, Competency, And Organizational 

Performance 

The unit is the role and the competency connecting it to 

organizational capability (Falemi et al., 2023b). A capability 

requirement becomes a competency profile, and the profile 

becomes hiring, training, and progression decisions, which is 

the least mechanized chain in the corpus and the one most 

often left implicit. Interface treatment is one-directional: 

frameworks describe how workforce practice supports 

operations (Falemi et al., 2025), and few describe how a 

cross-functional requirement should reshape job architecture, 

which is the direction determining whether gains persist. It 

fails when programmes change structure and process while 

leaving incentives, roles, and progression pointed at 

functional performance. 
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Comparative Analysis 
 

Table 1: Comparative Summary of the Eight Framework Families 

 
Family Unit of analysis Translation mechanism Cross-functional strength Failure mode 

A. Governance Decision right Obligation assignment Strongest by design Governance theatre 

B. Lean and 

process 
Value stream Targets localized by mapping Strongest diagnostically Mapping without change 

C. Supply chain Multi-party flow Specification to contract Unavoidable and explicit Compliance-first procurement 

D. Enterprise IT Service and platform Published service level 
Solved by embedding; residue 

unsolved 
Tooling without economics 

E. Analytics Decision and signal Instrumentation and inference Ambivalent Measurement displacement 

F. Risk and audit 
Control and 

assurance 
Obligation-to-control mapping Clearest on shared functions 

Assurance without design 

influence 

G. Safety assurance Hazard and barrier Barrier with leading indicator Spans functions and legal entities Compliance-shaped safety 

H. Workforce 
Role and 

competency 

Capability to competency 

profile 
One-directional Incentives left unchanged 

Note. "Cross-functional strength" refers to how directly a family addresses interfaces between functions rather than activities within them. 

 

Points of Convergence 

Four propositions command near-unanimous support across 

families sharing no vocabulary, regulator, or citations, which 

is a stronger signal than agreement within one tradition. 

Every family organizes around a customer-recognizable 

outcome rather than a functional specialty; value stream, 

service, capability, and barrier are four names for one idea. 

Every family locates the loss at hand-offs rather than 

activities, counted as wait time in lean, queue and restoration 

time in IT service, the principal-contractor interface in safety, 

and approval cycle time in procurement. Every family treats 

feedback frequency as first-order, from real-time tracking 

and continuous auditing to near-miss reporting (Aliliele et al., 

2023), holding that the interval between decision and 

evidence sets the rate of improvement. And every family 

warns against local optimization, from lean's whole-stream 

insistence to integrated planning that refuses to separate cost 

and revenue decisions (Nnabueze et al., 2024). 

 

Points of Divergence 

Three conflicts persist. On standardization versus autonomy, 

Families B, F, and G derive scalability from consistency 

while Families D, E, and H derive it from decoupling; both 

hold within their home domains, so the reconciliation is 

contingent, standardizing where the process is understood 

and variance is costly and decoupling where the problem is 

novel and delay is costly. On where requirements are formed, 

governance frameworks locate formation upstream while 

lean, platform, and analytics frameworks locate it beside the 

delivery unit, arguing that separating discovery from delivery 

reintroduces the epistemic discontinuity (Eyetsemitan et al., 

2024). On ownership, Families A, F, and G imply named 

owners with cross-functional authority while Families B and 

D prefer restructuring so the capability sits inside one 

boundary, which is the most consequential divergence since 

it decides whether capability development proceeds by 

appointment or by reorganization. 

 

Gaps 

The Queueing Behaviour of Non-Embeddable Functions 

Legal, audit, compliance, model risk, and safety assurance 

cannot be replicated into every delivery unit, and several 

require independence from those they serve, making them 

permanent constraints on lead time in regulated sectors (Eze 

et al., 2023). The corpus contains strong work on making 

them faster and almost none modelling them as queues with 

measured waits and published service levels. Work on 

quoting lead times under contingency is instructive, since it 

treats the promised date as a decision variable set against 

congestion rather than an estimate reported afterwards (Ekun 

& Muriel, 2024), which is the move an interface contract asks 

of a shared assurance function. 

 

The Capability-To-Competency Link 

Frameworks stop at organizational level, leaving the route 

from capability requirement to role definition and 

progression criteria to human resource practice working from 

an unrelated job architecture. Both halves exist in the corpus; 

bridges are rare. 

 

Capability Retirement 

Portfolios accumulate. Maturity models describe 

advancement and none describes deliberate retrenchment, yet 

improvement capacity is finite. 

 

Validation of The Mechanisms Themselves 

The corpus validates relationships between practices and 

outcomes but rarely tests whether cascaded objectives, 

capability maps, and control matrices actually preserve intent 

across the chain. 

 

Recurrence Across Domains 

The same signature recurs in literatures sharing no 

professional body. In healthcare capital delivery, investment 

intent must survive programme management and 

construction before reaching a patient (Aminu-Ibrahim et al., 

2021). In clinical service delivery the boundary is between 

clinical, administrative, and information functions, and work 

on care coordination and on the effect of information delay 

converges on one finding, that the patient waits at hand-offs 

rather than during care (Akinlolu et al., 2023). Public health 

systems face the problem at inter-agency scale, where 

surveillance produces signal another body must act on 

(Oparah et al., 2023). In financial crime and audit the failures 

are failures of ownership at the seam between detection and 

response (Atakpa, 2021). Cyber and operational technology 

supplies the clearest case of two functions with different 

vocabularies obliged to produce one outcome (Adegbite et 

al., 2022), financial planning shows the analytics version in 

which instrumentation outruns the decision it was meant to 

change (Lawal & Oduleye, 2023), sustainability programmes 

must embed external obligation into decisions taken by others 
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(Abioye et al., 2023), and occupational safety is the limiting 

case, since exposure sits at the interface between principal 

and contractor (Arumosoye & Obriki, 2022). These 

literatures were produced independently and converge on the 

same diagnosis, which is the central empirical claim this 

review can support. 

 

Synthesis 

No family covers the whole chain, and each assumes the 

segments it does not. Governance assumes someone will 

operationalize the obligation; lean assumes a well-formed 

requirement arrives; platform work assumes a prioritized 

demand stream; analytics assumes an accountable recipient; 

assurance assumes design influence it often lacks. Integration 

failures cluster at these assumed boundaries, so what follows 

is not a competing method but a means of locating which 

segment of a chain is unmanaged. 

Five layers describe the chain. Intent states the requirement 

as an outcome with a measurable definition of success, a 

named beneficiary, and inviolable constraints, and its critical 

attribute is solution neutrality, since a requirement stated as a 

solution has already destroyed the design space (Filani et al., 

2023). Capability architecture identifies which capabilities 

must exist at what performance level, and its attribute is 

decision relevance, since an architecture that cannot 

determine an investment decision is decorative. Operating 

design allocates capabilities to units, defines interaction 

modes, and assigns decision rights, which is where the 

standardization-autonomy divergence is resolved per 

capability rather than globally. Execution system is the 

cadence, workflow, prioritization logic, and tooling by which 

work moves. Learning loop is the mechanism by which 

execution evidence updates the layers above, the layer most 

frequently absent and the one distinguishing an adaptive 

capability from a static one (Sanni et al., 2025). 

Five mechanisms link them. Traceability connects executable 

work to a capability and each capability to an intent, 

addressing the semantic discontinuity; one required link field 

usually suffices, and its value lies in making untraceable 

work visible (Aneke & Adesemoye, 2025). Ownership gives 

every capability crossing a boundary one named accountable 

owner with end-to-end authority, addressing the structural 

discontinuity; the viable implementations are appointment 

with matrix authority or restructuring, while the coordinator 

with responsibility and no authority, which organizations 

usually choose, is cheaper and does not work. Interface 

contracts govern each hand-off with an explicit statement of 

what is provided, to what standard, within what time, and 

with what escalation on breach, which converts a mapped 

hand-off into a managed one. Cadence synchronizes layers 

running at different clock speeds at defined points rather than 

continuously. Measurement defines metrics at capability-

outcome level rather than functional contribution, with at 

least one end-to-end lead time or flow efficiency measure, 

since these alone price a hand-off (Edivri & Oteri, 2024). 

 
 

 
Note. M1 to M4 govern transitions between adjacent layers, M5 spans the chain, and the feedback path returns execution evidence to the level at which intent 

is set. Diagnosis begins with the weakest link rather than the least mature layer. 
 

Fig 1: The Requirements-to-Execution Capability Chain 
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Five propositions follow, stated for falsification.  

P1: cross-functional capabilities with one named accountable 

owner holding end-to-end authority will show shorter lead 

times than those governed by committee or escalation.  

P2: interface contracts with published service levels between 

delivery units and non-embeddable functions will reduce 

lead-time variance more than they reduce the mean.  

P3: capability representations linked to budget allocation stay 

accurate, while unlinked ones diverge from actual activity 

within twelve to eighteen months.  

P4: problem novelty moderates the standardization-

performance relationship, so standardization improves well-

understood processes and degrades novel ones.  

P5: automation introduced into a chain with unmanaged 

hand-offs increases rather than reduces performance 

dispersion, because accelerating value-adding steps raises 

queue pressure at the next unmanaged boundary. 

 

Discussion 

Coordination capacity is better treated as a budget, and every 

family proposes how to spend it. Families B, F, and G spend 

on standardization, paying once to define a process and little 

per instance, at the cost of handling variety poorly (Obogo et 

al., 2021). Families D and H spend on encapsulation, 

redrawing boundaries so most coordination becomes internal, 

at the cost of duplication and an unsolved shared-function 

residue (Ladapo et al., 2025). Families A, C, and E spend on 

representation, documenting obligations and signals so 

coordination happens through artefacts rather than 

conversation, at the cost of maintaining them (Okonkwo et 

al., 2024a). Mature organizations use all three, and what 

distinguishes those that scale well is deliberateness of 

allocation, since unallocated spend defaults to escalation: the 

most expensive mechanism available, consuming the scarcest 

attention and producing no reusable asset. 

A substantial and recent portion of the corpus concerns 

artificial intelligence in operational settings, from 

compliance monitoring (Ominyi et al., 2024) and model 

governance (Nwakamma et al., 2024) to secure software 

engineering (Odejobi et al., 2025), warehouse robotics 

(Akanbi & Sunday, 2025), and health system delivery 

(Ilodigwe & Adesemoye, 2025). Three implications follow, 

none of them the ones usually asserted. Capability quality 

becomes more consequential rather than less, since 

automation applied to a well-formed chain compounds its 

advantages while automation applied to an unmanaged chain 

accelerates rework (Akhigbe et al., 2024). Hand-offs become 

the binding constraint sooner, since automation compresses 

activity duration far more readily than waiting time, so where 

value-adding time is a small fraction of elapsed time, 

accelerating it yields small end-to-end gains and large queue 

pressure at the next boundary (Oteri & Edivri, 2024). And a 

new cross-functional capability is required, since evaluating 

and governing AI-assisted work spans engineering, legal, 

risk, and the function being augmented (Ominyi & 

Anichukwueze, 2024), which by Proposition P4 means fixed 

maturity targets applied to it are a predictable error. 

Four failure signatures recur, each with a diagnostic question 

faster than a formal assessment. The capability inventory 

with no owners: for the three most important capabilities, 

who is accountable, and do they control the resources? The 

shared service as an unmodelled queue: what is the median 

and ninety-fifth percentile wait, and who owns that number?  

The cascade that never returns: name a strategic objective 

changed last year because of what delivery learned.  

The reorganization as capability programme: which 

measures and decision rights changed when the boxes did? 

 

Implications 

For theory: Capability is normally theorized as something 

an organization possesses, located in a unit and measured by 

that unit's maturity. The evidence here suggests it is better 

theorized at chain level, since the binding constraint 

repeatedly sits in the transitions between units rather than 

inside any of them, and a theory that cannot represent an 

interface cannot explain the observed failures. The evidence 

on assurance functions, where independence is required and 

replication impossible, further suggests that a queueing and 

interface formulation explains more than a possession 

formulation: a mature function with an unmanaged queue in 

front of it delivers like an immature one. If automation 

amplifies existing organizational properties rather than 

substituting for them, adoption models predicting benefit 

from the technology alone are also misspecified. 

For practice: The review supports no single framework 

wholesale, but it does support a sequence in which each step 

produces a decision rather than an artefact. Measure end-to-

end lead time and flow efficiency for two or three important 

outcomes before building any model, since the results usually 

reorder priorities set from intuition (Tonoyan et al., 2022a). 

Judge strategic differentiation and problem novelty for each 

capability, which determines whether the treatment is 

standardization, encapsulation, or exploration (Tonoyan et 

al., 2022b). Assign ownership explicitly by appointment or 

restructuring, accepting that both are expensive and the 

coordinator-without-authority option is cheap and 

ineffective. Contract the seams with non-embeddable 

functions, publishing service levels and measuring waiting 

time, which is typically the highest-return intervention in 

regulated environments. And align role definitions and 

progression criteria to capability requirements, since gains 

not reflected in incentives regress (Falemi et al., 2023a). 

For policy and education: Where obligations differ across 

jurisdictions, every regulated organization pays a translation 

cost that produces value for no one, so harmonization has an 

operational payoff independent of its legal merits (Aneke et 

al., 2024). And if cross-functional capability is a chain-level 

property, the competencies to build it are cross-disciplinary, 

so curricula organized strictly by discipline will not produce 

them. 

 

Limitations 

The review is narrative rather than systematic, so framework 

selection is defensible but not exhaustive. Coding against six 

dimensions involves interpretation, particularly on 

translation mechanism. The corpus is weighted toward 

conceptual frameworks and applied case analyses rather than 

large-sample empirical tests, so claims about direction and 

magnitude of effect are hypotheses, and Table 1 should be 

read with that asymmetry in mind. The synthesis is derived 

analytically and untested; the propositions are offered for 

falsification. 

 

Future Research 

Four programmes follow from the gaps, ordered by 

tractability. Measuring translation fidelity: sample 

requirements at formation and again at delivery within one 
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organization, and model loss against cascade depth, 

mechanism, and number of boundaries crossed, which tests 

P3 directly. Modelling assurance functions as queues: legal, 

audit, and safety assurance behave as shared servers with 

variable service times and priority disciplines, yet the corpus 

treats them as events, and queueing models calibrated against 

observed waits would quantify that constraint and test P2, for 

which existing formulations on quoting lead times under 

contingency offer a starting point (Ekun & Muriel, 2024). 

Comparative framework studies: almost all evidence here is 

within-family, so comparing outcomes across organizations 

adopting different families, controlling for size, sector, and 

regulatory intensity, would improve the position summarized 

in Table 1. Testing the amplification hypothesis: P5 predicts 

that automation widens rather than narrows the performance 

distribution, which is testable with repeated measurement of 

lead time before and after adoption, stratified by an 

independent assessment of chain quality. 

 

Conclusion 

Four discontinuities separate a business requirement from its 

execution: semantic, structural, temporal, and epistemic. 

Eight framework families have grown up around that 

distance, each rigorous within its own segment and each 

assuming the adjacent segments are handled. The assumption 

is generally false, and the resulting gaps are where cross-

functional capability development fails. The review finds 

convergence on the outcome-defined unit, on the primacy of 

hand-off cost, on feedback frequency, and on the dangers of 

local optimization, and it finds this convergence across 

domains as different as construction safety, pharmaceutical 

regulation, enterprise IT, procurement, and financial 

planning. It finds unresolved divergence on standardization 

versus autonomy, on where requirements are formed, and on 

whether ownership comes by appointment or restructuring. 

The practical implication is that no framework should be 

adopted whole: what an organization needs is a complete 

chain, achieved by locating which layer and which 

mechanism is unmanaged and borrowing from whichever 

family addresses it. Across this corpus the element most often 

unmanaged is ownership of capabilities that cross functional 

boundaries, followed by the ungoverned interface with 

shared assurance functions. 
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