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Essays on the Creator Governance Gap

No. 9

The Ownership Gap

When Everyone Owns Part Of The Process, Nobody Owns The Risk.

When pressure arrives, the organisation needs a decision
record.
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The ownership gap often becomes visible at the worst possible moment.

A creator issue becomes public. A post resurfaces. A legal dispute appears in the
press. A competitor relationship begins. A campaign attracts criticism. A creator who
looked suitable yesterday becomes difficult to defend today.

The organisation needs answers quickly.

Someone opens the influencer marketing platform. The profile still looks healthy. The
audience data still looks relevant. The creator’s historical content still appears relevant
to the campaign. The recent feed may show no obvious profanity, adult content or
unsafe keywords. The campaign report may still show good performance.

But none of that answers the questions now being asked.

Who approved this creator?

When were they last reviewed?

Were any concerns flagged?

Was approval conditional?

Who accepted the risk?

Did anything change after approval?

Why did the organisation decide that this person was suitable to represent the
brand?

That is the moment the organisation discovers whether it had a governance process or
merely a campaign process.

A clean feed is not a defensible decision.

The absence of profanity is not evidence of suitability.

And when a creator issue becomes public, the organisation does not need another
influencer profile check. It needs the decision record.

A Clean Feed Is Not A Defensible Decision

Influencer marketing tools are useful for campaign work. They help teams identify
creators, understand audiences, compare performance, manage activity and review
content signals.

But the record inside a campaign platform is not the same as a governance record.

Signal Intelligence signalintelligence.consulting Page 2



THE SIGNAL PAPERS No. 9

A creator can look campaign-ready while being governance-exposed. They may have
strong engagement, a relevant audience, clean recent content and no obvious brand
safety alerts. Yet the real issue may sit somewhere else entirely: a previous Amber
flag, a category conflict, an unresolved association risk, a historic concern, a
conditional approval, a market-specific sensitivity, or a decision made by another team
that was never captured centrally.

That distinction matters when pressure arrives.

An influencer marketing platform may still show the creator as suitable at the same
moment the organisation is being asked to explain why the relationship existed. It may
not show who approved the creator, what concerns were considered, what conditions
were attached, whether the approval had expired, or whether another team had already
reached a different view.

That is why campaign visibility is not enough.

Creator Governance requires a record behind the decision.

Many Hands. No Owner.
A creator relationship may pass through many hands before the campaign reaches the
public.

An agency may shortlist them. Marketing may approach the creator. A platform may
provide performance data. Procurement may manage contracting. Legal may review
terms. Social teams may manage posting. Brand teams may approve the creative.
Communications may become involved if something goes wrong. Compliance may be
consulted if the category is regulated.

Each function may own part of the process.
But that does not mean anyone owns the relationship as a governance risk.
That is the ownership gap.

The creator may be visible to millions of consumers. The campaign may carry the
brand’s name, values, product claims, audience trust and commercial intent. The
creator may be paid, briefed, contracted and activated. Yet the organisation may still
lack a clear answer to a basic question:

Who owns creator suitability?
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That question matters before approval. It matters during the relationship. It matters
when a creator changes. It matters when monitoring identifies a new issue. It matters
when an Amber finding appears and someone has to decide whether the brand should
continue, pause, escalate or walk away.

Without ownership, assessment becomes a report. Monitoring becomes information.
Escalation becomes improvisation.

Governance requires more than awareness. It requires responsibility.

Operational Ownership Is Not Risk Ownership

Most creator programmes have operational owners.

Someone owns the campaign. Someone owns the brief. Someone owns the budget.
Someone owns the shortlist. Someone owns the contract. Someone owns reporting.
Someone owns the relationship with the agency or platform.

That can be enough to get a campaign live.
It is not enough to govern creator risk.

Operational ownership is usually focused on delivery. Did the campaign launch on
time? Did all the content go live? Did the creator follow the brief? Did the performance
meet the forecast? Did the spend land in the right place? Did the report get produced?

Those questions matter. But they are not the same as governance questions.

Is the creator still suitable to represent the brand? Is there a documented basis for that
decision? Have conflicts been checked? Has the public record been reviewed? Has
category sensitivity been considered? Has reputational exposure been assessed? Who
is tracking changes? If something changes, who has authority to pause the
relationship? If the risk is Amber, who makes the call?

In many organisations, those questions do not sit cleanly with one team.

Influencer marketing may understand creator performance but may not own
reputational exposure. Brand may own positioning but may not monitor creator change.
Legal may review contracts but may not assess suitability. Compliance may
understand regulated risk but may not see creator activity early enough.
Communications may manage crisis response but may not be involved until the issue
is already public.

The result is a programme that works operationally but remains weak structurally.
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A creator campaign can be well executed and poorly governed at the same time.

The Brand Owns The Association

Agencies, platforms and partners can support creator selection, activation, reporting
and monitoring.

They can provide data. They can provide recommendations. They can bring market
knowledge. They can help manage campaigns. They can sometimes spot changes
before the brand does.

The brand owns the association when it matters most.

If the relationship becomes controversial, the question is not whether an agency
suggested the creator, whether a platform returned a clean score, whether a junior
team member approved a shortlist, or whether the contract contained standard morality
clauses.

The media will not care. Nor will the public.
The question is why the brand decided that creator was suitable to represent it.

That is an uncomfortable question because creator marketing has often developed as a
marketing execution channel rather than a governance process. The people closest to
the work are often skilled at campaign delivery, creator relationships, content formats
and performance measurement. They may not have been given the mandate, structure
or authority to own risk.

This is a structural problem, not a criticism of those teams.

If an organisation asks marketing teams to manage creator programmes without giving
them a governance framework, it should not be surprised when decisions are made
informally. If it asks agencies to support creator selection but does not define
brand-owned standards, it should not be surprised when the evidence sits outside the
organisation. If it asks legal or compliance to intervene only at the end of the process, it
should not be surprised when governance becomes a late-stage challenge rather than
an operating discipline.

The questions are uncomfortable because they are practical.
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Did marketing have a governance framework?

Did legal and compliance have early-stage input into the creator programme?
Had communications laid out a crisis management plan specifically for influencer
incidents?

If the answer is unclear, the organisation may have a campaign process without a
Creator Governance process.

The brand cannot outsource accountability for the creator relationships it chooses to
make public.

Support can be external.

Ownership cannot.

The Escalation Vacuum

Monitoring only has value if the organisation knows what to do with what it finds.

A creator may move category. A competitor partnership may appear. A historic post
may resurface. A legal dispute may become public. A creator-owned business may
attract criticism. A regulator may change the sensitivity of a category. An audience may
react differently to a creator than expected. A previously approved relationship may
become harder to defend.

The issue is not always whether the creator should be rejected.
Often the issue is whether the change requires action.

That is where many organisations struggle. They may be able to identify a problem, but
they may not have a defined route for deciding what happens next. The information
moves through messages, meetings, judgement calls and informal escalation. One
person thinks it is a concern. Another thinks it is noise. Another thinks legal should
review it. Another thinks the campaign is already too far advanced to stop.

By the time a decision is made, the process may be undocumented, inconsistent or
impossible to defend later.

An escalation route does not need to make every decision complicated. It needs to
make decision-making clear.

If monitoring identifies a material change, the organisation should know who reviews it,
who classifies it, who decides whether it matters, who has authority to pause activity,
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who records the outcome and who signs off continued use.
Without that route, monitoring creates awareness but not governance.

A system can tell the organisation that something has changed. Only ownership can
decide what the organisation does next.

The Amber Flag Becomes A Green Light

The most important Creator Governance decisions are often not obvious Red
decisions.

A creator with a clear legal issue, an active scandal, a serious brand conflict or a direct
category breach may be easy to escalate. Those cases are difficult commercially, but
they are not always difficult intellectually. The organisation can usually see why action
is needed.

The harder cases are in the Amber Zone.

Amber does not mean safe. It does not mean unsafe. It means the relationship requires
judgement.

An Amber finding may involve a historic issue that is visible but not current. It may
involve a competitor relationship that is relevant but not disqualifying. It may involve
political content that matters more for one brand than another. It may involve
association risk rather than creator misconduct. It may involve category sensitivity,
audience perception, contractual constraints, public context or a change in the creator’'s
direction of travel.

These are the decisions that expose the ownership gap.

If nobody owns the Amber Call, the organisation drifts towards one of two weak
outcomes. It either treats Amber as Red because nobody wants to own the judgement
required to proceed, or it treats Amber as Green because nobody wants to slow the
campaign down.

That second failure is more common and more dangerous.
The Amber flag quietly becomes a green light to continue.

Nobody rejected the concern. Nobody resolved it. Nobody documented why the risk
was acceptable. The campaign simply moved forward because no one had clear
responsibility for stopping, pausing or escalating it.

Neither approach is governance.

Signal Intelligence signalintelligence.consulting Page 7



THE SIGNAL PAPERS No. 9

Good Creator Governance does not remove judgement. It makes judgement visible,
structured and defensible.

The organisation should be able to say what was found, why it mattered, who reviewed
it, what decision was made, what conditions were applied, and why the relationship
was approved, paused, escalated or rejected.

That is the purpose of the Amber Call.

It creates a decision point where uncertainty cannot simply be ignored.

When Local Knowledge Fails To Become Organisational Memory

The ownership gap becomes more serious in large organisations.

A global business may not have one single creator programme. It may have many
creator programmes operating across brands, markets, teams, agencies and regions.

Each team may make reasonable decisions in isolation. The problem is that those
decisions do not always become visible to the wider organisation.

A creator may have been reviewed before, flagged before, approved with conditions
before, or rejected before. But if that knowledge sits in a local spreadsheet, personal
note or campaign file, the wider organisation may behave as if no decision was ever
made.

And so Creator Governance starts from zero again.

One team learns something. Another team never sees it. One market applies caution.
Another market starts again. One agency holds context. Another agency searches the
platform and finds a clean profile.

Local knowledge has to become organisational memory.

If creator risk is already distributed across brands, markets, teams and agencies, the
organisation needs one single governance view.

What Ownership Actually Means

Creator Governance ownership does not necessarily require a new department.

In many organisations, the practical answer will be a named owner, a small
cross-functional group, or a defined escalation pathway between marketing, brand,
communications, legal, compliance and procurement.

The structure can vary. The principle should not.
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Someone needs to own the standard.
Someone needs to own the record.
Someone needs to own escalation.
Someone needs to own the process.

The owner does not need to personally review every creator in a large portfolio. That
would be unrealistic. But the owner should be responsible for ensuring that the process
exists, that standards are applied, that Amber findings are reviewed, that Red findings
are escalated, that records are retained, and that learning travels across the
organisation.

This is especially important for sensitive sectors.

Financial services, healthcare, alcohol, children’s brands, gambling, premium
automotive and other higher-exposure categories cannot treat creator suitability as a
purely creative or performance-led decision. The consequences of getting the decision
wrong are larger. The audience expectations are higher. The organisation’s ability to
defend the relationship matters more.

In those categories, Creator Governance needs named accountability.

Not because every creator is risky.

Because the organisation has chosen to borrow trust in a context where trust is
more fragile.

From Monitoring To Decision

Paper 8 argued that approval is a point in time and monitoring is a process.
But monitoring is not the end of governance.
Monitoring identifies change. Ownership determines response.

If TRACK shows that a creator has remained stable, the organisation can record that
reassurance. If TRACK identifies a material change, the organisation needs a route to
review. If the change is minor, it can be noted. If the change is Amber, it requires
judgement. If the change is Red, it requires escalation. If the change affects category
suitability, it may require a new TRACE assessment or senior sign-off.
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The important point is that the organisation should not be improvising that route each
time.

Creator Governance becomes credible when assessment, monitoring, ownership and
escalation work together.

TRACE assessments create the suitability baseline.
TRACK monitors change.
Ownership decides what happens next.

Signal Intelligence does not replace organisational ownership. It gives that ownership
something to stand on: a shared record, a current view of creator suitability, and a clear
basis for escalation.

Closing The Ownership Gap

The ownership gap is not solved by adding more people to the process.
It is solved by making responsibility clear.

An organisation does not need every creator decision to become a committee decision.
It does not need legal to approve every post. It does not need compliance to sit inside
every campaign. It does not need to turn creator marketing into procurement.

But it does need to know who owns creator suitability, who owns escalation and who
owns the decision record.

Without that clarity, Creator Governance remains vulnerable. The organisation may
have campaign owners, agency contacts, platform data, legal templates, brand
guidelines and performance reports. But when a creator becomes a problem, the
unanswered question remains:

Who owned the risk?

If partial responsibility is distributed, overall ownership is absent.

About The Signal Papers
The Signal Papers explore the emerging discipline of creator governance, creator due diligence and portfolio monitoring.
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