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How to Stop an AI Agent From Modifying Its
Own Guardrails

If your agent can edit the same code, config, or memory that holds
its safety rules, then it can also disable them, and so can anyone who
compromises it. This guide describes an architecture that puts an
agent's guardrails outside the agent, behind cryptographic
verification and a meta-policy layer that gates the agent's own
attempts to change its policy, role, memory, or lineage. It is an
approach disclosed in United States Patent Application 19/561,229,
not a shipping library, and it draws on the Cryptographic
Governance inventive step.

What You Are Building

You are building an autonomous or semi-autonomous agent that can plan, act, hold

memory, and possibly spawn or modify other agents. You want a hard guarantee that
the agent cannot rewrite, disable, weaken, or quietly route around its own safety rules,

and that a prompt injection or a compromised tool call cannot do it either.

The failure you are defending against is specific. An agent whose guardrails live in its

own prompt, its own config file, or a mutable field it can write to is an agent that holds
the keys to its own cage. Self-modification, an update routine, or an adversary acting

through the agent can alter, disable, reinterpret, or downgrade the constraint, and in a

system that can act quickly and irreversibly, catching that after the fact is too late.
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This guide describes an architectural approach to that problem, disclosed in United

States Patent Application 19/561,229. It is not a package you install. It is a design you

implement, and the sections below walk through the structure and the build order.

Why the Obvious Approaches Fall Short

Most guardrail attempts share a structural weakness: the rule and the thing it governs
sit in the same trust boundary.

Rules in the prompt or system message. These are advisory text the model is

asked to respect. They are subject to reinterpretation, and nothing structurally prevents

the model, or an injected instruction, from acting against them.

Rules embedded in agent code or application logic. When executable rules live

inside the agent, the agent's own update, mutation, or replication mechanisms can

reach them. A derivative or forked agent can shed the constraint entirely.

Alignment scoring, intent modeling, and outcome prediction. These infer
whether contemplated behavior is acceptable from an internal cognitive state or a

predicted consequence. They are probabilistic, hard to audit, and sensitive to model

accuracy. None of them deterministically guarantee that a prohibited action cannot

occur.

Centralized controllers and substrate access controls. Coupling enforcement to

a particular runtime or provider works until the agent migrates across substrates, runs

offline, or crosses into a federated system, where the control can be bypassed,

degraded, or applied inconsistently.

Post-hoc audit and monitoring. Logs detect a violation after execution. They do not

prevent it, which is insufficient when the prohibited action is fast or its effects are

irreversible.



The common gap is that none of these make it structurally impossible for the governed

thing to reach the rule. That is the property the architecture below is designed to

provide.

The Architecture

The core move is to externalize authority. Behavioral authority is bound to policy
objects that live outside the agent and are immutable absent an authorized override,

and no governed action is instantiated unless the required policy is resolved,

cryptographically verified, and found to authorize that action. The following pieces are

what the filing discloses.

Policy objects as external, immutable authorities. A policy object is a

standalone, machine-readable governance authority, not advisory config. It is

structurally external to the agent, not embedded as mutable executable logic, and

authenticated content is immutable by default. Each object carries a policy body
defining permitted and prohibited action classes, a scope declaration, a validity-and-

freshness component, an enforcement class, and a verification field bound to the

object's content. Because the content is immutable, governance changes happen by

issuing a successor object, not by editing in place. Agent-local mutation, replication, or
reconfiguration therefore cannot silently weaken the constraint.

Canonical aliases instead of embedded rules. The agent holds only stable

references (canonical aliases) in a policy reference field. An alias embeds no authority;

it is dereferenced at runtime to obtain the real policy content. Because the agent carries
a pointer rather than the rule, there is nothing in the agent to rewrite that would change

what the rule says.

A governance gate as a pre-execution precondition. Every governed action,

meaning execution, mutation, delegation, or propagation, is submitted to a
deterministic governance gate before an execution context is instantiated. The gate



resolves the referenced aliases, filters the resolved candidates against freshness

constraints (validity window, revocation state, anti-rollback monotonicity),

cryptographically verifies at least one surviving policy object, and only then decides
whether the action is authorized. Denial is not an error; it is a valid non-execution

outcome. The gate does not modify the action or supply substitute authority.

The meta-policy layer, which is the part that directly answers this question.

Beyond action-specific policies, the architecture supports meta-policy objects whose
scope applies to classes of actions or structural properties of the agent itself. A meta-

policy object can impose self-modification limits: it can restrict modification of

governance-relevant fields, including the policy reference field, mutation descriptors,

lineage markers, action-class definitions, or capability enablement, absent additional
external authorization. A proposed mutation that would weaken or remove a required

governance structure is denied unless explicitly authorized under verified policy. Meta-

policy objects also disclose escalation prohibitions (no implicit privilege elevation, no

assumption of supervisory roles, no substitution of required policy sets), memory
integrity restrictions (governance-relevant memory stays append-only, denials stay

non-removable, attempts to delete or obscure governance history are themselves

governed and deniable), and fork/proliferation controls. Meta-policy objects can run at

higher precedence than lower-level policies, so even when a lower policy would
authorize a specific action, an applicable meta-policy can categorically prohibit the

class; authorization fails unless both are satisfied. This is what stops the agent from

editing its own guardrails: the edit is itself a governed action, gated by an external

authority the agent cannot reach.

Freshness, revocation, and anti-rollback. The validity-and-freshness component

lets the gate reject expired, revoked, superseded, or stale authority, including under

caching and intermittent connectivity. The filing describes validity-window

enforcement, revocation awareness, monotonic version indicators, signature-chain
continuity, and anti-rollback commitments as defenses against an agent trying to

reinstate an older, weaker rule.



Authorized override by quorum. Because you sometimes legitimately need to

change the rules, the architecture supports quorum-based override. A replacement

policy is co-signed by a plurality of authorized participants and carries a chained
continuity reference to the object it supersedes. At runtime the gate verifies

authenticity, quorum satisfaction, and continuity before the override governs. An

override published without that verified quorum and continuity does not establish

authority.

Fallback enforcement agents and an append-only ledger. Distributed fallback

enforcement agents monitor governance-relevant events, validate policy and override

continuity, and can issue trust-degradation or quarantine signals on detecting a

violation or a lineage discontinuity. Every governance-relevant event, including
resolutions, denials, override approvals, and freshness failures, is written to an append-

only audit ledger whose entries can be cryptographically linked to prior entries to form

an integrity chain, making removal, modification, or reordering detectable.

How to Approach the Build

The following is an ordered path a developer would follow. The interface sketches are

illustrative and faithful to the filing; they are not a library.

1. Externalize your rules into policy objects. Take the constraints currently

living in prompts or code and express each as a standalone object with a body

(permitted/prohibited action classes), a scope, a validity-and-freshness component,

an enforcement class, and a verification field. Store them where the agent cannot
write to them.

2. Replace embedded rules with aliases. In the agent, keep only a policy reference

field holding canonical aliases. Confirm the agent has no path to author the rule

content those aliases resolve to.



3. Stand up a resolver. Build the component that maps an alias to a full policy object

with provenance sufficient for verification. Have it filter candidates on validity

window, revocation state, and anti-rollback monotonicity before verification. Treat a
resolution failure as denial.

4. Build the governance gate as a mandatory precondition. Route every

governed action through it before any execution context exists. A faithful sketch of

the decision:

# illustrative, not a drop-in implementation
def gate(action, agent):
    policies = resolve(agent.policy_refs, action.class)   # step 3
    policies = filter_fresh(policies)                      # validity, rev
    if not policies: return DENY
    if not verify_signatures(policies): return DENY        # cryptographic
    for p in required(policies, action.class):
        if not p.authorizes(action): return DENY           # scope + actio
    if not meta_policies_allow(action, agent): return DENY # step 5
    return PERMIT

Ensure the gate is not bypassable by agent-local logic, and that the substrate never

converts a gate failure into fallback execution.

5. Add the meta-policy layer. Define at least one meta-policy that names the
governance-relevant fields (policy references, mutation descriptors, lineage markers,

action-class definitions, capability flags) and marks any mutation of them as a

governed action requiring explicit external authorization. Give meta-policies higher

precedence so they can categorically block a class even when a lower policy would
permit an instance. This is the specific control that stops self-editing.

6. Enforce mutation and propagation the same way. Treat any change to

memory, policy references, or lineage, and any fork, clone, delegation, or migration,

as a governed action. Evaluate lineage continuity so descendants stay bound to



required authority and cannot shed constraints by being spawned.

7. Make governance memory append-only and write the audit chain. Record

denials, freshness failures, overrides, and trust-degradation events to an append-
only ledger with entries linked into an integrity chain. Forbid deletion or obfuscation

of governance-relevant history through meta-policy.

8. Define your override path. Implement quorum co-signing with a chained

continuity reference to the superseded policy, and have the gate verify quorum and
continuity before an override takes effect. This is how you legitimately change rules

without giving the agent a self-edit.

What This Does Not Give You

This is an architecture, not a drop-in library, and there is no package to install. You

implement every component yourself, and the security depends on how faithfully you

do it: if the agent can write to the store that holds policy objects, or if the gate is
bypassable, the guarantee is gone.

The approach is disclosed in a patent filing. It has not been presented here as a

benchmarked or production-proven system, and this guide states no performance

numbers, because the filing is a disclosure of method and structure, not a released
product.

Scope matters, too. The model governs actions the gate can see and classify as

governed. It does not read the model's mind or predict harm; it is deliberately

independent of intent modeling and outcome prediction, so it constrains what classes
of action are permitted, not whether a permitted action is wise. It presumes you can

express your constraints as machine-interpretable action classes and scopes. Trust

ultimately roots in your verification and key or continuity model and your quorum



membership; if those are compromised, the guarantees they support are too. And

enforcement covers governed transitions, so behavior that never crosses the gate is out

of its reach by construction.

Disclosure Scope

The architecture described in this guide, including externally governed cryptographic
policy objects, canonical alias resolution, deterministic pre-execution governance

gating, meta-policy self-modification limits, freshness and anti-rollback controls,

quorum-based override, and an append-only integrity-chained audit ledger, is disclosed

in United States Patent Application 19/561,229. This guide is educational and describes
an approach a developer can build; it is not a warranty, an offer of software, or a

guarantee of any particular outcome, and nothing here should be read as a claim that a

shipping implementation is provided.

Cryptographic Governance (/cryptographic-g

overnance)

All 40 steps → (/inventive-steps)

Policy that binds cryptographically — not by convention.

U.S. 19/561,229 (/patents/19-561229)

PRIMARY TECHNICAL DISCLOSURE

SECONDARY TECHNICAL

Ethical Enforcement as Infrastructure: Cryptographic Governance for Autonomous Systems (/art
icles/ethical-enforcement-as-infrastructure-cryptographic-governance-for-autonomous-systems)

–

Governance Gate as Deterministic Precondition: No Verification, No Execution (/articles/cryptogr
aphic-governance/governance-gate)

–

Canonical Alias to External Policy Indirection: Policy Evolution Without Agent Mutation (/articles/
cryptographic-governance/policy-indirection)

–

http://localhost:4173/cryptographic-governance
http://localhost:4173/inventive-steps
http://localhost:4173/patents/19-561229
http://localhost:4173/articles/ethical-enforcement-as-infrastructure-cryptographic-governance-for-autonomous-systems
http://localhost:4173/articles/ethical-enforcement-as-infrastructure-cryptographic-governance-for-autonomous-systems
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/governance-gate
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/governance-gate
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/policy-indirection
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/policy-indirection


Immutable-by-Default Policy Objects: Governance Changes Through Successor Issuance (/articl
es/cryptographic-governance/immutable-policies)

–

Runtime Policy Resolution Pipeline: Mandatory Verification Before Every Execution (/articles/cry
ptographic-governance/policy-resolution)

–

Freshness, Revocation, and Anti-Rollback Controls: Preventing Stale Authority (/articles/cryptogr
aphic-governance/freshness-revocation)

–

Memory-Derived Eligibility Conditioning: Past Violations Constrain Future Authorization (/article
s/cryptographic-governance/memory-eligibility)

–

Intent-Independent Authorization: Governance Without Alignment Scoring (/articles/cryptographi
c-governance/intent-independent-auth)

–

Execution Feedback as Enforcement Signals: Operational Outcomes Shaping Future
Authorization (/articles/cryptographic-governance/enforcement-feedback)

–

Trust Degradation as State Transition: Policy-Defined Narrowing of Permitted Actions (/articles/c
ryptographic-governance/trust-degradation)

–

Structural Quarantine: Execution Prevention Until Authorized Remediation (/articles/cryptographic
-governance/structural-quarantine)

–

Lineage-Constrained Governance Inheritance: Constraints That Persist Across Generations (/art
icles/cryptographic-governance/governance-inheritance)

–

Unauthorized Fork Prevention: Lineage Continuity as Anti-Cloning Mechanism (/articles/cryptogr
aphic-governance/fork-prevention)

–

Meta-Policy Objects: Higher-Order Constraints Across System Behavior Categories (/articles/cry
ptographic-governance/meta-policy)

–

Quorum-Based Governance Override: Multi-Party Approval With Signature-Chain Continuity (/ar
ticles/cryptographic-governance/quorum-override)

–

Distributed Alias Publication: Policy Dissemination Through Federated Registries (/articles/crypto
graphic-governance/alias-publication)

–

Fallback Enforcement Agents: Distributed Monitors as Defense-in-Depth (/articles/cryptographic-
governance/fallback-enforcement)

–

Append-Only Governance Audit Ledger: Tamper-Evident Records of Every Authorization (/articl
es/cryptographic-governance/audit-ledger)

–

Governance Without Persistent Keypairs: Trust-Slope Authorization Replacing Static Keys (/artic
les/cryptographic-governance/keyless-governance)

–

Execution Eligibility Indicator: Dynamic Computation From Policy, Memory, and Lineage (/article
s/cryptographic-governance/eligibility-indicator)

–

Cross-Domain Spatial-Temporal Escalation (/articles/cryptographic-governance/cross-domain-spati
al-temporal-escalation)

–

http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/immutable-policies
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/immutable-policies
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/policy-resolution
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/policy-resolution
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/freshness-revocation
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/freshness-revocation
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/memory-eligibility
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/memory-eligibility
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/intent-independent-auth
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/intent-independent-auth
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/enforcement-feedback
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/enforcement-feedback
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/trust-degradation
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/trust-degradation
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/structural-quarantine
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/structural-quarantine
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/governance-inheritance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/governance-inheritance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/fork-prevention
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/fork-prevention
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/meta-policy
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/meta-policy
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/quorum-override
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/quorum-override
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/alias-publication
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/alias-publication
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/fallback-enforcement
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/fallback-enforcement
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/audit-ledger
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/audit-ledger
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/keyless-governance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/keyless-governance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/eligibility-indicator
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/eligibility-indicator
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/cross-domain-spatial-temporal-escalation
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/cross-domain-spatial-temporal-escalation


APPLICATIONS · GENERAL

APPLICATIONS · SPECIFIC

Cross-Authority Handoff Governance (/articles/cryptographic-governance/cross-authority-handoff-
governance)

–

The Guardrail an Agent Can't Remove: Gating an Agent's Mutation of Its Own Policy, Role,
Memory, and Lineage (/articles/cryptographic-governance/self-modification-governance)

–

Cryptographically Enforced Governance for SCADA and OT: Gating Autonomous Control Actions
in Power, Water, and Industrial Control Systems (/articles/cryptographic-governance/critical-infrast
ructure-ics)

–

How to Make High-Risk AI Agents EU AI Act Compliant by Architecture (/articles/cryptographic-g
overnance/eu-ai-compliance)

–

Self-Verifying Financial Audit Trails Without Trusted Intermediaries (/articles/cryptographic-gover
nance/financial-audit-trails)

–

Enforcing HIPAA at Every Data Operation: Structural Healthcare Compliance (/articles/cryptograp
hic-governance/healthcare-compliance)

–

Preventing Classified Data Spillage: Cryptographic Classification Enforcement for Defense (/arti
cles/cryptographic-governance/defense-classification)

–

Tamper-Evident Environmental Monitoring: Cryptographic Governance for Emissions and
Compliance Data (/articles/cryptographic-governance/environmental-monitoring)

–

Pharmaceutical Supply Chain Governance: DSCSA, FMD, and Cold-Chain Compliance Bound to
the Product (/articles/cryptographic-governance/pharmaceutical-supply)

–

Cryptographic Governance for Nuclear Facility Operations: Structural Enforcement of Technical
Specifications (/articles/cryptographic-governance/nuclear-facility-governance)

–

Preventing CSAM Distribution at the Source: Cryptographic Governance for Child Safety
Content Enforcement (/articles/cryptographic-governance/child-safety-enforcement)

–

Coalition Policy Distribution Without Shared Authority (/articles/cryptographic-governance/coalitio
n-policy-distribution)

–

EU AI Act Recital 73 and Article 14: How to Build AI That Cannot Disable Its Own Oversight (/arti
cles/cryptographic-governance/eu-ai-act-self-constraint)

–

Enforcing Build Provenance Before Artifacts Ship: Cryptographic Governance for Software
Supply-Chain Integrity (/articles/cryptographic-governance/software-supply-chain-provenance)

–

HashiCorp Vault Alternative for Governed Agent Execution: Binding Policy to Action (/articles/cry
ptographic-governance/hashicorp-vault)

–

AWS KMS Manages Encryption Keys. The Keys Do Not Carry Governance. (/articles/cryptographi
c-governance/aws-kms)

–

http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/cross-authority-handoff-governance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/cross-authority-handoff-governance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/self-modification-governance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/self-modification-governance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/critical-infrastructure-ics
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/critical-infrastructure-ics
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/critical-infrastructure-ics
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/eu-ai-compliance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/eu-ai-compliance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/financial-audit-trails
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/financial-audit-trails
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/healthcare-compliance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/healthcare-compliance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/defense-classification
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/defense-classification
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/environmental-monitoring
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/environmental-monitoring
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/pharmaceutical-supply
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/pharmaceutical-supply
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/nuclear-facility-governance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/nuclear-facility-governance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/child-safety-enforcement
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/child-safety-enforcement
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/coalition-policy-distribution
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/coalition-policy-distribution
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/eu-ai-act-self-constraint
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/eu-ai-act-self-constraint
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/software-supply-chain-provenance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/software-supply-chain-provenance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/hashicorp-vault
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/hashicorp-vault
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/aws-kms
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/aws-kms


Cryptographic Governance overview → (/cryptographic-governance)

Open Policy Agent Decoupled Policy From Code. The Policy Is Not Cryptographically Bound. (/a
rticles/cryptographic-governance/open-policy-agent)

–

Styra vs Cryptographically Governed Agent Execution: Beyond Advisory Policy (/articles/cryptog
raphic-governance/styra)

–

Snyk vs Cryptographic Governance: Vulnerability Scanning Is Not Runtime Enforcement (/article
s/cryptographic-governance/snyk)

–

Palo Alto Networks Inspects Traffic. It Does Not Govern the Operations That Generate It. (/articl
es/cryptographic-governance/palo-alto)

–

SPIFFE/SPIRE vs Governed Agent Execution: Workload Identity Without a Cryptographic Policy
Binding (/articles/cryptographic-governance/spiffe-spire)

–

cert-manager vs Cryptographic Governance: Certificates Authenticate Identity, They Do Not
Gate Execution (/articles/cryptographic-governance/cert-manager)

–

Keycloak vs Cryptographically Governed Agent Execution: Beyond Identity Tokens (/articles/cryp
tographic-governance/keycloak)

–

HashiCorp Boundary Alternative for Governed Session Operations: Zero-Trust Access vs
Cryptographic Governance (/articles/cryptographic-governance/boundary)

–

Teleport Alternative for Governed Operations: Access Control Is Not Cryptographic Governance
(/articles/cryptographic-governance/teleport)

–

BeyondTrust vs Cryptographic Governance: PAM Manages Privilege, It Does Not Bind
Operations to Signed Policy (/articles/cryptographic-governance/beyondtrust)

–

CyberArk vs Cryptographically Governed Agent Execution: PAM Protects the Credential, Not the
Operation (/articles/cryptographic-governance/cyberark)

–

1Password vs Cryptographically Governed Agent Execution: Credential Custody Is Not Bound
Governance (/articles/cryptographic-governance/1password)

–

The Update Framework (TUF) / Notary alternative: signing software artifacts vs governing what
an agent may do at runtime (/articles/cryptographic-governance/tuf-notary)

–

Sigstore (cosign / Rekor) alternative: enforcing signed policy before an autonomous agent acts
(/articles/cryptographic-governance/sigstore)

–

http://localhost:4173/cryptographic-governance
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/open-policy-agent
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/open-policy-agent
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/styra
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/styra
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/snyk
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/snyk
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/palo-alto
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/palo-alto
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/spiffe-spire
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/spiffe-spire
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/cert-manager
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/cert-manager
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/keycloak
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/keycloak
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/boundary
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/boundary
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/teleport
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/teleport
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/beyondtrust
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/beyondtrust
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/cyberark
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/cyberark
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/1password
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/1password
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/tuf-notary
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/tuf-notary
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/sigstore
http://localhost:4173/articles/cryptographic-governance/sigstore

