
When Finance Becomes Too Helpful 

July 16, 2026 

Financial architectures rarely become complex overnight. They grow through hundreds 
of small decisions that are sensible in themselves. 

A manager wants a better view of project costs. A business unit asks for a separate 
reporting category. An acquisition brings its own chart of accounts and management 
needs it integrated quickly. A new strategy requires additional reporting dimensions. 
Every request is legitimate. Every change appears minor. 

Finance does what finance is expected to do. 

It helps. 

Individually, these decisions improve visibility. Collectively, they often do the opposite. 

Over time, the architecture accumulates distinctions. New cost centers. Additional 
reporting hierarchies. Allocation rules that become more sophisticated. Local 
definitions survive because changing them would disrupt existing reports, while 
temporary exceptions quietly become permanent. Eventually finance spends less time 
explaining the business and more time explaining the reporting model. Discussions 
revolve around definitions, reconciliations, and allocations because understanding the 
architecture now requires almost as much effort as understanding the business itself. 

Software engineers have a useful term for this: technical debt. A shortcut solves an 
immediate problem while making the system slightly harder to maintain. Finance 
accumulates something remarkably similar. 

Architectural debt. 

Every additional distinction makes the financial model more difficult to govern. The 
interest is paid later through manual reconciliations, inconsistent classifications, 
overlapping dimensions, duplicate reporting structures, and recurring discussions 
about what the numbers actually mean. 

This is one of the characteristics of what I call the Translation Layer: the collection of 
structures, definitions, hierarchies, and rules that translate operational reality into 
financial representation. Contrary to what many people assume, this architecture is 
rarely the product of deliberate design. More often, it evolves through accommodation. 
Every new management question is given a permanent home, while a far more important 
question is rarely asked: 

Should this distinction become part of the architecture at all? 

That is not simply a reporting question. 



It is a governance question. 

Who has the authority to introduce a new reporting dimension, cost center, allocation 
rule, or definition? What criteria must be met? Who owns the resulting structure? When 
is it reviewed? And who has the mandate to remove categories that no longer add value? 

Without clear answers, the architecture continues to expand. Helpful responses 
become permanent structures. Temporary exceptions become standard practice. 
Historical choices acquire a legitimacy they were never intended to have. 

This is why governance is one of the essential pillars of financial architecture. 
Governance turns design principles into decision rights. It determines who may change 
the Translation Layer, which distinctions are accepted, and who is responsible for 
removing those that no longer serve the organization. 

That responsibility ultimately sits with the CFO. Not because finance owns every 
process, but because someone must answer for the architecture that decides what the 
organization can and cannot see. 

Complexity is rarely designed. 

It accumulates where governance is not working as it should. 

 


