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The Claim

A routine, authenticated git push should not trigger backend code execution.
In this case, it did. Identity was valid, access was expected, and the platform functioned as
designed but trusted operations produced an unauthorized outcome.

Zero Trust for Code closes this gap by governing what is allowed after code enters the pipeline,
not just where it came from.

The Threat

A vulnerability chain within a trusted development platform allowed standard user actions to
result in remote code execution and unauthorized backend access.
The issue was structural:

e Trusted inputs were treated as authoritative.
e Metadata was accepted without revalidation.
e Execution paths were unconstrained after ingestion.

Additional flaws reinforce this pattern: token scope failures, SSRF via trusted redirects,
command injection in configs, OAuth validation gaps, and inconsistent APl authorization.
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The Problem

e Trust propagates across systems without
revalidation, allowing assumptions made at
ingestion to persist unchecked through
downstream services.

e Authentication verifies identity, but does
not determine whether resulting execution is
safe or appropriate within system
boundaries.

¢ Authorization breaks across service
boundaries, where translation of context,
tokens, or APIs introduces gaps and
inconsistencies.

Zero Trust for Code lens: identity confirms
origin, but enforcement must govern what
the system is allowed to do once actions
begin.

The failure is not misuse, it's over-trust of
valid inputs without validating the effects
those inputs produce.

This creates a structural condition where
each system in the chain assumes the
previous control was sufficient. As a result,
no single layer takes responsibility for
validating execution outcomes. Over time,
this compounds into an environment where
trusted inputs are implicitly granted broad
freedom of action, even when those actions
exceed intended system behavior. The gap is
not visibility but rather is the absence of
enforcement tied to what actually happens
after access is approved.

The Impact

e Expanded execution surface from any
authenticated input.

e System-wide exposure through shared
platforms.

e |llusion of control from valid logs masking bad
outcomes.

¢ No enforcement layer between ingestion and
execution.
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What to Watch For

e Authenticated actions triggering
unexpected downstream effects that extend
beyond the original request or user intent.

e Backend services accepting upstream
metadata or context without revalidation,
assuming prior checks are sufficient.

e Trusted workflows such as CI/CD, API calls,
or configuration updates producing state
changes outside expected operational
bounds.

¢ Lack of defined execution constraints after
ingestion, leaving systems open to
unintended behavior paths.

The signal is not whether the input was
trusted, but whether the resulting execution
remained within clearly defined and enforced
system behavior.
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Zero Trust for Code Value

Zero Trust for Code enforces control at execution, the point where risk actually materializes
within the system.

Instead of relying on trust in source, identity, or channel, it evaluates what actions are being
performed and whether they align with defined policy.

By assessing behavior before execution completes, it prevents unintended or unauthorized
outcomes regardless of how trusted the input appears.

It introduces a consistent decision layer that applies equally across all inputs, removing ambiguity
created by varying trust levels between systems or services.

This shifts security from validating access to governing outcomes, aligning control with where risk
actually occurs.

It removes the assumption:

“If it came from a trusted source, it is safe.”

And replaces it with:

“If the outcome is not allowed, it does not execute.”
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CISO Action Brief

¢ Define behavioral boundaries for execution paths, clarifying what actions and outcomes are
explicitly allowed once code or requests enter the system.

e Insert enforcement points between ingestion and execution to evaluate actions before they
complete and block those outside policy.

e Require revalidation of context and permissions across service boundaries to prevent inherited
trust from propagating unchecked.

e Track and measure post-ingestion behavior to ensure actions align with defined expectations,
not just that access was granted.

e Start with a single high-risk workflow. Define acceptable outcomes, enforce limits at a control
point, and log all refused actions.

Methodology & Sources

Analysis based on disclosed GitHub vulnerability set (May 2026), CVE reports (CVE-2026-3854),
and CodeHunter Labs research on inherited trust and execution-layer risk.
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