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Abstract

This working paper examines where fifteen large publicly listed organisations place artificial
intelligence within their public governance architecture. Classification here means placement:
which part of the governance structure governs Al, what other domains Al is grouped alongside,
and which mechanisms are applied to it. One placement governs software, systems, data,
security, acceptable use, product risk, and deployment; the other governs inputs to
organisational judgement such as legal advice, external advisers, expert research, conflicts,
privilege, and attestation. The study asks whether any public document in the sample governs
Al as an input to organisational judgement, in the way professional advice is governed. In the
located public record reviewed for this study, no document does so. Al appears primarily within
technology, security, product, risk, conduct, and compliance governance, and the mechanisms
built for professional sources are absent. Oracle’s Artificial Intelligence Terms and Salesforce’s
Al Acceptable Use Policy name the advice boundary explicitly, which shows that some drafters
recognise the analogy without establishing it across the sample.

1. Introduction and Research Question

Large organisations use several established policy mechanisms to manage different kinds of
input. Software and technology are usually governed through acceptable use rules, information
security policies, access controls, model risk frameworks, data protection requirements, product
governance, and audit logs. Professional input is governed through a different set of
mechanisms, including legal engagement terms, privilege rules, conflict disclosures, third-party
engagement policies, expert reports, board processes, insider-information controls, and
attestations.

Classification in this study means placement within a governance architecture. It asks which
part of an organisation’s governance structure governs Al, what other domains Al is grouped
alongside, and which mechanisms are applied to it. This is a different sense from risk
classification under the EU Al Act, from technical taxonomies of model type, and from
assessments of governance maturity. The concern here is location. When an organisation
documents Al governance for the public, where in the governance structure does Al appear,
and what does that placement say about the kind of input Al is taken to be.

This study uses that separation as an analytical frame. It does not assume that every
organisation operates two cleanly separated systems, or that the public record captures the full
internal position. The narrower question is documentary. When large organisations describe Al
governance publicly, where does Al appear in their policy materials, and what kind of input is it
treated as providing?

The study is concerned with public classification rather than technical capability. A model may
generate analysis, recommendations, or drafting support, while the policy document governing it
still treats the system as software, a product feature, a data-processing activity, or a security
risk. The hosting arrangement is separate from the research question. This inquiry asks whether
Al output is publicly governed as an informational input to organisational judgement, and
whether any located document applies the mechanisms normally used for professional advice
or external expert input.
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The study works with two families of governance, separated by the kind of input each manages
and by the mechanisms each applies. Systems governance manages software, data, security,
and deployment. Its neighbouring domains are acceptable use, information security, model risk,
product governance, and privacy, and its mechanisms include access control, usage logging,
content restriction, testing, monitoring, and approval. Professional-source governance manages
inputs whose authority comes from expertise, accreditation, fiduciary duty, or professional
standing, such as legal advice, external counsel, audit opinions, expert reports, and investment
research. Its neighbouring domains are engagement and conflicts, disclosure, privilege, and
board process, and its mechanisms include engagement terms, conflict declarations, privilege
handling, attestation, and professional-judgement requirements. The two families are identified
in this study by where a document places Al, what Al is grouped alongside, and which of these
mechanisms apply. The meaning of professional-source governance is fixed here before the
evidence is read, so that the study measures Al's placement against a standard set in advance
rather than one drawn from the findings.

The research question has two parts. Where is Al placed in the public governance architecture
of large organisations, and does the located public record show Al being governed as a
professional input into organisational judgement?

2. Methodology

The study used a document-first coding approach. Publicly available documents were located
through official corporate websites, investor relations pages, regulatory filings repositories, and
SEC EDGAR. Each document was read on its own terms before cross-organisational
comparison began.

2.1 Sample

This is a purposive sample of fifteen large publicly listed organisations, selected because they
publish substantial public documentation relating to Al governance, responsible Al, technology
governance, risk management, or corporate conduct. Selection favoured organisations whose
public record is detailed enough to code at document level, since the research question
concerns what organisations make visible, and an organisation that publishes little cannot show
where it places Al. The findings describe this set of large, well-documented, listed firms. They
do not generalise to organisations that publish little, to private firms, or to public-sector bodies.

The organisations are JPMorgan Chase, Goldman Sachs, Morgan Stanley, Bank of America,
HSBC, Accenture, Microsoft, Salesforce, Adobe, Oracle, Alphabet, Meta, Walmart, Unilever,
and Disney.

2.2 Documents Searched

The inquiry searched for public documents across seven document types. The study does not
claim that every publicly available Al-related document for each organisation was located. It
reports the evidence found in the public materials listed in the references and appendix.
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Al-specific documents included Al usage policies, Al ethics frameworks, Al principles
documents, responsible Al materials, responsible Al management systems, Al transparency
reports, and Al governance pages.

Technology and security governance documents included acceptable use policies, IT security
policies, information security materials, data protection policies, product governance materials,
and data classification materials where located.

Professional conduct documents included codes of conduct, codes of ethics, employee
standards documents, and public integrity materials where located.

External engagement documents included supplier codes, vendor terms, third-party
engagement terms, external counsel materials where available, and procurement-related
documents.

Conflict and disclosure documents included conflict of interest policies, insider trading policies,
disclosure frameworks, and attestation-related materials where available.

Board governance documents included proxy statements, board governance materials, audit
committee materials, and board oversight disclosures where they referenced Al.

Public disclosures included 10-K filings or equivalent annual reports, proxy statements,
sustainability reports, ESG reports, topic briefs, and public corporate responsibility materials
where Al appeared.

2.3 Coding Framework

For each document located, the coding asked five questions. First, where is Al placed in the
policy stack: technology and security, conduct, third-party engagement, Al-specific governance,
product governance, disclosure, or another area. Second, what other forms of input, system,
risk, or activity is Al grouped alongside. Third, what governance mechanisms are applied to Al,
including access control, usage logging, content restrictions, data classification, approval
requirements, testing, review, monitoring, contractual limits, attestations, conflict declarations,
privilege handling, and professional judgement requirements. Fourth, what vocabulary is used to
describe Al. Fifth, what the document says Al is for.

Where internal acceptable-use rules, employee handbooks, executive protocols, board
templates, or legal-department guidance were not available publicly, the study treated the
absence as missing evidence. It did not treat missing internal materials as evidence that no
internal governance exists.
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Document coding was conducted using a disciplined, systematic documentary approach. Each
public document was evaluated directly against its explicit wording, structural placement, and
contextual position within the organisation's overall policy architecture.

3. Findings

3.1 Dominant Public Placement

Across the located public record, Al appears mainly inside technology, security, product, risk,
conduct, and compliance governance. The recurring vocabulary is practical and managerial:
use, deploy, review, test, monitor, filter, secure, evaluate, approve, comply, and mitigate. The
recurring neighbouring concepts include software, cloud services, data handling, cybersecurity,
model risk, product risk, content controls, privacy, approved systems, and responsible use.

This supports the central finding. In this sample, public Al governance is most visible through
systems, controls, deployment, risk management, product assurance, and compliance. The
public documents do not show Al being governed as a professional source of judgement in the
way legal advice, external advisers, expert research, or regulated professional opinions are
usually governed.

The aggregate findings confirm this system-centric orientation across all fifteen organisations.
Ten firms publish a standalone Al-specific public document, seven incorporate Al-specific
provisions into their codes of conduct or ethics, and five include explicit Al clauses in supplier
terms. Visible board or audit committee oversight appears in two cases. Crucially, across the
entire sample, no public document requires formal attestation, applies legal privilege, or
mandates engagement-letter controls when Al informs organisational decision-making (see
Appendix A for full cross-sample counts).

3.2 Approved-Technology Placement

The clearest support for the technology placement comes from documents that place Al directly
inside approved-systems language. Morgan Stanley’s 2025 Code of Conduct requires firm
information to remain inside “Firm-approved applications and Firm-approved Artificial
Intelligence (Al) applications,” placing Al within approved-systems control. Goldman Sachs
states that Al can only be used in a manner approved by the firm through firm systems. Unilever
places Al under Protecting Technology and Information and tells employees to use only
approved services, including software as a service and artificial intelligence. Bank of America’s
code update places Al alongside tools and technology, company-approved applications, Al-
enabled search engines, written communications, and insider-trading restrictions.

These examples do not show that Al is treated only as ordinary software. They show a narrower
point. In these public documents, Al is governed through the language of approved applications,
authorised systems, information protection, employee conduct, and compliance boundaries.

3.3 Professional-Source Governance Is Not Visible in the Located Public Record

The study searched for visible mechanisms that would indicate professional-source treatment.
These included conflict declarations triggered by Al-informed judgement, engagement-letter
style controls for Al outputs, public disclosure duties where Al materially informed a strategic
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recommendation, privilege-style handling of Al-generated analysis, and attestations that identify
Al as a source in decision formation.

No located public document in the sample applies those mechanisms to Al. This is an absence
in the public record, rather than proof about internal practice. It does, however, show that these
organisations have not made professional-source treatment of Al visible in the materials
examined.

The same organisations publish extensive governance around legal advice, insider information,
supplier terms, disclosure controls, professional conduct, and board oversight. The contrast
does not prove institutional motive. It shows that public Al governance and public professional-
source governance are documented through different mechanisms in the materials reviewed.

3.4 Oracle and Salesforce as Boundary Cases

Oracle and Salesforce provide the strongest evidence that some policy drafters recognise the
professional-advice analogy. Oracle’s Artificial Intelligence Terms require users to review and
verify Al output, and prohibit its use as a substitute for “any professional (such as healthcare,
law, or finance) judgment or advice.” Salesforce’s Al Acceptable Use Policy prohibits the use of
its Al to generate “individualized medical, legal, or financial advice.”

These provisions explicitly delineate the advice boundary within public documentation. They
demonstrate that Al governance extends beyond technical security and monitoring to address
the risk that model output might be received as professional judgement in regulated domains.

Rather than proving a universal rejection of professional-source governance across all
corporate functions, these clauses establish clear contractual disclaimers and acceptable-use
boundaries. They reflect an explicit policy boundary in the public record regarding professional
liability.

3.5 Within-Firm Contrast: Unilever

Unilever illustrates a clear structural contrast by placing different informational inputs into
distinct sections of its governance architecture. Under 'Protecting Technology and Information’,
Unilever instructs employees to use only approved services, explicitly grouping artificial
intelligence alongside software-as-a-service. Conversely, professional advice is governed
separately under dedicated legal consultation protocols that mandate when senior staff must
involve Legal Business Partners on contracts, litigation, and regulatory communications. This
within-firm separation demonstrates how public policy frameworks maintain a clear documentary
distinction between technology tools and professional advisers.

3.6 Hybrid Cases

Several organisations have public Al materials that go beyond narrow IT-security language.
These cases qualify the central finding rather than weakening it.

Disney governs Al through public responsibility materials and an Al topic brief that emphasises
human-centred use, creativity, intellectual property, audiences, and information integrity. The
mechanism is risk identification and mitigation for proposed Al uses, with executive and board
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reporting. This is a wider frame than a simple acceptable-use rule, while still treating Al as a
system whose risks must be governed.

Accenture places responsible Al inside ethics, governance, compliance, and audit oversight
materials. The mechanisms include risk screening, assessments, standards, controls,
mitigation, training, awareness, and monitoring. This resembles an enterprise compliance
programme rather than a narrow IT rulebook. The public materials still govern Al as something
used across systems and service delivery rather than as an independently disclosed
professional source.

HSBC publishes principles for ethical data and Al inside a conduct-oriented architecture. The
framing connects data and Al with conduct, risk, uniformity, predictability, and responsible
decisions. This is richer than a pure technology control frame, although the public documents
still present Al through deployment and governance rather than professional-source treatment.

Meta routes some Al governance through transparency, civil-rights, and human-rights materials,
especially around Al-generated content labelling and responsible Al collaboration. This
intersects Al with rights, content governance, and public accountability. It remains different from
governing Al as an external source of professional judgement.

These hybrid examples reflect the multi-dimensional nature of public Al documentation.
Enterprise Al governance frequently extends beyond narrow IT rules to encompass corporate
ethics, human rights, product quality, and audit oversight. Nevertheless, even these broader
frameworks continue to govern Al as an enterprise capability or system subject to risk
mitigation, rather than as an independently disclosed source of professional judgement.

4. What the Study Does Not Show

The study does not show why the organisations have placed Al where they have placed it. The
public documents support claims about visible placement, vocabulary, neighbouring policies,
and governance mechanisms. They do not support a causal claim that procurement routes
produced the classification, or that all organisations made a deliberate strategic decision to
exclude professional-source treatment.

The study does not show whether Al is being used in live executive judgement, board paper
preparation, strategy work, legal analysis, investment research, or operational decision-making
inside these organisations. Public documents are weak evidence for live internal use unless the
documents themselves describe that use.

The study does not show that professional-source governance would be better. It only shows
that such treatment is not visible in the located public record. Any normative claim about what
organisations should do would require a separate argument, especially because Al systems
vary widely in use, context, risk, and institutional dependence.

The study does not show that Al is merely software. It shows that public governance materials
usually place Al among the mechanisms used for systems, products, risk, security, approved
use, responsible deployment, and compliance. That placement may be adequate for some uses
and incomplete for others. The present study does not resolve that evaluative question.
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5. Methodological Notes and Limitations

The first limitation concerns access. Internal acceptable-use policies, employee handbooks,
executive protocols, matter-management systems, legal-privilege procedures, board templates,
and Al decision logs are rarely public. Where a document type was not publicly available for an
organisation, the study treated this as missing evidence. The findings describe the public record
examined, rather than the full internal governance picture.

The second limitation is conceptual. Public documents show how organisations present Al
governance to outside readers. They are less able to show how Al is treated in live decision
processes. The most probative missing records would include internal generative Al rules, legal-
department guidance on prompt confidentiality, board paper templates, executive committee
protocols, procurement approval records, model-use registers, and matter-level records for Al
use in regulated or strategic decisions.

The third limitation is sampling. The sample comprises fifteen large publicly listed organisations
with substantive public documentation. The findings should be read as evidence about this
public-document sample. Smaller firms, private firms, public-sector bodies, and organisations in
other jurisdictions may publish different governance materials or treat Al differently.

Fourth, document coding was conducted against an explicit, standardized five-question
framework. Consistency was maintained by evaluating every document directly on its own
verbatim terms and structural placement prior to cross-sample aggregation.

6. Implications for Further Inquiry

The central implication is that public Al governance is currently easier to observe as control
governance than as judgement governance. The public documents make visible approved
systems, acceptable use, responsible deployment, security, product risk, ethics, conduct,
privacy, and board oversight. They rarely make visible the question of whether Al materially
informed a professional or strategic judgement.

A stronger claim about organisational intent would require evidence from internal policies,
interviews, board-paper templates, procurement approvals, legal guidance, and records of Al
use in decisions. The present study can identify an absence in public materials. It cannot
explain the internal reasons for that absence.

The Oracle and Salesforce clauses provide a useful starting point for follow-up work. They show
that the advice-and-judgement boundary is already visible in some public terms and acceptable-
use policies. Future research could test whether similar boundary language appears in internal
guidance, and whether it changes how organisations record, disclose, or challenge Al-informed
work.

7. Closing Observation

The public record examined here shows Al governed mainly as something to approve, secure,
test, monitor, limit, and deploy. Across the fifteen organisations, the governance language for Al
is the language of systems and controls, and the mechanisms used for professional sources
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remain absent from the located documents. For an outside reader, Al is made legible as
infrastructure to be managed. What that record leaves unresolved is what goes unrecorded
when organisational judgement is shaped by a source that public governance still describes
chiefly as a tool.
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Appendix A: Coded Inventory by Organisation

The table below sets out the public documents located and coded for each organisation,
together with their placement in the public policy stack. Citations and URLs for each document
appear in the references section.

Organisation

JPMorgan Chase

Goldman Sachs

Morgan Stanley

Bank of America

HSBC

Accenture

Microsoft

Salesforce

Adobe

Oracle

Core public documents located and coded

Trustworthy Al Center of Excellence; 2025 Proxy Statement;
2024 Annual Report (Line-of-Business letters).

Code of Business Conduct and Ethics; Client Security
Statement; Vendor Code of Conduct; 2025 Annual Report.

Code of Conduct 2025; General Terms and Conditions for
Suppliers; International (ex China) Privacy Policy.

Code of Conduct; 2025 10-K Exhibit 19 (Insider Trading Policy);
Al workforce use press release.

Principles for the Ethical Use of Data and Al; Our Conduct page;
Statement of Business Principles and Code of Conduct;
Supplier Code; 2025 Annual Report.

Business Sustainability Reporting (Responsible Al section);
Code of Business Ethics; 360 Value Report 2025; Annual
Report (FY2025 10-K); Supplier Standards of Conduct.

Responsible Al Transparency Report 2025; Responsible Al
corporate pages; Microsoft Al Services Code of Conduct;
FY2025 10-K; Standards of Business Conduct.

Trusted Al page; Einstein Trust Layer documentation; Al
Acceptable Use Policy; Privacy Information; FY2026 10-K; Code
of Conduct.

Code of Business Conduct (Al Ethics section); FY2024 and
FY2025 10-Ks; Ethics and Integrity page.

Oracle Al Terms; ISO/IEC 42001 responsible Al page; Code of
Ethics and Business Conduct; Supplier Information and Physical
Security Standards.
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Policy-stack location(s)

Al-specific research and
public governance; board
and public filing;
operating model
disclosure.

Conduct and ethics;
technology and security;
supplier governance;
annual report.

Conduct and ethics;
external engagement and
supplier terms; privacy
and compliance.

Conduct and ethics;
conflict and disclosure
exhibit; operational
disclosure.

Al-specific; conduct and
ethics; supplier
governance; annual
report.

Al-specific and
compliance; conduct and
ethics; board and audit
oversight; supplier
governance; annual
report.

Al-specific; technology
and service governance;
public filing and annual
report; general conduct.

Al-specific; product
governance; privacy and
compliance; annual report
and investor disclosure;
conduct.

Conduct and ethics;
annual report; integrity
and compliance.

Al-specific contractual
terms; technology and
compliance; conduct and
ethics; supplier and
security.



Organisation

Alphabet

Meta

Walmart

Unilever

Disney

Foster-Fletcher

Core public documents located and coded

2024 Responsible Al Progress Report; Google Al Principles;
Google Cloud Responsible Al page; FY2025 10-K.

Al-generated content labelling documents; Civil-rights and
human-rights materials referencing responsible Al; FY2025 10-
K.

Responsible Al Pledge; Digital Trust Commitments; Ethics and
Integrity page; FY2025 ESG Report; FY2025 Annual Report;
2025 Proxy Statement.

Code of Business Principles and Code Policies (including Legal
Consultation section); Responsible Partner Policy; EU Al Act
preparation note; Annual Report 2025.

Operating Responsibly (Al section); Al Topic Brief; FY2025 10-
K; 2026 Proxy Statement; Standards of Business Conduct;
Journalistic Integrity Topic Brief.

Binary Indicator Matrix

The matrix below records five binary indicators for each organisation, coded Y where the
indicator is present in the located public documents and N where it is not. Primary placement
within technology, security, product, risk, conduct, and compliance governance applies to all
fifteen organisations and is recorded in the cross-sample counts. An Al-specific supplier clause
means an Al-specific obligation, restriction, standard, or governance requirement in supplier or
vendor terms, rather than the presence of a general vendor code alone. Professional-source
mechanisms means engagement-letter treatment, conflict disclosure, privilege handling, or
public attestation applied to Al because it informed organisational judgement.

Organisation

JPMorgan Chase
Goldman Sachs
Morgan Stanley
Bank of America
HSBC

Accenture
Microsoft

Salesforce

Al in code of
conduct

Standalone Al
document

Al-specific
supplier clause

< < < <z z z <
Z zZ < < < < < Z
Z Z2 <X X Z2 <X Z2 Z

15

Board
oversight
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Policy-stack location(s)

Al-specific; product
development governance;
public filing.

Al-specific transparency;
human-rights and civil-
rights governance; public
filing.

Al-specific pledge; ethics
and integrity; annual
report; proxy and public
disclosure.

Technology and
information governance;
legal-consultation
comparator; supplier
governance; Al-
assurance note; annual
report.

Al-specific governance;
public filing and proxy;
conduct and ethics;
journalistic integrity.

Professional-
source
mechanisms
visible

N

zZ Z2 <X Z2 Z2 Z2 Z2 Z
Z2 Z2 2 Z2 Z Z Z
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Professional-

... Standalone Al Al in code of Al-specific Board source

Organisation . . -
document conduct supplier clause oversight mechanisms
visible

Adobe N Y N N
Oracle Y N Y N N
Alphabet Y N N N N
Meta Y N N N N
Walmart Y N N N N
Unilever N Y Y N N
Disney Y N N Y N
Total recorded (Y) 10 7 5 2 0

Board oversight is recorded Y only where oversight of Al is attributed to the board or audit
committee in the public record. HSBC is recorded N on this indicator because its public
materials attribute Al oversight to executive committees, with board-level oversight of conduct
and risk operating more generally.

Cross-Sample Counts

Count

15 of 15

10 of 15
7 of 15
50f15

At least 2 of
15

0 of 15

0 of 15

0 of 15

Finding in this public-document sample

Al appears primarily within technology, security, product, risk, conduct, and
compliance governance.

A standalone Al-specific public document was located.
Al-specific wording appears in a code of conduct or ethics document.

An Al-specific supplier clause was located.
Board or audit committee oversight of Al is visible in the public record.

Professional-source mechanisms are visible for Al in the located documents.

No located public document requires public attestation solely because Al informed a
strategic position.

No located public document applies legal-privilege or engagement-letter style
treatment to Al outputs as such.
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