
Why Existing Controls Don’t Capture
How AI Is Actually Being Used
Enterprise Brief

Bhavya Soraqsen
Bounded Intelligence Inc.
bhavya@boundedintelligence.org

Bounded Intelligence Inc.
Enterprise documentation

mailto:bhavya@boundedintelligence.org


Enterprise Brief

Large organizations do not run on raw ambiguity. They run on ambiguity after it has been

worked on.

What enters the enterprise is rarely clean. A customer issue appears first as fragments of com-
plaint, partial account context, inconsistent service notes, and local judgment. Amarket signal
arrives as scattered sales observations, pricing anomalies, competitor claims, and incomplete ex-
ternal information. A policy question emerges through edge cases, conflicting interpretations,
and local exceptions that do not yet fit a stable category. Before any of this can support coordi-
nation, oversight, or decision-making, it has to be made usable.

That is one of the hidden functions of the organization.

The enterprise does not merely route work. It absorbs heterogeneity, filters noise, bounds ex-
ceptions, and converts disorder into forms that can travel. Analysts assemble incomplete mate-
rial into something coherent enough to discuss. Managers decide what counts as routine varia-
tion, what deserves escalation, and what can be resolved locally. Each layer receives something
messy and passes upward something more stable.

By the time leadership sees an issue, most of the ambiguity that originally surrounded it has
already been compressed. Executives do not usually receive the underlying stream of contra-
dictions, caveats, notes, and local judgments. They receive a brief, a dashboard movement, a
flagged exception, a summary of options, or a recommendation. That is not a flaw in organiza-
tional life. It is one of the reasons large organizations can function at all.

Amarket brief is a useful example. The final artifact may be only a few pages long. It may sum-
marize competitormovement, customer sentiment, pricing pressure, geographic variation, and
a recommendation for where leadership should focus next. But that document is not the work
in its original form. It is the result of many smaller acts of interpretation, filtering, weighting,
and simplification that happened before the executive layer ever saw it.

The enterprise becomes governable in part by ensuring thatmost ambiguity is han-
dled before it moves upward.
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Why that regime was governable enough

That arrangement worked not because it eliminated uncertainty, but because the ambiguity
inside the process was being worked through by people whose behavior the organization knew
how to shape.

The lower layers of the enterprise were never simply producing outputs. Theywere holding un-
certainty on the organization’s behalf. An analyst had to decide which signals mattered, which
contradictions could be tolerated, which caveats werematerial, andwhich patterns were strong
enough to present as findings. Amanager had to decide whether the work was sound, whether
the conclusion was overstated, and whether an issue should be absorbed locally or raised up-
ward. Even where the process was imperfect, the uncertainty itself remained embodied in roles
the organization could supervise.

Thatmattered because the organization did not govern ambiguity directly. It governed the peo-
ple throughwhom ambiguity was being processed. Their work could be questioned. Their rea-
soning could be reconstructed, at least partially. Their behavior could be shaped by incentives,
peer expectations, reputation, managerial trust, and the prospect of review. If a brief looked
weak, a manager could ask what evidence had been used, why one signal had been weighted
more heavily than another, what was still unresolved, and how much confidence the analyst
actually had in the recommendation.

Return to the market-brief example. A regional strategy analyst reviews fragmented customer
feedback, sales notes, pricing moves, and market chatter, then proposes that competitive pres-
sure is rising fastest in two segments. A director can push on that conclusion. Why those two
segments? Which signals were discounted? What still does not look reliable in the data? Even
where the final answer remains debatable, the organization knows where the ambiguity lived
and how to interrogate the role that worked through it.

That is what made the older regime governable enough to trust.

Reliability did not mean certainty. It meant that the organization had a stable way of linking
portable output to accountable human judgment. Many of the controls enterprises still rely
on were built on top of that assumption.
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Where AI now enters the lower layers

That assumption begins to weaken when parts of this lower-layer work are no longer being
performed in the same way.

Across ordinary workflows, AI now enters at exactly the points where ambiguity used to be
worked through by humans alone. It summarizes densematerial. It drafts first-pass documents.
It clusters themes. It proposes categories. It prioritizes. It generates narratives around incom-
plete data. It offers candidate recommendations before formal review begins.

But these uses are not all the same.

Some are mainly assistive. A manager uses AI to condense a long document pack into a first
summary, then rewrites it into something usable. This changes the speed and shape of expres-
sion, but not necessarily the main location of substantive judgment.

Others are interpretive. An analyst uses AI to synthesize scattered notes, identify themes, or
produce a first narrative about what the material appears to suggest. Here, the system is no
longermerely helping presentwork. It is participating in the act ofmaking ambiguousmaterial
cohere.

Still others are pre-decisional. AI ranks accounts, suggests which risks matter most, proposes
what should be escalated, or frames the leading options before formal review begins. In these
cases, the technology does not simply assist later judgment. It begins to structure what later
judgment is judging.

The critical question is therefore not whether AI is present in a workflow. It is what kind of
work inside that workflow it is now doing.
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The same workflow, before and after

Take the market-brief workflow again.

BeforeAI entered the process, the lower layers of thework looked roughly like this. The analyst
gathered fragmented material from sales teams, account notes, market updates, pricing move-
ment, and local manager commentary. They compared inconsistent signals, decided what to
treat as noise, built a provisional view, and drafted a brief. A director then reviewed that draft,
pushed on assumptions, narrowed the interpretation, and approved a version that could move
upward. The finished brief was already compressed, but the compression had occurred primar-
ily through human reasoning inside accountable roles.

Now consider the same workflow after AI is introduced.

The analyst still gathers materials. The director still reviews the brief. The executive team still
receives a familiar artifact. But inside the workflow, the sequence has shifted. The analyst uses
AI to summarize the incoming material, cluster recurring themes, produce a first synthesis of
competitor movement, and draft a candidate brief. The director reviews, edits, questions, and
signs off. At the level of visible structure, very little appears unusual. There is still authorship.
There is still managerial review. There is still a final document that looks like the ones the orga-
nization has always used.

What has changed is subtler. Part of the ambiguity that once had to be worked through inside
the analyst’s own reasoning has already been compressed before managerial review begins. The
first coherent view of the material may no longer be the analyst’s alone. The first narrowing of
the issue may no longer happen in the analyst’s own reasoning. The first pass at deciding what
matters may already have been performed before the human reviewer enters the picture.

This is why the shift is easy to miss.

The organization still sees a brief. It still sees a named analyst, a reviewing manager, and a rec-
ommendation. The cadence of the workflow remains recognizable. The control points remain
recognizable.

But the continuity is only partial.

The brief still exists. The managerial review still exists. The escalation path still exists. Yet
what the final artifact now represents may not be the same thing it represented before. It may
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still look like a bounded managerial input. It may no longer carry the same relationship to the
human processing that once made that input governable.

The artifact has continuity. The underlying act of stabilization may not.

What leadership thinks it is seeing

From the executive layer, the workflow can still look remarkably familiar.

Thebrief still arrives on time. It still has a named author. It still carriesmanagerial signoff. It still
follows a familiar template. It still appears to summarize a noisy environment into something
stable enough to act on. From above, the organization seems to be doing what it has always
done: absorbing disorder at the lower layers and presenting leadership with a bounded view of
what matters.

That reading is understandable because many of the visible cues of reliability remain intact.
There is still a team. There is still process. There is still review. There is still an artifact that
looks like a managerial input rather than a raw system output. The organization therefore has
strong reasons to treat the result as continuous with what came before.

But what leadership is seeing may no longer be the same kind of object.

The brief may still look like a compressed view of market ambiguity worked through by a role
the organization knows how to supervise. In practice it may now be a hybrid artifact: part hu-
man judgment, partmodel-mediated compression, partmanagerial refinement. It still occupies
the same place in the process. It may no longer represent the same path by which uncertainty
was made manageable.
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Why that reading is incomplete

It is tempting to say that a human still owns the work, a manager still reviews it, and the final
output still enters the same decision process. On that view, AI is merely a faster way of produc-
ing what the organization was already producing.

That interpretation is incomplete.

The deeper change becomes visible when the question shifts from authorship to stabilization.
The issue is not onlywhether a human remains in the loop. The issue is where the first coherent
interpretation of ambiguity is nowbeing formed. In the older regime, the analyst had to do that
work directly. They had to decidewhatwas noise, whatwas signal, what contradictedwhat, and
what the provisional picture looked like before any document could take shape. In the newer
regime, part of that early compression can occur before managerial review begins.

That matters because review is not the same as origination.

Adirector reviewing a brief built onmodel-generated synthesis is not necessarily reconstructing
the ambiguity from first principles. More often, the director is evaluating whether the result
seems coherent, directionally plausible, and operationally usable. Review still exists. But review
maynowoperate on an already-prepared interpretation rather thanon ambiguity beingworked
through in real time.

A summary that once reflected how an analyst made sense of conflicting material may now
reflect howamodel rendered that conflict into a stable narrative,withhuman judgment arriving
later and under different conditions. The brief still looks complete. Its internal meaning has
shifted.
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What this is easy to misread as

The first easy misreading is to call it a shadow AI problem.

Shadow use is real. Enterprises do struggle with AI activity outside formal approval channels.
But that is not the whole issue here. Even where tools are approved, even where use is visible,
and even where workflow steps are instrumented, the organization can still misread what has
changed. Shadow use explains hidden entry. It does not explain the altered stabilization of
ambiguity inside approved workflows.

The second easy misreading is to call it a policy problem.

Organizations often respond to uncertainty with policies, training, usage rules, and approvals.
Those things can be necessary. They can make usage more visible and reduce obvious misuse.
But they do not, by themselves, show how ambiguity inside a task was actually reduced. Policy
can regulate access to AI. It does not necessarily showwhat kind of work the system performed
once it was inside the workflow.

The third easy misreading is to treat it as a review-discipline problem.

It is easy to imagine that the answer is simply to review harder. But the structural issue is not
only whether amanager is diligent. It is that review increasingly takes place after an interpretive
shape has already been imposed on thematerial. A careful reviewermay still be testing plausibil-
ity rather than rebuilding the reasoning path from the underlying disorder. Review weakness
is one possible issue. Review starting too late in the interpretive sequence is the deeper one.

The fourth easy misreading is to treat it as an early-stage adoption problem that will fade with
maturity.

Some of it will improve with maturity. Teams will standardize. Usage will become less im-
provised. Governance will become more legible. But the core issue does not disappear merely
because theworkflowbecomesmore formal. The organization can standardize a process whose
internal logic it is stillmisreading. Maturity can stabilize the surface formof theworkflowwhile
leaving the underlying shift in stabilization only partially understood.

So the problem is not simply that AI is present without permission, that policy has not caught
up, that managers are insufficiently strict, or that adoption is still immature.
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Theproblem is thatworkmaynowbebecoming reliable through amechanism theorganization
does not yet interpret correctly.

Where existing controls still attach

This is where existing controls begin to lose traction.

Most enterprise controls were built to capture what is legible at the surface of work. They can
show which tools are approved, who accessed them, whether a workflow step was completed,
whether a document was reviewed, whether a signoff occurred, andwhether a process followed
policy. Those are not trivial controls. They matter. They make the organization auditable and
internally reportable.

But they do not necessarily capture how ambiguity was reduced inside the task itself.

Return to the market-brief example. The organization can often show that the analyst used an
approvedplatform, that the briefwas drafted on schedule, that the director reviewed it, and that
leadership received it through the usual channel. What it may not be able to show is where the
substantive interpretation actually occurred. Did the analyst develop the first coherent picture
anduseAI only to accelerate expression? Ordid the systemcluster the signals, frame the themes,
and suggest the strategic emphasis before human review even began? Those are very different
conditions. They may leave behind the same workflow artifacts.

Existing controls frequently capture that work occurred, not how work became believable
enough to move upward. They capture the approved environment, the formal sequence,
and the existence of output. They are much weaker at capturing whether the internal act of
sensemaking remained human-led, becamemodel-led, or turned into a hybrid that review only
partially reconstructs.

This is the point at which many organizations think they have captured AI use when they have
captured only its visible envelope.

The environment may be controlled. The process may be controlled. The inner act by which
ambiguity became portable may still be only weakly understood.

BI document family 8



Enterprise Brief

What different parts of the organization experience

One reason the gap stays hard to name is that different parts of the organization experience it
as different problems.

Managers often experience it first as speed accompanied by thinner interpretability. Work ar-
rives faster. Briefs come together sooner. Initial synthesis is easier to produce. But when they
push onhow a conclusionwas reached, they discover that the answer is less reconstructible than
the output suggests. The work looks more complete than the reasoning behind it feels.

Risk, compliance, and audit functions encounter the same shift through a different failure
mode. What they see are reviewedoutputs, signoffs, approvals, and apparently compliantwork-
flowswhose substantive logic is harder to reconstruct than the surrounding artifacts imply. The
process looks well controlled on paper while becoming harder to test in the terms that matter.

Executives experience it more indirectly. They continue receiving familiar reporting, but con-
fidence in what the artifact actually means begins to soften. The brief is still there. The rec-
ommendation is still there. The dashboard still updates. Yet something about the relationship
between the output and the underlying work feels less stable, even if that instability cannot yet
be named precisely.

Operations often experiences the shift later, at the edge. Day-to-day performance may appear
stable until an anomaly, contradiction, or surprising miss reveals that the process underneath
was thinner than the smoothness of the output suggested. What looked like stable judgment
turns out, under stress, to have been stable presentation.

These are not separate problems. They are different organizational encounters with the same
shift: familiar outputs, familiar control points, and a less familiar path by which ambiguity
became manageable enough to move through the enterprise.
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The actual thesis

This is the narrower point.

Existing controls often fail to capture how AI is actually being used because they were built
for workflows in which ambiguity was reduced primarily through accountable human roles.
AI changes how that ambiguity is reduced inside the work itself while leaving many visible
outputs and structures intact. The brief is still there. The review step is still there. The signoff
is still there. The named role is still there. Whatmay no longer be there is the same relationship
between the final artifact and the human processing that once made that artifact governable.

The issue is therefore not only hidden usage. It is misrecognition.

The organization continues interpreting outputs through assumptions that belonged to an ear-
liermode ofwork. It still sees a brief, a recommendation, a signoff, a review step, an accountable
role. What it sees less clearly is that the first stabilizing act inside the workflow may no longer
reside where its control logic expects it to reside.

The enterprise may still be seeing the same outputs while no longer understanding the same
work.

The narrower test

Take one recurring workflow that produces a brief, recommendation, summary, or decision
input. Then ask where ambiguity is actually being reduced now.

What portion is still beingworked throughby ahuman role? What portion is being compressed
before review begins? What does review truly verify? Is the manager interrogating a reasoning
path, or validating the plausibility of an interpretation that was already shaped earlier in the
sequence? If leadership had to explain why this output is reliable, could it do so cleanly?

Where those questions cannot be answered, the problem is not simply incomplete monitoring.

The organization is operating with controls designed for a mode of work that no longer fully
exists.
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