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Al agents are not fraudsters by intent, but under weak controls they can create risks that
look disturbingly similar.

Developments in Al are accelerating by the day and with that a new generation of Al
agents are presented as the next step in enterprise productivity, They are helpful,
tireless, and increasingly capable of taking work off human hands. But behind the
promise of efficiency lies a structural shift. Intelligent systems are moving from outside
the finance architecture to inside the control environment.

In the CFO domain, the challenge has always been the governance of how economic
reality is translated, classified, interpreted, and acted upon. Finance does not simply
report what happened. It governs how transactions are captured, approved, processed,
reconciled, and ultimately reflected in management information and financial
outcomes. That is precisely why the rise of Al matters. Once Al agents start operating
inside the finance domain, identifying deviations, proposing explanations, initiating
action, or interacting with execution processes, they are no longer just enhancing
workflow. They are becoming part of the infrastructure of financial governance itself.

This creates a tension that should not be underestimated. Finance runs on rules. Al runs
on probabilities. Finance depends on stable definitions, traceable approvals, controlled
workflows, and outcomes that can be verified. Al predicts, infers, and acts on likelihood.
If such a system is placed inside a weak control environment, it will not repair that
weakness. It will move through it and scale it.

That is where the Translation Layer is central. It is the architecture that structures
financial representation, but it must also define what an Al agent can see, how it
interprets data, which actions it may trigger, and where its authority ends. The problem
is that in most organizations this layer was never designed as one coherent architecture.
Itis usually an inherited and often chaotic accumulation of legacy systems, local
definitions, workarounds, reporting shortcuts, ERP compromises, and control patches.
It may produce numbers that tie out, but that is not the same as being robust enough to
contain autonomous agents. If Al enters that environment, it does not necessarily bring
order. It may instead scale accumulated fragility.

This risk is not theoretical. The study Agents of Chaos, published on February 23, 2026,
showed that autonomous agents operating with memory, communication channels, file
access, and system tools can produce serious failures when boundaries are weak.
Researchers observed compliance with unauthorized instructions, sensitive data
disclosure, identity spoofing, destructive system behavior, and cases in which agents
reported tasks as completed while the underlying system state showed otherwise.



Now place those same failure modes inside the finance domain. Compliance with
unauthorized instructions may expose sensitive performance data, alter vendor details,
release payments, or trigger actions in bank-connected workflows. False reporting may
conceal an unresolved reconciliation issue or create the impression that a control step
has been completed when it has not. A manipulated instruction may distort how an
exception is classified, escalated, or resolved. A misleading explanation may direct
management attention to the wrong issue at exactly the wrong moment. In reporting,
that creates distortion. In procure to pay, treasury, payments, vendor master data, and
bank access, it may create direct financial loss.

That is what makes naive experimentation dangerous. A CFO who deploys Al agents
without a clear control framework may be introducing extremely intelligent but weakly
governed actors into the finance domain. They are not fraudsters by intent, and some of
today’s failures will no doubt improve as the technology matures. But that does not
remove the underlying governance challenge. Under weak controls, such systems can
still create risks that look disturbingly similar to fraud; unauthorized access, concealed
errors, misleading explanations, boundary violations, and actions that may only become
visible after the damage is done.

This is why the discussion must move from productivity to permissioning. The relevant
questions are no longer just what the model can do, but who is authorized to instructiit,
which systems it may access, whether it can touch payment flows, vendor master data,
treasury processes, or bank-related workflows, what must be logged independently,
when it must stop and escalate, and who remains accountable when the outputis
plausible, fast, and wrong.

Weak internal controls will not be corrected by Al. They will simply be executed through
it.

The realissue is not whether Al can analyze finance data. It can. The issue is whether the
control architecture is strong enough to let it.



