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T H E  M E A S U R E D  V I E W  
AIQA Global’s series on the ideas, standards, and market forces shaping enterprise AI governance. In a 

field defined by speed and speculation, these articles offer something different: informed perspective 
grounded in the discipline of measurement. Because the organizations that will lead in AI are the ones 

that can prove it. 
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The Sequence That Matters 

Most enterprises are building the airplane while flying it. They deploy an AI-powered 

customer service chatbot, then wonder about liability when it gives wrong medical advice. 

They integrate a machine learning model into their underwriting workflow, then scramble 

to explain its decisions to regulators. They authorize employees to use generative AI tools 

for drafting contracts and marketing copy, then discover—months later—that confidential 

data has been ingested into a third-party model they do not control. 

This is the expected pattern of AI adoption in 2026: deploy first, govern later. According to 

Pacific AI’s 2025 AI Governance Survey, seventy-five percent of organizations report having 

AI usage policies, yet materially fewer demonstrate operational governance maturity—only 

fifty-nine percent have dedicated governance roles and fifty-four percent maintain AI-

specific incident response playbooks.1 The IAPP’s AI Governance Profession Report found 

that while seventy-seven percent of organizations say they are working on AI governance, 

that figure masks a wide spectrum of maturity—many of these programs are in early stages, 

with firms grappling with staffing, metrics, and accountability.2 The result is a landscape in 

which AI is being adopted at scale, but governed by aspiration rather than infrastructure. 

This article argues that the sequence is backwards—and that the cost of getting it wrong is 

far higher than most leaders appreciate. The available evidence strongly suggests that 

building governance frameworks before deploying AI at scale is materially less expensive 

than retrofitting governance onto systems already in production. Proactive governance also 

helps organizations avoid the regulatory, reputational, and financial consequences that 

follow ungoverned AI. And it enables more confident, more consistent AI adoption—
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because well-governed organizations have the guardrails that support decisive action rather 

than ad hoc risk debates every time a new tool is proposed. 

The Cost of Retrofitting Governance 

The economics of retroactive governance are punishing. Every governance practitioner 

knows the principle: controls built into a process from the beginning are cheaper and more 

effective than controls layered on after the fact. This is true in financial auditing, in 

cybersecurity, in quality manufacturing, and in environmental compliance. It is 

emphatically true in AI. 

Consider what retroactive AI governance actually requires. An organization that has 

deployed AI systems without a governance framework must first discover what AI it is 

actually running—a task that is far more difficult than it sounds, because AI adoption is 

frequently decentralized, with individual departments, teams, and employees adopting tools 

independently. IBM’s 2025 Cost of a Data Breach Report found that among organizations 

reporting AI-related security incidents, ninety-seven percent lacked proper AI access 

controls; separately, sixty-three percent of organizations reported having no AI governance 

policies to manage AI deployment or prevent unauthorized AI usage.3 The average 

enterprise has no centralized inventory of its AI systems, no documentation of the data 

flowing into them, and no record of the decisions they influence. 

Once the inventory is complete—itself a project that can take months—the organization 

must then assess each system for risk, document its data sources and decision logic, 

establish monitoring protocols, assign accountability, and build reporting structures. All of 

this must be done while the systems are running in production, serving customers, and 

generating business value. Modifying a live system is inherently more complex, more 

disruptive, and more expensive than building governance into the system from inception. It 

is the difference between wiring a building during construction and rewiring it while the 

tenants are in residence. 

The financial data makes the case starkly. IBM’s 2024 Cost of a Data Breach Report found 

that organizations making extensive use of AI and automation in security prevention 

workflows reduced breach costs by an average of $2.2 million compared to organizations 

that did not—a difference that reflects the fundamental economics of proactive versus 

reactive risk management.4 Organizations that deployed these technologies also identified 

and contained breaches nearly one hundred days faster than those that had not. The lesson 

generalizes beyond cybersecurity: the organizations that build governance and monitoring 
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into their AI systems from the start are the ones that avoid the catastrophic costs of 

discovering problems after the damage is done. 

The Shadow AI Problem 

One of the most urgent reasons to establish governance before scaling AI is the 

phenomenon of shadow AI—the use of AI tools by employees without formal organizational 

approval, oversight, or security controls. Shadow AI is the AI equivalent of shadow IT, but 

with higher stakes, because AI tools process, learn from, and sometimes retain the data they 

are given. 

The scale of the problem is substantial. Vendor research from Reco’s analysis of enterprise 

customer data found that unauthorized AI tools persisted an average of more than four 

hundred days before discovery.5 IBM’s 2025 Cost of a Data Breach Report separately found 

that weak AI governance and unauthorized AI usage are associated with higher breach risk 

and cost. Every use of an unapproved generative AI tool is a potential data leak. Every 

prompt containing proprietary information, customer data, or strategic plans is a 

governance failure in real time. And every day that passes without a governance framework 

in place is a day in which the organization’s data exposure grows—silently, invisibly, and 

without any record of what was shared or where it went. 

Shadow AI cannot be solved by prohibition. Employees use these tools because they are 

productive—because they genuinely help people do their jobs better and faster. The 

organizations that try to ban AI tools outright will find that adoption simply goes 

underground, which is worse than open adoption because it eliminates all visibility. The 

only effective response is governance: establishing clear policies about which tools are 

approved, what data can be shared with them, how outputs should be validated, and what 

monitoring is in place to ensure compliance. Organizations that have these frameworks in 

place before AI adoption accelerates can channel adoption into governed pathways. 

Organizations that wait until shadow AI is already entrenched face the far more difficult 

task of bringing ungoverned usage under control after the fact. 

Regulators Expect Governance Before Deployment 

The regulatory landscape reinforces the case for governance-first AI adoption. Both the EU 

AI Act and the NIST AI Risk Management Framework are structured around the principle 

that governance should precede deployment, not follow it. 

The EU AI Act requires that providers of high-risk AI systems establish a quality 

management system before placing those systems on the market. The requirements include 
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a risk management system that is maintained throughout the lifecycle of the AI system; data 

governance and management practices for training, validation, and testing datasets; 

technical documentation prepared before the system is made available; and conformity 

assessment procedures completed prior to deployment.6 These are not obligations that can 

be fulfilled retroactively. The Act is structured to require that governance infrastructure 

exists before an AI system touches the market. 

The NIST AI Risk Management Framework takes a similar approach. Its four core 

functions—Govern, Map, Measure, and Manage—are designed as a lifecycle framework, 

with Govern as the foundational function that cuts across all stages.7 The Govern function 

calls for establishing policies, processes, and accountability structures before AI systems are 

developed or deployed. The Map function calls for contextualizing risks before systems 

enter production. Organizations that skip these steps and proceed directly to deployment 

are, in the framework’s terms, operating without the foundational governance infrastructure 

that everything else depends upon. 

The message from both frameworks is identical: governance is a precondition for 

responsible AI deployment, not a remediation activity to be pursued after problems emerge. 

The Maturity Paradox 

There is a paradox at the heart of the current AI adoption wave: the organizations that have 

the most to gain from AI are often the ones least equipped to govern it. McKinsey’s research 

found that while ninety-two percent of companies plan to increase AI investment, only one 

percent of leaders describe their organizations as mature in AI deployment.8 Deloitte’s 2026 

State of AI survey of more than three thousand leaders found that enterprises where senior 

leadership actively shapes AI governance achieve significantly greater business value than 

those that delegate governance to technical teams alone.9 The implication is clear: 

governance maturity is not a byproduct of AI maturity. It must be built deliberately, and it 

must be built first. 

The organizations that wait for their AI programs to mature before investing in governance 

are caught in a circular trap. Without governance, AI deployments lack the documentation, 

monitoring, and accountability structures needed to demonstrate value. Without 

demonstrated value, leadership cannot justify further investment. Without further 

investment, AI programs stall. The path out of the trap is to recognize that governance is not 

a cost imposed on AI programs—it is the infrastructure that makes AI programs scalable, 

defensible, and valuable. 
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The National Association of Corporate Directors’ 2025 survey found that while sixty-two 

percent of boards now hold regular discussions about AI, only twenty-seven percent have 

formally added AI governance to their committee charters.10 This gap between discussion 

and institutionalization is precisely the kind of governance deficit that proactive frameworks 

are designed to close. Boards that talk about AI without embedding governance into their 

oversight structures are engaged in a form of governance theater—acknowledging risk 

without establishing the mechanisms to manage it. 

Governance Makes You Faster, Not Slower 

The most persistent objection to proactive AI governance is that it slows things down. In a 

competitive landscape where every enterprise is racing to adopt AI, the argument goes, 

stopping to build governance frameworks means falling behind. This objection is intuitive, 

widespread, and wrong. 

The evidence points in the opposite direction. Organizations with established governance 

frameworks report faster AI deployment, not slower, because they have eliminated the ad 

hoc decision-making that actually slows adoption. When a business unit wants to deploy a 

new AI tool, an organization without governance must convene stakeholders, debate risk, 

negotiate data-sharing protocols, and assign accountability—for every individual 

deployment. An organization with governance already has the policies, approval workflows, 

and risk classification frameworks in place. The deployment decision is made against 

established criteria rather than invented from scratch each time. 

A Gartner poll of more than eighteen hundred executive leaders found that fifty-five percent 

of organizations have established an AI board or dedicated oversight committee.11 IBM’s 

research consistently shows that organizations deploying AI and automation within 

governed, proactive frameworks identify problems faster, contain them faster, and spend 

less resolving them. The pattern is consistent: governance reduces the friction and cost of AI 

adoption. The organizations that govern well report fewer incidents, lower remediation 

costs, and greater business value from their AI investments—building the institutional 

confidence to adopt AI more broadly rather than tentatively. 

What Proactive Governance Looks Like 

Proactive AI governance is not a single initiative or a compliance checklist. It is an 

organizational capability that, once built, pays dividends across every AI deployment the 

enterprise undertakes. Based on the regulatory frameworks, market standards, and 
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governance best practices emerging across the field, proactive governance requires 

investment in four areas before AI is deployed at scale. 

A governance framework with executive sponsorship. AI governance must be 

owned at the senior leadership level, with clear accountability, reporting lines, and board-

level visibility. The IAPP’s research confirms that organizations where governance has 

executive sponsorship report fewer AI-related issues and greater confidence in their 

governance posture. Without executive ownership, governance becomes a technical function 

that lacks the authority to enforce standards across the enterprise. 

An AI inventory and risk classification system. Before deploying AI, organizations 

need a mechanism for cataloging every AI system—internal and third-party—classifying it 

by risk level, and documenting its data sources, decision logic, and intended use. This 

inventory becomes the foundation for every subsequent governance activity: monitoring, 

auditing, incident response, and regulatory reporting. Both the EU AI Act and NIST AI RMF 

explicitly require this step. 

Policies that channel adoption, not prohibit it. Effective governance does not tell 

employees they cannot use AI. It tells them how to use AI responsibly. This means pre-

approved tool lists, clear data-sharing policies, output validation requirements, and 

escalation procedures for high-risk use cases. The goal is to create governed pathways that 

are easier to follow than ungoverned alternatives—so that adoption flows naturally toward 

compliant use rather than around it. 

A measurement and benchmarking capability. Governance without measurement is 

aspiration. Organizations need quantitative metrics that track governance posture over 

time, benchmark against peers, and provide the evidence base that boards, investors, and 

insurers increasingly demand. This is the function that standardized governance ratings are 

designed to serve—translating qualitative governance practices into comparable, auditable 

scores that create accountability and enable improvement. 

The Window Is Open. It Will Not Stay Open. 

There is a window of opportunity for enterprises to build AI governance proactively—before 

regulation compels it, before insurance markets penalize the absence of it, and before the 

cost of retrofitting becomes prohibitive. That window is open now. It will not stay open 

indefinitely. 

The EU AI Act’s high-risk system obligations take effect in August 2026, subject to phased 

exceptions. U.S. federal agencies including the FTC, EEOC, and CFPB have signaled 
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attention to AI-related enforcement under their existing statutory authorities. Insurers are 

beginning to differentiate pricing based on governance quality. Institutional investors are 

asking about AI risk management. Every quarter that passes without a governance 

framework in place is a quarter in which unmanaged AI risk accumulates—in the form of 

ungoverned shadow AI, undocumented decision systems, unmonitored data flows, and 

unaccountable algorithmic outputs. 

The companies that look before they leap will not be the slowest to adopt AI. They will be 

the ones that adopt it with the most confidence, the lowest risk, and the strongest 

competitive position. They will be the ones that can demonstrate their governance quality to 

boards, investors, insurers, and regulators—not because they were forced to, but because 

they had the foresight to build the infrastructure before it was urgently needed. In AI, as in 

every other domain of enterprise risk, the most expensive governance is the kind you build 

after something has already gone wrong. 
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