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[bookmark: _Toc1746864575]AI Acknowledgement 
The following AI tools were used in this assignment.
· Claude (Anthropic) was used as a study partner to refine arguments and explore ideas. See appendix C.
· ChatGPT (OpenAI) was used to produce infographics. See appendix D & F.
· Notebook LLM (Google) was used for podcast creation. See appendix E.
Full transcripts and screenshots of all AI interactions are included in the appendix as per the assignment specifications. 
I confirm all work produced is my own.





[bookmark: _Toc1397639901]Whitewashing in ‘Big Tech’ A Root Cause Analysis 


AI washing refers to the exaggeration or misrepresentation of artificial intelligence capabilities (Elhajjar and Itani, 2025). A company may claim their product is ‘AI powered’ when it does not use AI at all or uses a very basic version of it (BBC News, 2024). Their goal is simple, attract investors, impress consumers and remain relevant in an AI driven market (Elhajjar and Itani, 2025). The scale is significant. Research found that 40% of European AI startups showed little evidence of actual AI integration (MMC Ventures, 2019), while Fuel Ventures estimates 1 in 5 startups claiming AI capabilities show no evidence of integration at all (Pearson, 2025). The discrepancy likely reflects differing definitions of AI washing rather than a decline as broader research suggests misrepresentation has increased rather than decreased.
The rise of AI washing can be traced back to the launch of ChatGPT in November 2022, which triggered a surge in AI claims across industries. Research shows AI mentions in startup pitches rose from 10% in 2022 to 27% in 2023 (OpenOcean, 2024), with a broader analysis of 30,000 pitches finding 86% now reference AI (Pearson, 2025) - see Appendix A for infographic visualisation. This growth was financially motivated, total funding raised by AI startups in the UK since 2012 reached $15.2 billion (OpenOcean, 2024), yet no unified regulatory framework exists to hold companies accountable (Fortune, 2026).
Real world examples demonstrated the different forms AI washing takes. Delphia and Global Predictions were fined a combined $400,000 for misleading investors (Longo, Kirk and Sommers, 2024) (SEC, 2024a) (SEC, 2024b) Coca-Cola made unsubstantiated AI claims about their Y3000 drink (Coca-Cola Company, 2023) (Morris, 2023), and DoNotPay were fined $193,000 for false legal service promises (FTC, 2025). Regulatory response has since escalated, the FTC launched Operation AI Comply in September 2024 (FTC, 2024), and Builder.ai’s collapse in 2025 proved AI washing is not a victimless crime, with $37 million in assets frozen and investors left exposed (Thomas, 2026) - see Appendix B for infographic visualisation.


[bookmark: _Toc930718659]Personal Reflection on the Use of AI in Research

Artificial intelligence was used at several stages of this research process. ChatGPT was used to generate visual infographics to support the presentation, this was a quick and effective way to present data, see appendix D. Notebook LLM was used to convert lengthy academic PDFs into podcast format, making dense research more accessible and easier to process, see appendix E.
Claude was used to verify information, identify earlier AI washing claims and support my understanding of complex concepts through natural conversation. This was effective for checking comprehension and refining arguments. See appendix C.
However, one limitation I encountered was the need to switch between multiple AI tools, as no single platform excelled at every task. ChatGPT produced stronger visuals, Claude gave better research conversation, and Notebook LLM was superior for processing long documents. This added time to the research process.
AI information cannot always be trusted. From prior use, I know all claims and information require independent verification, and on occasion content provided can be made up. This highlights an important lesson. AI is a useful study partner but not reliable as a sole source. Human judgement, critical thinking and independent fact checking are essential when using artificial intelligence, particularly in academic contexts where accuracy and credibility are crucial. 
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Appendix A: Timeline of AI mentions in startup pitches (2022-2025), source (OpenOcean, 2024) (Pearson, 2025)
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Appendix B – Timeline of AI enforcement and fall out (2024 – 2025), source (SEC, 2024) (FTC, 2024) (Thomas, 2025) 
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Appendix C - Full Claude conversation.
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Appendix D - ChatGPT request for infographic.
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Appendix E – AI washing podcast
A podcast discussion on AI washing. 
https://notebooklm.google.com/notebook/9840fbf0-eaad-4f55-a0c9-99fe4e76624b/artifact/0a242e6e-4cb8-4a65-a998-fc94cd6da4c5?utm_source=nlmm_share





Appendix F – ChatGPT request to create AI startup pitches infographic
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Types of Al washing in practice.

Misleading investors. Delphia fined $225,000
(Longo, Kirk and Sommers, 2024) for falsely claiming
advice was "powered by Al insights" (SEC, 2024a).

False claims. Global Predictions fined $175,000
(Longo, Kirk and Sommers, 2024) for claiming to be"first
regulated Al financial advisor" with no evidence (SEC,

2024b).

Buzzwords. Coca Cola claimed Y3000 drink was "co-
created with Al [...] with insights gathered from artificial
intelligence" (The Coca-Cola Company, 2023) but never
explained how (Morris, 2023)

Basic automation rebranded as Al. DoNotPay claimed to
be the "world's first robot lawyer" (Weinstein,2025) but
never tested if it performed to be the same level as a real
lawyer, they were fined $193,000(FTC, 2025).
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What is Al
washing?

Al washing refers to exaggerating or
misleading claims about how much Al is
used. A company can claim their product is 'Al
powered' when it does not use Al at all,
or uses a very basic version of it. (BBC News,
2024) (Elhajjar and Itani, 2025).

 Exact Al washing figures are difficult to verifg
and vary depending on methodology. MM
Ventures found that 40% of European Al
startups showed little evidence of Al integration
(MMC Ventures, 2019,) while Fuel ventures
estimate that approximately 1in 5 startups
claiming Al capabilities show no evidence of
actual integration, showing Al washing is a
significant and underreported issue (Pearson,

2025).
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Al IN STARTUP
PITCHES

How Al claims have proliferated across the funding landscape
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I'm doing a root cause analysis on ai
washing (white washing in big tech) my
tutor mentioned the first instance of ai
washing happening in 2010, I've done
research but I’'m not able to find anything
to back this up. I've seen in 2019 the ai now
institute defined ‘ai washing’ but | haven'’t
found anything from earlier. Are you able
to find any information about ai washing
from 2010

® 2 steps >

Honest answer: your research is correct, and your
tutor’s 2010 claim doesn’t appear to be backed up
by the academic or historical record.

Every credible source points to the same timeline:

The term “Al washing” was first formally defined
by the AI Now Institute, a research institute based
at New York University, in 2019. wikipedia The
term itself originated with regulators who adopted
it by analogy to “greenwashing” — a term used by
bodies like the FTC to d~-~tibe companies
presenting themselves . ™ .i1ore sustainable than
11
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bodies like the FTC to describe companies
presenting themselves as more sustainable than
they are. International Tr...

The 2010 date your tutor mentioned likely comes
from a different reference point. The concept of
greenwashing itself originated in the 1980s, and a
notable academic paper on it was published in
2010 by Polonsky et al. ResearchGate It’s possible
your tutor conflated the 2010 greenwashing
literature with the origins of Al washing — they’re
related concepts, and the Polonsky 2010 paper
does appear in the Al washing academic literature
as a cited precursor.

There is also early evidence of the behaviour of Al
washing existing before the term was coined — a
2019 study by MMC Ventures found that 40% of
startups advertised as “Al companies” did not
have genuine Al at the core of their business

Mercanis — but the term wasn’t in use to describe
ityet.

For your root cause analysis, I'd suggest framing it
this way: the practice pre-ates the label, but the
concept as a defined ph N menon emerges in
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For your root cause analysis, I'd suggest framing it

this way: the practice predates the label, but the

concept as a defined phenomenon emerges in

2019. That’s a defensible, well-sourced position. If

your tutor insists on 2010, it’s worth asking them

directly for the source — it may be a

misremembering or a conflation with

greenwashing history.
Sources B»@
& > &6 YO

t’s probably a misremembering but | can
definitely use - the term predates the
abel as that’s true. I've got most of my
statistics on ai being used in startup
pitches and how much the industry is
worth now in the UK. It's hard to pinpoint
exact figures for how many companies are
ai washing but I've found an article by fuel
ventures stating approx 1in 5 startups
claim Al use but no evidence has been
found. Can you find any exact figures or is
this approx the only one ?
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Good news — the Fuel Ventures “1in 5” figure is
actually the conservative end of the data. The
more widely cited and robust figure is the MMC
Ventures study, and it’s significantly higher.

The most cited statistic is the MMC Ventures
2019 report:

London-based venture capital firm MMC
Ventures reviewed the activities, focus and
funding of 2,830 Al startups across 13 EU
countries and found no evidence that Al was an

important part of the products offered by 40% of
them. cnsc Thisis a much stronger stat than1in
5 —it’scloser to2in 5, and it’s based on a large,
named sample with methodology you can cite.

Companies labelled as Al startups can attract
between 15 and 50% more funding than other
technology firms — which is why the incentive to
overclaim exists. hec

There’s also a nuance werth noting for your
analysis: the report did. N wrectly accuse
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There’s also a nuance worth noting for your

analysis: the report didn’t directly accuse
companies of lying — it drew attention to the
assignment of “Al” labels by widely used third-
party industry tools that track private, early-stage
companies. Finadium That’s an interesting root
cause angle in itself — the label problem isn’t
always intentional deception.

One other stat: a 2020 Gartner study found 35% of
respondents admitting to exaggerating the use of
Al in their marketing materials. Quantum Zeitg...

So for your analysis you've got a spectrum: Fuel
Ventures at ~20%, Gartner self-reported
admissions at 35%, and MMC’s independent audit
at 40%. The MMC figure is the strongest because
it’sindependently verified rather than self-
reported, and it’s UK-relevant given the UK had
the highest number of Al startups in Europe in

that study.
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Could | have the url for the MMC audit
please

The MMC Ventures report is called “The State of
AI2019” and was published in partnership with
Barclays. cnBc

The direct URL to the report PDF is referenced in
The Register’s coverage: https://www.mmec.vc/

reports/the-state-of-ai-2019

However I'd recommend verifying that link works
as the original MMC report PDFs sometimes
move. If it’s dead, searching “MMC Ventures State
of A1 2019 PDF” should surface a working copy —
the CNBC article at https://www.cnbc.com/
2019/03/06/40-percent-of-ai-start-ups-in-
europe-not-related-to-ai-mmc-report.html also
links directly to it and may be a more stable
citation for your analysis.
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The pdf is very long can you help me find
the bits that reference ai washing

Let me pull it up and look through it for you.

€® 4 steps >

I can see the full report structure but the
SlideShare version is truncated at slide 20 and
doesn’t include Chapter 7 where the Al washing
datalives (page 99 of the PDF, per The Register’s
citation). The report is behind a sign-in wall on the
original site. Here’s what I'd recommend:

To find the specific section quickly, the key data
isin Chapter 7: Europe’s Al Startups, which starts
around page 96-99 of the PDF. The exact passage
you want reads something like: “We individually
reviewed the activities, focus and funding of 2,830
purported Al startups... In approximately 60% of
cases there was evidence of Al material to a
company’s value proposition” — meaning 40%
had none.

Your best optionstoac' |, the full PDF:

+
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Your best options to access the full PDF:

1. stateofai2019.com — enter your name and
email to download it free (it’s a gated but free
download)

2. Scribd — it’s uploaded at scribd.com/
document/414046102 though may require an
account

3. Speaker Deck — speakerdeck.com/
mmcventures/the-state-of-ai-2019-divergence
has a free slide version

Once you're in, go straight to Chapter 7, pages 96-
115 and search for “60%"” or “purported Al
startups” — that’s your passage.
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Fuel ventures data of 1in 5 companies are
ai washing contradicts the MMC report
which suggests 2 in 5 companies are ai
washing. The fuel venture statistics is
more updated th |, 1 e MMC report. I've
noticed the MMC report focuses on a
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| ventures data of 1in 5 companies are

ai washing contradicts the MMC report
which suggests 2 in 5 companies are ai
washing. The fuel venture statistics is
more updated than the MMC report. I've
noticed the MMC report focuses on a

spe

cific number of companies in the EU. |

don’t think Al washing is declining, | think
it’s actually increasing due to the rise in Al.
Could this be because the data is based
on separate things and also thereisn't an
actual definition for Al washing so could
this be why the numbers are different ?

This is actually a really sharp observation and

you're right on multiple levels. Let me break it

down.

They’re measuring different things

The MMC report and Fuel Ventures are almost

certainly not comparable data points. MMC’s

methodo
activities,
across 13

ogy involved individually reviewing the
focus and funding of 2,830 startups
EU countries — companies that had

already been classified : I companies by third-

party ana

=

ytics tools. arx..“So they were auditing
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They’re measuring different things

The MMC report and Fuel Ventures are almost
certainly not comparable data points. MMC’s
methodology involved individually reviewing the
activities, focus and funding of 2,830 startups
across 13 EU countries — companies that had
already been classified as Al companies by third-

party analytics tools. arxiv So they were auditing
firms that the industry had already labelled as Al
Fuel Ventures, as a VC firm, is likely drawing on
pitch data — companies claiming Al in their own
materials. These are fundamentally different
populations and methods.

The definition problem is real and well-
documented

One core reason Al washing is so hard to quantify
is that Al has no clear, universally agreed
definition, and the persistence of the “black box”
problem — where the inner workings of ML
models are opaque even to their creators —
creates fertile ground for overclaiming.
ResearchGate Without a fixed definition, what one
researcher counts as “n. \ [” another might count

as a leoitimate 11ece That’e a oenitine
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creates fertile ground for overclaiming.

ResearchGate Without a fixed definition, what one
researcher counts as “not AI” another might count
as alegitimate use. That’s a genuine
methodological gap, not just a technicality, and it’s
worth naming in your root cause analysis as a
systemic enabler of Al washing.

Your instinct about it increasing is well-
supported

The MMC study predates ChatGPT’s launch in
2022, which significantly raised the stakes for Al
claims. ResearchGate The financial incentive has
only grown since then — MMC’s own data found
that Al-labelled companies attracted between 15
and 50% more funding than non-Al firms

Mercanis ,and that gap has likely widened
post-2022 given how much VC has flooded into Al
specifically.

For your analysis, the contradiction between the
two figures is actually a strength, not a weakness.
Itlets you argue that Al washing is both undetr-
measured and inconsistently defined — which is
itself part of the probler ¢ “u could frame it as:
the range sits somewhei. vetween 20-40%
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itsca part of the problem. You Cowrd frase e wo.
the range sits somewhere between 20-40%
depending on methodology, the true figure is
unknowable without a standard definition, and
the incentive structure suggests the real number
is growing regardless of what either study
captures.
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This is a group presentation and i was
assigned the introduction so i don’t want
to stray into someone else’s section like
the RCA, could i still include this on my
what is ai washing slide ? | don’t want any
information or writing provided for my
slide.

Yes, absolutely. The definition problem fits
perfectly on an introductory “what is Al washing”
slide because the absence of a standard definition
is part of explaining what it is and why it’s hard to
pin down. It contextualises everything that
follows without venturing into causes or solutions.

You could frame it as: this is what Al washing is,
this is why it’s conteste |, d here’s the scale of

the nroblem — all of which is scene-settino rather
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fouows without venturing into causes or suruuons.

You could frame it as: this is what Al washing is,
this is why it’s contested, and here’s the scale of
the problem — all of which is scene-setting rather
than analysis. That’s squarely intro territory.
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I have a question about Microsoft and
open ais relationship - because Microsoft
copilot uses open ai technology is this
classed as ai washing? My thoughts on ai
washing is when a company is deliberately
deceptive. Microsoft have been open
about the partnership with open ai so
would this be classed as ai washing or not
and why?

Your instinct is right, and your reasoning is solid.

Microsoft Copilot would not typically be classed
as Al washing, and the transparency point is
exactly why. Al washing generally requires an
element of misrepresentation — either claiming
Al capability that doesn’t exist, or obscuring the
nature of what the tech- | »gy actually does.

N2

Microsoft has been pub.._.y open about Copilot
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Your instinct is right, and your reasoning is solid.

Microsoft Copilot would not typically be classed
as Al washing, and the transparency point is
exactly why. Al washing generally requires an
element of misrepresentation — either claiming
Al capability that doesn’t exist, or obscuring the
nature of what the technology actually does.
Microsoft has been publicly open about Copilot
being built on OpenATI’s models, so there’s no
deception about what the product is or what
powers it.

Where it gets more nuanced is the question of
what is being claimed about the technology.
Licensing or integrating genuine, functional Al
and being transparent about it is completely
different from slapping an Al label on something
to attract investment or customers. Copilot
demonstrably uses the technology it claims to use.

The more interesting debate around Microsoft
specifically isn’t about Copilot being fake — it’s
whether the marketing language around it
overpromises what it ce | '». That’s a softer form
of Al washing that some __«tics have raised, where
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whether the marketing language around it
overpromises what it can do. That’s a softer form
of Al washing that some critics have raised, where
the capability is real but the framing inflates
expectations. That’s a grey area the field doesn’t
have consensus on yet, which ties back to your
point about the lack of a standard definition.

For your intro slide this is actually a useful
distinction to have in your head even if you don’t
use it — your definition of Al washing as
deliberate deception is a defensible and coherent
one, and it helps draw a clear line between
genuine Al integration and fraudulent AI claims.

& > 6O

Why did Microsoft and open ai’s
relationship break down?

® Microsoft OpenAlrelationship breakdown 2025 >

Worth flagging first — the relationship hasn’t fully
broken down, but it has significantly strained and
been restructured. Here’s what actually
happened: ¢

Tj,., P S T RS e e ST AVENEL LR

Reply to Claude

+ Sonnet 4.6 Low ) m




image23.png
5:54 N\ A @ &>

EiSEN +

Worth flagging first — the relationship hasn’t fully
broken down, but it has significantly strained and
been restructured. Here’s what actually
happened:

The tensions began building around 2024 for
reasons on both sides. Microsoft had tied Azure,
GitHub Copilot and Office 365 tightly to OpenAI’s
models, which began to look less like strategic
advantage and more like strategic vulnerability —
asingle point of failure that could ripple through
Microsoft’s entire product stack. Meanwhile
OpenAl found that Azure’s GPU availability
became a choke point, and the exclusivity
arrangement, once a lifeline, had become a
constraint preventing them from working with
other partners. Slideshare

Things came to a head in summer 2025.
Negotiations over restructuring reached a “boiling
point”, with OpenAl reportedly even considering
approaching antitrust regulators. Microsoft
responded by announcing its own in-house MAI
models, and then integrated Anthropic’s Claude
into Office 365 Copilot |, significant signal that
it was hedging its bets. goodreads
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Things came to a head in summer 2025.

Negotiations over restructuring reached a “boiling
point”, with OpenAl reportedly even considering
approaching antitrust regulators. Microsoft
responded by announcing its own in-house MAI
models, and then integrated Anthropic’s Claude
into Office 365 Copilot — a significant signal that
it was hedging its bets. goodreads

They reached a restructured agreement in April
2026. Microsoft’s license to OpenAlT’s intellectual
property is no longer exclusive, OpenAl can now
serve customers across any cloud provider, and
Microsoft will stop paying a revenue share to
OpenAl though OpenAl will continue paying one
to Microsoft through 2030. Linkedin

So the short version is: they outgrew each other.
OpenAlI got big enough to not need the
exclusivity, and Microsoft got nervous enough
about dependency to build its own alternatives.
They’re still partners, just much looser ones now.

Sources .u@
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I'm onto my next slide - the rise of ai
washing. - I'm talking about ‘no standard
legal definition of what qualifies as an ai
company’ I've found an article from
fortune which states “Al guidelines lack
standardisation. By 2029 84 sets of Al
ethics principles and guidelines had been
published by 2023 this number was more
than 200” what does this actually mean?

The quote has a small error in it — it should likely
read “by 2019, 84 sets... and by 2023 more than
200.” That makes the timeline make sense.

What it’s actually saying is quite straightforward.
Governments, companies, universities and
industry bodies have all been independently
publishing their own sets of rules and principles
for how Al should work and be described — but
none of these are legally binding and none of
them agree with each other. So rather than having
one clear standard that says “this is what counts as
AL’ you have over 200 different versions of
guidance, all saying sli¢ |, " different things.
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Can you create me an infographic
showing this information -
OpenOcean's research shows Al
mentioned in startup pitches rose
from 10% in 2022 to 27% in 2023
(OpenOcean, 2024). Yet a broader
analysis of 30,000 artup pitches
found 86% now reference Al.
(Pearson, 2025)

Searched the web

. Alls Now Central
-~ to Startup Pitches ~

New research shows Al mentions in startup pitches
have surged in just one year.

OPENOCEAN RESEARCH (2024)

Al mentioned in
startup pitches /
rose from 10% in 10%

2022 to 27% in 2023.

27%

(Op 2024)

BROADER ANALYSIS (PEARSON, 2025)

A broader analysis of

30,000 86% 86% of startup

3 itches now
r itch i

startup pitches now reference reference Al.

found Al

(Pearson, 2025)

From a steady increase to near ubiqui* -
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none of these are legally binding and none o1

them agree with each other. So rather than having
one clear standard that says “this is what counts as
AL’ you have over 200 different versions of
guidance, all saying slightly different things.

For your slide on the rise of Al washing, thisis a
strong supporting point because it explains the
condition that allows Al washing to thrive. If
there’s no agreed definition of what qualifies as an
Al company, then there’s no benchmark to be held
against. A company can call itself AI-powered
without technically lying, because no legal or
regulatory framework exists to challenge that
claim.

It’s worth distinguishing between two things the
statistic shows — first, that the problem was
already recognised early enough that 84
guidelines existed by 2019, and second, that
despite that recognition the response has been
fragmented rather than unified. More guidelines
didn’t produce more clarity, it produced more
noise. That’s actually a more damning point than
just saying “there’s no definition” — the industry
tried to solveitand ma: |, messier.
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just saying “there’s no definition” — the industry
tried to solve it and made it messier.

& > 6O

The fortune article has hyperlinks and
when clicked they take me to a peer
reviewed article, does this mean | can
directly reference the peer reviewed
article instead of the fortune website ? I'm
following the Harvard referencing guide

Yes, absolutely. In Harvard referencing, you
should always try to cite the most original and
authoritative source available. If Fortune is citing a
peer reviewed article and you've accessed that
article directly, you reference the peer reviewed
article — not Fortune.

This is actually better academic practice for a few
reasons. Peer reviewed articles carry more
academic weight than journalism, your tutor will
recognise it as a primary source rather than a
secondary one, and it demonstrates you've gone
beyond surface level research to find the original
evidence. NE
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The only time you'd reference Fortune instead is if
you were specifically making a point about what
Fortune said, or if the peer reviewed article wasn’t
accessible and you could only see it through
Fortune’s summary — in which case Harvard
referencing has a “cited in” format for that
situation.

Since you've clicked through and accessed the
peer reviewed article directly, just reference that.
Make sure you note the author, yeatr, title, journal
name, volume, issue and page numbers for a
proper Harvard journal reference.

& > 6O

I'm using a chrome book how can | change
the normal e to an e with a triangle on top?

The symbol you're thinking of is é (e with an acute
accent) — though you mentioned a triangle, so
you might mean € (e with a circumflex, which
looks like a little hat/triangle).

On a Chromebook, the easiest way is:

N2

Press and hold the e key — on some Chromebooks
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On a Chromebook, the easiest way is:

Press and hold the e key — on some Chromebooks
this brings up accent options you can click.

If that doesn’t work, you can use Unicode
shortcuts. Switch your keyboard input to US
International in settings, then typing’ + e gives
youé,or A +egives youé.

The quickest option though is just to Google the
character, copy it, and paste it into your document.
Which letter are you going for — is it for a specific
word?

& > 6O

Can you create me an infographic showing
this information - OpenOcean’s research
shows Al mentioned in startup pitches
rose from 10% in 2022 to 27% in 2023
(OpenOcean, 2024). Yet a broader
analysis of 30,000 artup pitches found
86% now reference Al. (Pearson, 2025)

g 3 steps >

N2

Here’s vo1ir infooranhic. Tt incliides hoth data
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Here’s your infographic. It includes both data
points, an animated bar chart showing the
trajectory, and your sources credited at the
bottom. The dark editorial style should look sharp

on a presentation slide.

Let me know if you'd like to adjust any colours,
wording, or layout.

ai-washing-infographic
<[> Code-HTML

& > 6O

The writing is hard to see on the
PowerPoint, can you make it stand out
more maybe try a lighter version

(fg 2 steps >

Here’s the lighter version — white background,
dark text, and the red and orange accents are now
much bolder against the light background.
Everything should be ¢’ 0 ly readable on a

PowerPoint slide now. L. _.ne know if you'd like

=
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Here’s the lighter version — white background,
dark text, and the red and orange accents are now
much bolder against the light background.
Everything should be clearly readable on a

PowerPoint slide now. Let me know if you'd like
any tweaks to colours, sizing or layout.

ai-washing-infographic
¢[> | Code-HTML

& > 6O

Im looking at the SEC document regarding
Delphia. | want to reference what delphia
actually said in its investor brochure. How
do | (Harvard) reference this for in text

For an in-text Harvard reference, you need to
think about what type of source the investor
brochure is.

The brochure itself is a secondary source being
quoted within the SEC document. You have two
options:

N2

If you’re referencing whac Delphia said, as
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If you're referencing what Delphia said, as
reported in the SEC document:

This is a “cited in” situation since you haven’t
accessed the original brochure directly, you've
read it via the SEC filing. The format would be:

(Delphia, [year of brochure] cited in SEC, 2024)

If you're referencing the SEC document’s
account of what Delphia said:

(SEC,2024)

The SEC document would be referenced as a
government/regulatory body publication. In text
that looks like:

(Securities and Exchange Commission, 2024,)
or on second mention:
(SEC, 2024)

The key question is — are you quoting Delphia’s
exact wording from the brochure, or are you
paraphrasing what the N2 says Delphia claimed?

If';4—’n +hhn Axrant varavrAa Fonsmn +hhn e~ ntlhasvn an
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The key question is — are you quoting Delphia’s
exact wording from the brochure, or are you
paraphrasing what the SEC says Delphia claimed?
Ifit’s the exact words from the brochure as
reproduced in the SEC document, use the “cited
in” format. If you're describing what the SEC
found Delphia had done, just reference the SEC
document directly.

Which way are you using it?

& > 6O

Can you pull up the document - sec.gov/
files/litigation/fadmin/2024/ia-6573.pdf - 7.
..."delphia uses machine learning...” -
should this be referenced as (Delphia,
cited in SEC 2024)

@ Fetched: https:/[sec.gov/files/litigation/admin/... >

Gotit. So paragraph 7 contains a quote from
Delphia’s December 2019 press release, not their
investor brochure — worth noting that distinction.
The brochure quotes ar 0 tually in paragraph 6.

O wrneew wnfasninio e miinntinea A T SRR B BN
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Gotit. So paragraph 7 contains a quote from
Delphia’s December 2019 press release, not their
investor brochure — worth noting that distinction.
The brochure quotes are actually in paragraph 6.

On your referencing question — no, you shouldn’t
use “cited in” here. Here’s why:

The SEC document isn’t a secondary source
reporting on what Delphia said. It’s the primary
legal document that reproduces Delphia’s
statements as evidence within formal
enforcement proceedings. You accessed it directly,
so you reference it directly.

Your in-text reference should simply be:
(SEC, 2024)

If you want to make clear in your writing that
these were Delphia’s words as recorded by the
SEC, youdd just frame it in your sentence, for
example:

“According to SEC enforcement proceedings,
Delphia stated that it ‘u |, nachine learning to
analvse the collective data shared by its members
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exw.dple:

“According to SEC enforcement proceedings,
Delphia stated that it ‘uses machine learning to
analyse the collective data shared by its members
to make intelligent investment decisions’ (SEC,
2024)”

That way your reader understands the quote
originates from Delphia, but your reference
correctly points to the document you actually
used.

Okay so I'm guessing section 6. Is better to
use, please don’t not provide any writing
to use in my presentation/ sentence

Yes, section 6 is stronger for a few reasons:

It comes from the Form ADV Part 2A brochure —
which is a formal regulatory filing, making it a
more official and deliberate claim than a press
release. It also contains - | e specific language
about how the Alwas sv, _osedly being used,

4
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Okay so I'm guessing section 6. Is better to
use, please don’t not provide any writing
to use in my presentation/ sentence

Yes, section 6 is stronger for a few reasons:

It comes from the Form ADV Part 2A brochure —
which is a formal regulatory filing, making it a
more official and deliberate claim than a press
release. It also contains more specific language
about how the AI was supposedly being used,
referencing the predictive algorithmic model,
stock selection, and client data — which makes
the deception more demonstrable.

Section 7 is a press release, which carries less
regulatory weight and could be argued as
marketing language rather than a formal
representation to investors.

For your referencing, the same applies — just
(SEC, 2024) in text, no “cited in” needed.

A D> 6O

* Claude is Al and can make mistakes.
Please double-check responses.
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From Hype to Consequences

«  FTC Operation Al Comply
launched September 2024 (Legal
Dive, 2024)

«  SEC first enforcement action
— Delphia & Global Predictions
fined $400,000 (SEC, 2024)

« Builder.ai collapses 2025 —
700 human developers behind fake
Al (Vaultinum, 2026)

Can you make an infographic
for this
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—— ATIMELINE OF Al ENFORCEMENT AND FALLOUT ——

(=51 FTC OPERATION
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(SEC, 2024)
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The FTC launched Operation Al Comply
to crack down on deceptive Al claims and

SEC FIRST
ENFORCEMENT ACTION

The SEC announced its first enforcems
action involving Al-related misrepresentations.
Delphia and Global Predictions were fined
@ GLOBAL $400,000.
PREDICTIONS
(SEC, 2024)

Delphia

BUILDER.Al
COLLAPSES

Builder.ai collapsed in 2025 after revelations
that 700 human ers were behind its
alleged Al-powered platform

Edlt AGE IS CLEAR: i’
{A <d Al claims aren't just risky for reputation— . />N §

THEY CAN LEAD TO ENFORCEMENT, FINES, AND FAILURE.

G P

Can you change the reference on
FTC from ‘(legal dive, 2024)' to
(FTC, 2024)
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