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MEDIUM NARRATIVE RISK

Some framing or omissions warrant closer examination.

RISK SCORES (hover for explanation)
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CLARITY INCENTIVES AGENCY OMISSIONS SPIN

REVIEW REVIEW REVIEW REVIEW REVIEW

FULL ANALYSIS
B PLAIN-ENGLISH SUMMARY

The FCA has warned that Al chatbots are not regulated for financial advice and that consumers who rely on them
have no compensation protection if things go wrong. The article is accurate on those core points. However, it
then allows financial services industry professionals to dominate the 'solution' framing, steering readers toward

paid advice without acknowledging the affordability gap that drove many to Al in the first place.
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u WHAT ARE YOU RECEIVING?

PRIMARY CLASSIFICATION

Promotion

\

'd N\ [ N\
i INFORMATION € EDUCATION
Telling you what is — facts, rates, rules, terms. Helping you understand how something works.

Some factual information is present: FCA statistics, Educational framing is used, particularly in the FCA director
regulatory scope, and named tools are cited. However, the quote, but it is partly co-opted to support an industry-
statistics are presented selectively and without friendly conclusion rather than to genuinely increase reader
methodological context. capacity to decide.

N\ N\ y,

e N
& GUIDANCE /> PROMOTION
Helping you explore options without choosing for you. Designed to encourage a specific action. Incentives have

changed.
The article presents itself as guidance but narrows toward
one conclusion: seek a professional adviser. It does not The piece functions as indirect promotion for regulated
exp|0re the range Of Opt|0ns ava”ab'e to d|fferent types Of ﬁnancial adViCe SerViCeS. |ndustl’y VOiCeS dominate the
investors. solution framing and no alternative consumer pathways are
presented.

\ J

e N N
& REGULATED ADVICE & PERSONAL RECOMMENDATION
Falls within the requlatory perimeter. Communicator must be Someone applies judgement to your circumstances and
authorised. recommends what you should do.

The article does not cross into regulated advice territory No personal recommendation is made, but the cumulative
and correctly notes the FCA's position on Al tools. framing nudges readers toward adviser engagement as the
only safe outcome.

N\ U Y,

WHAT THIS MEANS FOR YOU

The reader is receiving a regulatory warning wrapped in journalism that has been substantially shaped by financial

services industry voices. It reads as information but functions as indirect promotion for professional advice services.

NARRATIVE BEING PRESENTED

Alinvesting tools are dangerous, misunderstood, and unprotected. The responsible alternative is a human
financial adviser who provides personalised, accountable, and suitable guidance. Moving from chatbots to

advisers is presented as the natural and correct consumer journey.
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WHAT IS BEING NORMALISED

That professional financial advice is the appropriate benchmark against which Al should be judged. That the
advice gap is a fixed feature of the landscape rather than a regulatory and market failure. That consumer use of Al

reflectsignorance rather than arational response to cost and access barriers.

INCENTIVE CHECK

Financial advisory and wealth management firms benefit if consumers distrust Al tools and return to fee-based
professional advice. Both named industry voices, Broadstone and Capco, operate in sectors that stand to gain
commercially from this shift. The FCA has a legitimate regulatory interest in communicating protection

boundaries but its message is amplified here in a way that serves industry interests.

a OMISSION CHECK

The article does not mention: the cost of regulated financial advice and why many consumers cannot afford it;
the distinction between using Al to research and using Al to make final investment decisions; the existence of
lower-cost regulated alternatives such as robo-advisers, which are FCA-regulated; the FCA's own ongoing work
on the advice guidance boundary review; or any data on how often human advisers give unsuitable advice, which

would provide proportionate context.

a LANGUAGE CHECK

'No safety net'is an emotive subheading that frames risk in the most alarming terms. 'Confidence is clearly
running ahead of understanding' positions Al users as naive rather than resourceful. 'Cannot replicate'is repeated
as though settled fact without evidential basis in the article. 'Pull investors over' appears to be a garbled phrase
likely meaning 'pull investors over the line'into advice, revealing the persuasive intent beneath the editorial

framing. 'Shunning advisers'implies irrational rejection rather than rational cost-driven behaviour.

CONSUMER AGENCY RISK

By presenting Al use as risky and unprotected, and professional advice as the implicit solution, without
addressing the affordability barrier, the article may leave readers feeling they must choose between an unsafe
free option and an inaccessible paid one. This false binary reduces agency and may produce anxiety or inaction

rather than informed decision-making.
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BETTER QUESTIONS TO ASK

0 What is the actual cost of regulated financial advice, and is it realistic for the inexperienced investors this

article is describing?

Is there a meaningful difference between using Al to research an investment and using it to make the final

decision, and does the regulatory risk apply equally to both?

Are there FCA-regulated lower-cost alternatives, such as robo-advisers or guidance services, that sit

between free Al tools and full financial advice?

What financial interests do the industry professionals quoted in this article have in consumers moving away

from Al toward adviser-led services?

What is the FCA's advice guidance boundary review, and could it change the protection landscape for

consumers using Al or other non-advised tools in the future?

m BALANCED INTERPRETATION

The FCA has correctly identified that many consumers using Al for investment decisions do not understand that
they have no requlatory protection or compensation rights if those tools give them harmful information. Thisis a
genuine and important consumer protection issue. At the same time, the reason many people turn to Al is that
traditional requlated advice is expensive and difficult to access. A balanced response would acknowledge both
the real risks of unprotected Al use and the structural failures that have pushed consumers toward it, while

pointing to the full range of requlated options that exist at different price points.

B AGENCY-CENTRED REWRITE

If you are using an Al chatbot to help with investment decisions, it is worth knowing that the FCA does not
regulate these tools, and if things go wrong you cannot claim compensation through the FSCS or Financial
Ombudsman. Al can be useful for researching companies, understanding terms, or comparing options, but the
final decision remains yours and the responsibility for it does too. If you want requlated protection, there are
options at different price points: robo-advice platforms are FCA-regulated and lower cost than full human advice,
and the MoneyHelper service offers free regulated guidance. Before deciding how much support you need, it is
worth asking what you are actually trying to decide, how much is at stake, and whether you need a one-off steer

or ongoing advice.
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REGULATORY & COMPLIANCE — SECTOR NOTES

This article raises significant Consumer Duty-adjacent concerns. The FCA's Consumer Duty requires firms to
support good consumer outcomes and avoid foreseeable harm. However, the requlatory perimeterissue here is
that Al chatbots are not FCA-regulated firms and therefore fall outside Consumer Duty scope entirely. This
creates a structural gap that the article identifies but does not resolve. The piece also touches on the advice
guidance boundary, a live FCA policy area, without naming it, which means readers are not equipped to engage
with the policy debate that directly affects their options. The industry voices quoted have an interest in the
boundary remaining where it is, or moving in ways that favour traditional advice models, and this is not disclosed.
Ajournalist or editor applying Consumer Duty principles to their own editorial practice might consider whether

this framing serves the audience or the industry.
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