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Welcome back, I'm Kim Baillie, he's Jamie Wadley and this is Inside Exec. We are up to the 
third part of our discussion with Kate O'Neill about all things AI and tech and future and in this
episode we look at the increase in dependence on AI for recruitment and for processes within
organizations as well as communication styles that are based on AI templates and what the 
dangers are and what the benefits are, particularly looking to the future.

So I'm going back to a personal level using AI and becoming competent in your own eyes 
with it. If we're looking at an individual who is open to being placed onto boards of 
management or director level or those sorts of areas, how do they incorporate that into their 
CVs? And on the other side of the coin if you're a recruiter or you're looking to bring people 
into an organization, in the past it was the done thing to say must be competent at Windows 
software or needs to be able to use Excel or those sorts of things. How do we incorporate 
that into our selection process and what are we looking for when we interview people?

Yeah, so funny. No, no, I think Kim, this is really interesting because I feel like this ties us right
back around to one of the earlier discussion points around human resources. We all, I think, 
probably have some familiarity with the fact that a lot of recruitment and hiring has gone the 
way of automation, right? There's most of what happens within at least larger organizations is
through automated applicant tracking systems and AI search keywords and things like that. 
Many, many people have had the experience of being very frustrated during their job search 
process of feeling like they're just shooting their resume or CV into a void, never to be heard 
from again or if they do hear back it's, you know, in the form of automated no thank you sort 
of response. And it feels, I think, to many people like there's just no way of getting around that
and here I'm going to say again this is where I think we've got to look to what is it our human 
skills really teach us and I think this is where relationship building really comes out strong. 

It's always been true. I mean it's largely been true that one of the best ways to find work and 
find the kind of job you're looking for is to network with people who are inside the organization
but I think these days it couldn't be more true. I think if you're looking to break into let's say a 
board role, I don't think that we can rely on the terminology we use in our resume or CV to 
help us do that. I think we have to be sure that we're making the human connections and 
making sure we have the rapport and the relationships to be able to break through that wall of
where people are going to be using ChatGPT or a much more sophisticated and specific 
system to filter out everything that they consider to be not exactly what they're looking for and
you might not be exactly what somebody is looking for and yet you might be exactly what 
somebody is looking for. And that's this process of. you know. we have to understand that 
people aren't as good as they think they are at prompting and using these tools yet. And we 
have to know that they're going to continue to be ways to get around these automated 
processes by just building relationships with people. You know that sounds like I'm being 
extremely flippant about how hard that is but that's the important work to be done, is really 
trying to find the people inside these organizations. People who can introduce us into them, 
people who you know, trusted individuals who can make those introductions. I mean LinkedIn
is still an awfully good tool for that kind of thing, for figuring out, you know, if you've got an 
interest in working at X Y Z company and you've got a friend who knows a friend at X Y Z 
company. You got to ask for that introduction and I think it's something that we we think we've



gotten around now that there are so many steps of automation, that we can bypass that 
whole thing. But it just doesn't have the same level of resonance for someone who's making 
the decision on the other end as it does when they think like, well gosh, I really liked that Kim,
we should really get Kim in here. She's a good one. 

It's interesting too because over our 10 years we've always focused on the human to human 
interaction and that was at the forefront of every discussion we had. We seem to have just 
taken that for granted almost lately and I think that it's really good that we can re-emphasize 
the fact that at the end of the day if you're sitting, if you're on a board of directors whether it's 
the zoom call or in person, it is all humans who are going to make the final decision.

All humans. Yeah absolutely and its all humans and it's the robots and the machines and the 
AI that are being used in decision making are ultimately being used to, most of the time, to 
make recommendations to a human who is ultimately going to make the decision.
At least that's what I recommend in my work is, you know, the human in the loop sort of 
methodology and that approach is going to make sense in 99% of the cases, maybe not quite
that number, but in a very high percentage of cases where decisions have to be made across 
the board and organizations, it's going to be a let's use the tools to sort of winnow and refine 
the selection criteria and then let's have a human be the deciding factor or committee be the 
deciding factor on which of these we're going to go with.

I know as a keynote speaker I see in my inbound inquiries from my website where people 
have found me when they reach out to secure dates. And lately I've been getting an awful lot 
of ChatGPT as the source for where people are finding me and I think that's really interesting 
that that's evolving that way but the more I have the conversations with the people who put 
those things into the form then we actually meet and talk and so on.
And they're telling me that, you know, they're finding an awful lot of fake speakers like the 
hallucination. It's like oh here's a person named Joe Schmo and that person is a real expert 
on technology and humanity. Like okay Joe Schmo you know that's great Joe Schmo, but 
here's Kate O'Neill and like okay Kate O'Neill is a real person, so here you can submit your 
information to her. I think, you know, we're going to get better at this but it's a real kind of 
evolutionary process right now, so it's still so much about making that human connection very 
much trying to. 

It's an interesting time. (Yes.)

I will say that with the floral art side of things, I judged in person a live competition and then 
those designs were also entered into an online competition which AI judged with my 
instructions. We both picked the same first place and the second and third places were 
swapped around. (Interesting.) I just found that was interesting because I had done the 
personal judging and then I had instructed the AI on judging based on something that is 
widely recognized as the judging criteria but it was the weighting of a particular elements of 
design that I gave it that it seemed to see more, and that might well be the case, that it sees 
more in the design, in the image, than I did in my five minutes of looking at it and doing the 
pointscore.

That's really cool. I mean it shows that (A) you were very good at developing the criteria and 
communicating the criteria and (B) it seems like that's a really interesting case study for us to 



take forward and realize that even when we are very good at specifying the criteria, when 
we're involving sort of a mechanistic set of "eyes" that there are things we we can perhaps 
learn from how it is "seeing". The "how" it sees we have an awful lot that we can learn from 
observing what it's processing and what it's feeding back to us and how it's making "sense" of
all of that. It's not "making sense" because making sense is a human thing to do but anyway.

I also do a weekly video where it looks at an old design of mine and it does an analysis and 
then I talk through the analysis and often it will point out things and I think oh yeah I could 
have done that.

So I think that's part of it too. Yeah like we're learning from these tools because these tools 
are composited from human knowledge. We are feeding back to us kind of best practices of 
human knowledge and then in turn we're learning like oh okay when we write an email we 
should write it in this way or when we write a linkedin post it's going to be very effective if we 
structure it this way and I think that tends to happen we tend to like our own organic process, 
you start to evolve toward what we see coming out of the output of generative AI and I've 
seen people be very down on that, I've seen people be critical like oh no we're all starting to 
sound like we're ChatGPT and there is something negative about that I can understand but I 
also think that there's something positive to take away from that which is I mean why not take
that as an understanding of what learning looks like today, like how we learn is to interact with
a tool that's conversational and that we ask it specific things and we say I'd like to understand
you better. We're not waiting for the same data or whatever and then when it comes back 
with what it has recognized in the images that it's looking at, you go like I didn't notice that or I
didn't put that together that symbology was lost on me or whatever, now I see it, now I'm 
taking that. I think those, there's nothing wrong with learning in any form we can learn. Why 
wouldn't we want to take away what information we can and be smarter and better and more 
prepared going on.

Yeah I think that's really valid I think it falls back to that adage where you learn a technique 
and you develop a style but there is underlying rules that we have to adhere to, you know, to 
understand discipline or work within a discipline but we can bring our own spin to that and 
where people say oh it sounds like AI well maybe English sounds like English and Italian 
sounds like Italian.

Yeah and don't take my m dashes away from me gosh. (Exactly,  the Oxford comma.) I love 
my m dashes, I love my Oxford comma and I love the rhetorical structure of saying it's not 
this it's that, which is now used all over the place in ChatGPT and that makes me very sad 
because I love a good it's not this it's that.

You stick to your guns, girl.

In terms of using a generative AI to be the backbone for an organization, communication 
wise, in my day which is a really long time ago, we had a book that was called the style 
journal for an organization and that was how you wrote a letter, that's how far ago it was, how 
you answered the phone, those sorts of corporate structures of communication that were set 
in stone, you didn't sway from them at all, ever, and we see increasingly organizations having 
their own versions of AI that they use within the organization for communication. Do we need 
to be developing a group of people who are comfortable with the organization and with AI to 



develop that sort of thing internally? Teach the internal AI what to do for this organization 
based on its core values which seem to get lost somewhere in the translation.

Yeah I think it's a good observation and one that I don't know that I've heard anybody give a 
name to, but I do see an awful lot of emphasis with the increasingly agentic AI technologies, 
there is an emphasis on defining standard operating procedures for things. Templates and 
processes that are going to be how you use the various automative tools to produce some 
kind of outcome, like when you go to upload an episode of your podcast there's any number 
of social assets you need to generate, actually before that you probably need to generate the 
creative graphic assets and the little bits of copy and so on and then you have to create all 
the social assets and then have to post them and so on but there's an order in a sequence 
and there's priority and there's style and all that stuff, so yes I think there's an awful lot to 
each one of these little nodes or nuggets of the work that we do in organizations that require 
definition and require ownership and finesse and it probably is maybe a person or our role 
that can be over that in some sorts of organizations. Some sort of organizations might choose
to make someone sort of an editor of those sorts of things but it might also be the case that 
you could make an argument in many organizations that this is just a skill that should exist 
amongst most of the people in the organization that you understand that we all need to be 
generating these kinds of S.O.P.s for the work that we do and that we all need to be following 
these sorts of S.O.P.s and that needs to be increasingly subsumed into the larger body of 
knowledge with the AI tools that we're using. And so that we can we can be more effective 
and more efficient knowing that as we generate, you know, new episode number X that it is 
going to follow the predefined style and the predefined process and all that sort of thing, so 
that's going to come down to how it works in an organization different from one to another. 
But I think that's kind of the exciting and interesting thing about these times, is that we're all 
going to get to figure out what's the right way for these processes to live inside our 
organizations in such way that they help us do better work.

Does it then become my background in the construction side of things is with quality 
management systems, so I see that this generation having it easier in terms of updating 
quality management systems and using quality management systems, does it then become 
an issue for commercial confidentiality that one organization has developed this and has got 
this in place and we are the innovators, if we we go back to your earlier discussion, now 
we've got our competitors who want to catch up. The information theoretically is available, 
can they access it, should they access it, should we be finding some way of maintaining it so 
it's private to the organization?

Yes, yeah, you hit upon a big one there because I think this is something that a lot of 
organizations are learning the hard way. They're finding, for example, that the casual use of a
tool like ChatGPT or Claude or any of these tools, by people within an organization is putting 
at risk some of the confidentiality of the documents that are being uploaded or the information
that people are putting in as prompts in order to generate let's say a proposal response to an 
RFP or something like that. We might not necessarily want ChatGPT or Claude to be trained 
on the language of our proposal because that might be proprietary, there might be something 
in there that's proprietary, wouldn't necessarily want it to know what our pricing structure is or, 
you know, our secret sauce that maybe only goes in the proposal. Or there may be patient 
data or other kinds of really protected and governmentally protected types of information that 
gets compromised as a result of being uploaded for analysis or for, you know, creating related



documents. So companies are learning that the hard way, that they really need to be very 
clear and provide guidelines and governance to employees on how they use the tools and 
what data they should be using but also that they need to be using, a paid professional 
version of these tools that won't get trained on that data and won't relay that information into 
the further use of the downstream and then you can see the data for other users. Imagine, 
you know, your protected information becomes someone's output and they're like how did I 
end up with this really interesting little bit of pricing data that probably, you know, XYZ 
corporation would not want me to have. But I think to your point, there is this kind of more 
nuanced more kind of internal risk to if we figured out a way to do things utilizing these 
technologies that is now a competitive advantage and is our own innovation and we need to 
protect that which is so much more. And then there are a lot of these other kind of document 
in document out types of things and that, I think, is going to be a pretty interesting frontier for 
the next few years as increasingly agentic tools come into the mix too. And then companies 
figure out if, you know, employee over here uses this SOP and that output goes over to 
employee over here and then our automated procurement system you know X it's just a 
spaghetti mess of how that all interacts but it still is proprietary and it still creates competitive 
advantage and that's not necessarily protectable at this point but it'll be really interesting to 
see how that takes shape over the next few years.

We're almost at the end of our time, I will give you an opportunity to talk about your most 
recent book, but I would also like to hear what is the next book that you're working on 
because I can't imagine that you're finishing just on this latest one.

It's funny. I mentioned after you read my introduction that I just got named to the Thinkers 50 
list and that's a huge honor and one of the things that it's been encouraging me to do is really
process and think what am I doing next, like what am I going to put out next that kind of 
keeps up this trajectory of thinking about these things. Increasingly, I guess, they're not 
necessarily increasingly applied ways because I think they moved into like they increasingly 
moved into a more leadership and decision making frame but just maybe increasingly to me 
important and urgent ways and so you know what's next on that front I don't have the answer 
yet, I am noodling on it of course, but I think that that's the direction of it, is that you if you sort
of look at my last four books, Pixels In Place, Tech Humanist, A Future So Bright and What 
Matters Next, there is this through line of technology is changing things and we need to figure
out how we need to respond to that and so it goes from being this very like let's design it 
more human centric to let's make sure we're thinking about, you know, the societal human 
impacts of this, to let's make sure we're thinking about the future of all of this, to let's make 
sure we're making the decisions at an executive level that are shaping these outcomes in 
such a way that we're not going to regret that we put these things in place. So it's a through 
line as far as I can see, but where that goes next is not entirely clear to me and if you have an
idea feel free to share with me!

I have one last question that was on our list and I will preface it by saying to those of you who
may not see the video of the conversation is that Kate has smiled the whole way through. No 
other person we talked to could smile for an hour plus and still talk at the same time.

I call it resting bliss face.

Very nice, so going to use that.



The question - is the future as bright as you thought it was 12 months ago?

I think that the future can be bright and that's really what's at the heart of my work. So in my 
books, A Future So Bright and What Matters Next, I think that it's often misunderstood and I 
am not making a promise that everything will turn out great I'm saying that we have agency, 
we have the power to make decisions today that make the future measurably and 
meaningfully brighter and to me that's what strategic optimism is all about and even what 
strategic disappointment is about. It's what all of this discussion has been about. It's about 
actively choosing to see the possibilities that there are not in a way that's naive but in a way 
that's intentional and about focusing our energy and our resources on what it is that we 
believe can create that real meaningful change for people. So that's how I think, that we we 
don't necessarily have the bright future, we just have the choice and the ability to create 
brighter futures if we so choose.

Well I think we've probably covered the things that we had hoped to cover. Is there anything 
that you would like to add that we haven't covered at this point in time?

No, I think these were great questions and a great discussion I think. I I'm hopeful that I am 
seeing more leaders who are willing to ask hard questions and do the work and really build 
something that matters and that gives me hope and it's people like you that are facilitating 
those discussions with your listeners and with the people that you connect with that really 
help give people the rigor that they need to go out there and make those discussions and 
make those decisions, so thank you for doing that. 

That's our very lively discussion with Kate O'Neill. For more information just follow the links to 
her individual information on the website. For now I'm Kim Baillie, he's Jamie Wadley and this
is Inside Exec.


