
Transcription - Jim Stevenson Q5 and Q6
---

Welcome back, I'm Kim Baillie, he's Jamie Wadley and this is Inside Exec. We are up to 
questions 5 and 6 with our guest Jim Stevenson, looking this week at the introduction of AI 
and how that meets your core values in an organization.

Number 6. (Oh wow.) No, no, no, no. Sorry, sorry, we haven't done about the data because 
there was a lot of questions about organizations realizing that they don't know a lot about the 
data that they've already got that they're collecting or how it would fit into systems that they 
might want to have in the future. So with that as background, "when data is uncertain or 
conflicting, what do we use as the tie broker, the human or AI?"

There's so, I mean, I can answer that very simply and just say the human, but I think it wants 
some context behind that. The first thing I would do is, and before I get into making a decision
of whether it's the human or it's the AI, I would spend some time in making sure that my data 
is up to date. It's worth just doing it, and then the human AI question kind of goes away 
almost. If your data is all up to date, you've kind of cleansed it, you know what's there and 
when you say it's a name field has got a name in it and when you say it's a telephone 
number, it's got a telephone number and you do all that stuff. The human versus AI thing 
though is, at the moment you use humans, your business is going okay, humans are making 
the decisions. Let's treat that as a status quo. So let's always have humans in the loop 
making the decisions. And if nothing else, your business won't break, it might not go forward, 
but it won't break. You've got the status quo. Keep the status quo until you can prove that AI 
is better. So introduce AI, see how AI is comparing it to humans, and when the data of the AI 
decision making is, it's quicker, it's faster, it gets more answers correct, whatever it is, then 
start to rely on your AI more. I'd always keep a human in the loop, whether it's once a day 
checking, whether it's once a month checking. As you get more confident in the answers your 
AI is giving you, I would reduce the amount of checking I do. I'd always have audit logging so 
that I can always go back and check what's happened, but humans are your status quo. Let's 
keep the status quo until something better comes along and prove that something better is 
actually better. So implement AI gently, monitor it, check it, and when you see that is doing 
better than humans are doing, then start to trust and believe in it more and let it give them 
more free hand. And the same way, yeah, we're pretty much within your employee. You're not
about your employee coming in and just saying, "Hey, go for it, you run the company, I'm on 
holiday."
Introduce them gently, make sure they understand what they're doing and go for it. 

And I mean, even having said that, I think we now know that AI is better at diagnosing a 
number of medical conditions. It gets it more accurate, it does it quicker, it can get catch 
medical conditions earlier than humans do. You still have a doctor coming into the room and 
telling you you've got the condition. And so there's things in that process that AI will always 
do. Having a doctor check it, having a doctor explain it to the patient, I think people still want 
that human contact. But yeah, generally, make sure your data is okay, it's worth spending a 
month, two months, whatever that is before you start implementing AI to make sure you've 
got a solid base, or at least you're aware of where your base is.
You've got 14 million customers in your database and 96% of them are okay, but 4% are 
wrong. It's like, okay, cool, we know what we're working with because we can deal with that. 



But your human is your status quo. Before you change that, make sure you've got something 
better.

In the context of that question, last week, where the question came from, that fellow was 
concerned that he was making himself a bottleneck in the process because he was doing the 
human, doing the checking. And he felt that there was an opportunity for him to hand it over 
to AI, to make these decisions because it would know more. It would be able to access more 
information, it would be able to bring more to the table than his experience could. And so his 
follow up question is, am I the bottleneck? Am I making myself a bottleneck by keeping 
myself in that loop? 

Yes, if he thinks that's what's happening, then that's probably what's happening and he is the 
bottleneck. It kind of feels like, and I'm not sure the size of his business or what his business 
is, but it kind of feels like he's a micro manager. He's the one that does everything, he wants 
to do everything. And whether that's an AI that he's got underneath him doing the work, or 
whether that's a team, I think at some point he needs to have confidence in his processes. If 
he has processes, write them down, understand them, be clear on them, understand which 
one you can delegate, whether it's another human or to an AI, and then have confidence that 
actually, if I give you this, this is what I'll get back. Verify it, manage it, but micromanagement 
is micromanagement, whether it's an AI or a human being, and it sounds maybe that's kind of
where he's coming from. He's got control of his business and is anxious about something 
breaking. I get it. I can be like that as well, so I'm not criticising him, but I think in the world of 
AI, treat them like human beings, but you've got to trust them to do what you need them to 
do.

The context of the conversation last week was about CEOs feeling like they had lost their 
career path, basically, that if they weren't running a business that was their own, where was 
their career path because, increasingly, they were, in terms of knowledge, was being eroded 
by an entity that would know more than them. 

So I've never thought of a CEO's worth being his knowledge. I always think of a CEO's worth 
being his decision-making. And if you have a CEO making a bad decision, then he's a bad 
CEO, you have a CEO making a good decision, he's a good CEO, regardless of the 
knowledge that's underneath it. And I think the knowledge underneath it goes into the 
decision-making, but I wouldn't see a CEO's value being in that knowledge, it's in the 
decision-making. And as we said earlier on with the creativity and the judgment, at the 
moment that's not something that AI should be taking over. You still need someone to look at 
it. And even if you've used a simple Open AI, Claude, whatever it is, to ask a question and 
then say, "Oh, I don't understand that, I think you've got it wrong." More often than not it will 
come back and say, "Actually, you were right, I didn't consider this." So you can't use AI and 
just blindly assume that it's going to get everything right. You've got to challenge it, you've got 
to push it to get the right answers.
So yeah, I don't think CEOs have a problem just quite yet. 

Someone's going to be responsible for the mistakes that happen down stream. We need 
someone there. 

Yeah, exactly.



All right, number six. "When reviewing our core values to bring them into the 25th century, so 
it's a while since they've looked at them obviously, and we find that fully automating a process
or a service doesn't align with the current core values, should we try and rephrase them or 
were they a "tactic" all along and we should just get rid of them?" This was very much in 
relation to customer service. So it was an organization where they have now pretty much 
automated the customer service side of things where it used to be a human that was doing it. 
And their core value that was related to that was about their empathy for customers.

Do you know of the automated customer service using AI? (Yeah, they have.) Okay, so I 
know we were joking about we've only gone through three questions and we're already half 
an hour in, this is going to be a long time, there is so much to this. There is so much to this. 
One, if you've not reviewed your core values in a long time, I think if you wrote them well to 
start with, that's fine. Your core values should not be something you're changing every week. 
So your core values should be there. I think the challenge with most people with core values 
is they pin them on the wall and then look at them in 10 years time and go, actually, that's 
where we were. And they're not something you live by. They're generally not something that 
you're looking at day to day. I saw an interview with Simon Sinek, he was advocating that 
values should be written down as verbs and so doing things. So honesty becomes tell the 
truth.
Integrity becomes do the right thing. Innovation becomes find new ways to solve problems. 
Because I think if you've got innovation, honestly, and integrity, which 99% of the companies 
out there have on the wall somewhere, it's so unrelated to actually what you do day to day. 
Whereas if you can go back to one of your leaders and you say, did we do the right thing in 
that circumstance? It's easier to make sure the company is living by its values. And again, it 
goes back to culture. Culture is your values times your behaviors. If you can manage your 
behaviors against your values, then you build the culture you want. 
So people challenging, saying did we do the right thing in that instance? Saying are we living 
to integrity? So I think there's a whole piece of what we're around about your core values. Are
you living by them? Are you able to manage them? Are you able to see that the organization 
is living by them? But AI should not be changing your core values. You should be making AI 
live to your core values. So when you're saying we want to be honest, tell the truth, we should
make sure that no matter what the bad news is, when you're giving to a customer you're 
telling the truth. I'm really sorry. This is where you are. This is what's happened. This is the 
situation that we're in. You shouldn't be trying to manipulate that in any particular way. But 
then that also gets into a whole new stream of rabbit hole we can fall down. I wrote an article 
a couple of weeks ago in Forbes about bias in AI. In the same way as all humans are biased, 
all AI is biased. The problem with biases, there's no right and wrong bias. If you think you're
right and you're right wing, then you're right and you're right wing. If you think you're right and 
you're left wing, you're right and you're left wing. Everyone has a bias in them and you cannot
say it's right or wrong, it's just what it is. So for example, and I'm going to, I'm not a huge fan 
of Grok and we know that Grok's allowing you to do very bad images of people and to 
become Nazis and all those kind of things. Would you put a Grok LLM into your customer 
service process knowing that it might be coming back with something that is extreme or even 
worse, more subtly biased? What is it actually doing to your customers in that process? So I 
think you do not change your core values to accommodate AI. You make AI live to your core 
values because that's what you are as a company. That's authentic. That's what your 
customers expect and that's who they are working with. That's who they think they're buying 



or working with for your services or your products. But you do have to be careful how you 
implement that to make sure it's working to your core values. But that does not take away 
from the fact that you need your core values to be something that you're working with every 
day. You need them to be what you want them to be and you need to be able to see in your 
organization every day by your actions they're living by them. So changing innovation to find 
new ways to solve problems, changing integrity to doing the right thing makes it easier for us 
humans to see it, also gives a set of instructions that you can give to AI. 

It would have to make it easier to explain to AI. This is how you get to refine your responses. 

Yeah. If I put into the AI and say the core values are honesty, integrity and innovation, AI is 
going to go (shrug shoulders) because that's what I would do. There's no idea what I'm doing 
with that. 

I think in the early days of the roll out of AI, it was just a matter of this AI will work for you and 
plug it into your business. And I think the question to me echoes of, this is what we were 
given but it doesn't seem to align with who we are. Whereas now, yeah, you're not getting 
one off the rack. You're getting one that's made to measure and in that case, it should be a 
no-brainer. It should copy exactly what you're doing at that level, just do it a little bit faster and
a little bit more efficiently. So yeah, that's what I'd like to think anyway. 

That's a point. Yeah, that's a point I hadn't thought maybe he's just bought a system off 
someone else and he's implemented what they've got. In which case, it's very possible that 
their system is not living to the core values. And now what you need to decide is, do I invest 
in a new system that does? Do I allow my core values to change slightly or whatever that is to
accommodate the fact that we've invested in the system? It's easy to say, go out and build 
your own one that accommodates your core values but not everyone's got that money to 
invest in doing that. So yeah, it's the age-old, where do you compromise? If replacing it and 
building yourself is going to cost you a couple of million dollars, do you have that to invest to 
live by your core values? Do you accept the fact that for these instances, core values may be 
compromised but do you know what, as an overriding core principle, keeping the company 
alive, keeping people in jobs, paying people's mortgages and rents is more important to us, 
all compromise here there. So it very much comes down to that compromise. Where are you 
willing to compromise and where are you not?

Yeah, I thought it was very interesting. Kim spoke about quality systems and quality 
management, which was a big thing, good and bad depending on where you stood in the 
process. Whereas now it's almost coming back, we're, well, how are we going to do? How are
we going to do it? So there's a very agentic process as well. We've got the book and this is 
what we do and almost turn it into a system of execution rather than you want to learn what 
you do in your job, new employee. It's essentially the same thing and we could go back to this
thing where we're saying, treat it like an employee, don't treat it like a tool as much anymore 
and I think that's probably that's what we have to do. I think I still struggle with that. I'm just 
starting to play with the agentic stuff myself, but it seems to make more sense, as you say, 
you wouldn't turn over the company to a new recruit that you got last week. 

Yeah, completely and it's amazing and you'll have seen it yourself whenever you talk to most 
companies. The answer to fixing most companies is go back to basics and AI is just the 



basics. It is literally just the basics. We're being forced to think about the basics of our 
company so we can tell you what that basic is, tell it, then improve and go forward and make 
it better. 

Yeah, exactly. You can't expect it to make up the answers for questions that you can't answer 
yourself and say, well, they'll often make it better because of having the skills over time or the 
inclination. 

Yeah, I think you've hit the nail on the head though. If you don't tell it, it will make up the 
answers. Yeah, and suddenly you've got a big risk, like hang on, who said that? When did we 
become this type of company? Who maps that out for them?  That's right. Who wanted 
Grok? 

Yes, we'll be dodging hate mail soon.

There we have the discussion on questions five and six that were submitted to us prior to 
Jim's visit. Next week is the final week in this series where we look at the last couple of 
questions and then wrap up the whole discussion with a bit of a summary. Join us for that. 
For now, I'm Kim Baillie, he's Jamie Wadley, we're talking with Jim Stevenson and this is 
Inside Exec.


