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THE Al CEO

Preface

Every CEO now has an Al strategy, in the sense that every CEO has answered questions about it on an
earnings call. Far fewer have an Al strategy in the sense that matters: a capital allocation thesis, an
organization designed to execute it, and a governance structure that lets the board sleep at night while
the company moves fast.

This book is written for the people who carry that accountability — CEOs, CTOs, and the executive teams
around them — not for the engineers building the systems (a companion volume, The Al-Native
Enterprise, covers that ground). The questions here are different in kind: How much should we spend,
and on what, this year versus over three years? Which capabilities should we own, and which should we
buy or rent? What does the org chart look like when a meaningful share of work is done by systems
rather than headcount? What is the board actually responsible for overseeing, and what happens when
it goes wrong?

None of these questions have a universal answer, and this book does not pretend otherwise. What it
offers instead is a set of frameworks, decision criteria, and hard-won patterns from companies that have
gone through this transition — the questions to ask, the traps to avoid, and the sequencing that tends to
work.

n Al-first organization is not one with the most models deployed. It is one where Al has changed
how capital, talent, and decisions actually flow through the company — and where leadership made
that happen on purpose, rather than discovering it after the fact.
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PART |

Strategy

Al as a capital allocation decision: where it creates advantage, and how to decide what to own.
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PART | - CHAPTER 1

Al Is a Capital Allocation Decision, Not a Technology
Decision

The most common mistake at the top of an organization is delegating the Al question to the CTO as a
technology choice, when the decisions that actually determine outcomes are capital allocation decisions
that belong with the CEO and the board: how much of this year's budget goes to Al initiatives versus
other priorities, which bets get funded to scale versus killed after a pilot, and how the company's cost
structure should look in three years if the bet pays off.

Treat every Al initiative the way you would treat a plant expansion or an acquisition: what is the
expected return, over what time horizon, at what risk, and what is the opportunity cost of not funding
something else instead. This discipline is missing in most organizations' Al spend today, which is why so
many enterprises can point to dozens of pilots and very few that moved the P&L.

Three questions before any Al investment

1. What does this change about our unit economics if it works — not "we'll save some time," but a
specific, falsifiable claim about cost per transaction, revenue per employee, or cycle time.

2. What is the smallest version of this bet that would tell us, within a quarter, whether the thesis is
right — and are we actually willing to kill it if the answer is no.

3. Who owns this after the pilot — a named P&L owner, not a lab or an innovation team, because
initiatives without a P&L owner never survive contact with the next budget cycle.

The capital allocation trap

Boards and CEOs who treat Al spend as a fixed percentage of revenue, matched to what peers are
reportedly spending, are making a benchmarking decision, not a strategy decision. The right spend level
depends entirely on where Al intersects your specific cost structure and competitive position — a
services business with high labor cost per transaction has a fundamentally different Al capital allocation
calculus than a product company with near-zero marginal cost of goods.

If your Al budget process looks like your marketing budget process — annual, incremental,
benchmarked against peers — you are managing it like a cost center. The companies pulling ahead
manage it like R&D and capex: staged, gated on evidence, and sized to the opportunity, not the
calendar.
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Setting the Al Thesis: Where It Creates Advantage

Before funding anything, an executive team needs a written thesis on where Al creates durable
advantage for this specific company — not a generic list of use cases copied from an industry report. A
thesis answers: which of our costs are dominated by tasks Al can materially improve, which of our
products or services become meaningfully better or cheaper to deliver, and where does a competitor
gain the most by moving first.

Four advantage patterns

Pattern What it looks like Where it applies best

Cost transformation Materially lower cost per unit of a labor- High-volume service, support, back-
intensive process office operations

Product Al becomes a core feature that improves the Software, media, consumer

enhancement product itself products with a digital surface

Speed and cycle time | Compressing time from decision to execution R&D, design, engineering, content

production

New capability Doing something that was previously not New products, new markets,

economically viable at all previously underserved segments

Most companies should pursue cost transformation first — it is the pattern with the most predictable
return, the clearest metrics, and the least product risk — and treat product enhancement and new-
capability bets as a smaller, higher-variance portfolio funded once the cost-transformation program is
generating savings to reinvest.

The advantage-erosion clock

Be explicit with the board about how long any given advantage is likely to last. Cost transformation from
adopting widely available Al tooling erodes quickly once competitors adopt the same tooling — it
becomes table stakes, not advantage, within one to two years in most industries. Durable advantage
tends to come from proprietary data, workflow integration, and organizational capability that a
competitor cannot simply buy off the shelf, which is where the build-versus-buy decision in the next
chapter matters most.
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Build, Buy, or Partner

This decision gets made badly in both directions: engineering-led organizations default to building
everything and reinvent commodity infrastructure at high cost, while procurement-led organizations
default to buying point solutions and end up with a dozen vendors, no data leverage, and no
differentiated capability anywhere.

A decision framework

4. Buy when the capability is a commodity — no reasonable amount of engineering effort would make
your version meaningfully better than what's available, and speed to value matters more than
customization. Most horizontal capabilities (transcription, generic summarization, off-the-shelf
coding assistants) fall here.

5. Build when the capability touches proprietary data or workflow that is genuinely differentiated, and
where owning it compounds — you get better over time in a way a vendor's shared product cannot,
because your data and your workflow are yours alone.

6. Partner when the capability requires scale or expertise you cannot reasonably develop in a useful
timeframe, but where a deep, structured relationship (not a standard Saa$S contract) gives you
enough influence over the roadmap and enough data protection to treat it as a strategic asset rather
than a vendor dependency.

The hidden cost of building

Every build decision is also a decision to staff a permanent platform team, carry that team through the
next budget cycle regardless of near-term ROI, and accept the opportunity cost of that talent not
working on something else. CEOs routinely underestimate this — a build decision made by an
enthusiastic engineering team in year one becomes a headcount line the CFO is fighting to justify in year
three if the differentiation thesis doesn't hold up.

The hidden cost of buying

Every buy decision that touches core workflow or proprietary data is also a decision about how much
competitive intelligence and switching leverage you are handing to a vendor. Read Al vendor contracts
specifically for data usage rights — many standard terms allow the vendor to use your data to improve a
shared model that your competitors also use, which quietly erodes any advantage the tool was meant to
provide. Negotiate this explicitly; it is a strategy term, not a legal formality.

The build-versus-buy question is really a question about where you believe your durable advantage
lives. Buy everything that isn't that. Building anything else is expensive nostalgia for doing things
yourself.
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PART II

Investment & Economics

Budgeting, unit economics, and the metrics that separate real return from activity.



THE Al CEO

PART Il - CHAPTER 4

Budgeting for Al: From Pilots to a Capital Program

Treat Al budgeting as staged capital allocation, not an annual line item. A three-stage gate structure
keeps spend disciplined while still letting good ideas scale quickly once they prove out.

A three-stage gate model

Stage Funding size Gate to advance

Explore Small, discretionary, team-level budget | A falsifiable hypothesis and a way to measure it
within one quarter

Prove Meaningful but bounded budget, time- | Demonstrated unit-economic impact on real (not
boxed synthetic) volume

Scale Full capital program funding, multi- A named P&L owner, integration plan, and revised
year cost/revenue forecast

The failure mode this prevents is the most common one in large enterprises: dozens of Explore-stage
pilots running simultaneously with no mechanism to kill the ones that aren't working, consuming budget
and executive attention indefinitely because no one owns the decision to stop. Put an explicit expiration
date and a named decision-maker on every Explore-stage initiative.

Centralized versus distributed budget ownership

A pure central Al budget (all spend routed through one team) tends to under-invest in domain-specific
opportunities that only a business unit leader would recognize. A pure distributed budget (every
business unit funds its own Al work) tends to duplicate infrastructure and produce inconsistent
governance. The pattern that works best in practice: business units own the Explore and Prove stage
budgets for their own use cases, while the Scale stage and all shared infrastructure — the platform layer
described in the companion volume — is centrally funded, so the incentive to find good ideas stays local
while the incentive to build reusable infrastructure stays central.

What to ask for from finance
e A capitalization policy for Al infrastructure investment aligned with how the company already
capitalizes software development, not treated as pure opex by default.

e A separate cost center for shared Al platform spend, so it is visible independent of any one business
unit's budget and doesn't get raided in the first pressure test.

e A quarterly, not annual, review cadence for Al capital allocation — the pace of change in cost and
capability is too fast for an annual budget cycle to track well.
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The Economics of Al: Margins, Unit Costs, and the New P&L
Lines

Al changes cost structure in ways that don't map cleanly onto existing P&L categories, and CFOs who
force it into the old categories lose visibility into what's actually driving returns.

A new cost taxonomy

e Inference cost — the recurring, usage-linked cost of running models in production, which behaves
more like a variable cost of goods sold than a fixed IT expense and should be tracked and forecast
that way.

e Platform investment — the shared infrastructure (retrieval, evaluation, governance tooling) that
amortizes across use cases, closer to a capital or R&D line.

e Data and licensing cost — increasingly a distinct line as proprietary and licensed data become inputs
with real, sometimes substantial, acquisition cost.

¢ Human oversight cost — the cost of the review, approval, and quality assurance layers around Al-
driven decisions, which is often left out of ROl models entirely and quietly erodes projected savings.

Margin impact is not automatic

A workflow that gets cheaper per transaction does not automatically improve margin if volume, pricing,
or competitive dynamics absorb the saving — commoditizing a service that was previously a margin
driver can shrink the market price faster than it shrinks your cost. Model the second-order effect
explicitly: what happens to pricing power in your market once the marginal cost of delivering the service
drops for everyone, not just for you.

Forecasting inference cost at scale

Inference cost per unit generally falls over time as model efficiency improves and competition
compresses provider pricing, but usage typically grows faster than cost per unit falls as adoption
expands within the organization — so total Al spend usually rises even while unit economics improve.
Build multi-year forecasts on both curves explicitly rather than assuming a flat or declining total budget;
this is the single most common source of an uncomfortable mid-year budget conversation.

sk your CFO a specific question: what is our cost per resolved customer inquiry, fully loaded,
including the human review layer — this quarter versus a year ago? If nobody can answer that in
fifteen minutes, the economics aren't actually being managed yet, whatever the dashboard says.

10
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Measuring Return: Metrics That Aren't Vanity Metrics

Adoption metrics — number of users, number of queries, percentage of employees who tried the tool —
measure activity, not value, and boards increasingly know the difference. Anchor the executive review
on metrics that tie directly to the thesis set in Chapter 2.

A better scorecard

Category

Unit economics

Metric examples

Cost per transaction/ticket/decision, fully
loaded

Why it matters

Directly tests the cost-transformation
thesis

Quality & risk Error/override rate, human-review Catches savings that are illusory once
escalation rate quality cost is counted
Speed Cycle time from decision to execution Tests the speed-advantage thesis where

that's the bet

Revenue impact

Attach rate, conversion lift, retention
change tied to Al-enabled features

Tests the product-enhancement thesis

Capability

New offerings only viable because of Al-
driven cost or speed

Tests the new-capability thesis

Require every initiative reviewed at Scale-gate to report against the specific category tied to its original
thesis — a cost-transformation initiative that can only point to adoption numbers has not actually

proven its case, no matter how enthusiastic the usage looks.

Counting the full cost of quality

A support automation initiative that cuts average handling time by 40% but doubles the escalation rate
to human agents has not necessarily saved money once the true cost — including customer experience
degradation and rework — is counted. Require initiatives to report a combined efficiency-and-quality

metric, not efficiency alone, or the organization will systematically over-reward initiatives that shift cost
into categories nobody is measuring.

Benchmark against your own baseline, not the market

Industry benchmarks on Al ROI are noisy and self-reported; the only baseline that matters for a capital
allocation decision is your own pre-Al cost and quality numbers for the same process. Insist on a clean,
documented baseline before any initiative launches — retrofitting one after the fact from memory is

how self-serving success stories get built.

11
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PART Il

Organization & Talent

Designing the org chart, hiring the right people, and managing the executive team through the
transition.

12
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Organization Design for an Al-First Company

There is no single correct org chart for Al, but there is a recurring set of structural questions every CEO
has to resolve explicitly, because leaving them ambiguous produces the shadow-implementation and
bottleneck problems described in the companion volume.

Centralize the platform, distribute the product

The pattern that scales best mirrors what mature engineering organizations already do with
infrastructure: a central Al platform function owns shared capability — data pipelines, model access,
evaluation, governance tooling — as an internal product with SLAs to the rest of the company, while
product and business unit teams own how Al shows up in their specific workflows and customer
interactions. Resist the urge to centralize product decisions along with the platform; the teams closest to
the customer or the process make better calls about where Al actually helps.

Where Al reports

Reporting Al entirely into IT tends to optimize for cost control and under-invests in product opportunity.
Reporting it entirely into a single product line tends to under-invest in shared infrastructure and creates
the duplication problem from Chapter 4. The pattern most large organizations converge on: a Chief Al
Officer or equivalent, reporting to the CEO or CTO, who owns the platform and governance functions
and has a dotted-line relationship with every business unit's Al initiatives — enough authority to enforce
shared standards, without owning every product decision.

Sizing the central function

A central Al platform team that is too small becomes a bottleneck; too large, and it starts competing
with business units for scope rather than enabling them. As a starting heuristic, the platform function's
headcount should scale with the number of active production use cases it supports, not with company
size directly — a company with five mature, high-stakes Al use cases needs a substantially larger
platform team than one with fifty shallow pilots.

Decision rights, made explicit

Write down, and revisit quarterly, who has authority to approve a new Al use case, who can grant
tool/data access to an agent, who can approve spend above a threshold, and who owns the kill decision
when an initiative underperforms. Ambiguity here is not neutral — it defaults to whoever is most
persistent, which is rarely the same as whoever should decide.

13
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Hiring and Retaining Al Talent

The competition for genuinely strong Al talent is intense enough that most enterprises cannot win it
purely on compensation against frontier labs and well-funded startups. Winning instead requires being
honest about what you can offer that they can't: real data, real production scale, and real problems with
consequences — which is genuinely attractive to a specific kind of senior engineer who wants their work
to matter beyond a benchmark.

Roles that didn't exist three years ago

e Al/ML platform engineers who build and operate shared retrieval, serving, and evaluation
infrastructure — closer to a senior infrastructure engineer than a traditional data scientist.

¢ Evaluation and quality engineers who own golden datasets and regression gating — a genuinely new
discipline, distinct from both QA and data science.

o Alrisk/governance leads who can translate between engineering, legal, and the board — a rare and
increasingly valuable combination.

e Applied Al product managers who understand both what the technology can reliably do and what a
specific workflow actually needs, and can say no to flashy but low-value use cases.

Buy, build, or borrow talent

Hiring externally is fastest for a small number of senior platform and leadership roles, but broad
organizational Al capability is usually built more sustainably by upskilling existing domain experts —
engineers, analysts, operations leaders who already understand the business — than by trying to hire
your way to fluency across the whole company. Budget for structured reskilling (Chapter 10) as seriously
as you budget for external hiring; it is usually the higher-leverage spend.

Retention in a hot market

Strong Al talent tends to leave for reasons that are fixable with intention: unclear ownership over
meaningful problems, governance processes that feel like obstruction rather than partnership, and a
sense that leadership doesn't understand or value the work. Give senior technical people real influence
over the platform roadmap and the governance framework, not just execution against someone else's
plan — this is frequently a more effective retention lever than compensation alone, though
compensation still has to be genuinely competitive.

14
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The Executive Team in an Al-First Company

Al transformation is a whole-executive-team responsibility, not something that can be fully delegated to
a single Chief Al Officer while the rest of the C-suite stays at arm's length. Every function is affected
differently, and the CEO's job is to make sure each executive owns their piece with real accountability.

What each seat needs to own

Role Al-era responsibility

CEO Capital allocation thesis, board narrative, cross-functional prioritization when
bets compete for the same resources

CFO New cost taxonomy and forecasting model (Chapter 5), capitalization policy, ROI
discipline at scale-gate

CTO/CAIO Platform architecture, technical governance, build-vs-buy execution, talent
strategy for technical roles

CHRO Reskilling programs, new role definitions, workforce transition planning (Chapter
10), compensation strategy for Al talent

General Counsel Vendor contract terms on data rights, regulatory exposure, IP and liability
questions around Al-generated work

Chief Risk/Compliance Risk tiering framework, audit readiness, incident response ownership at the
Officer governance layer

A common failure pattern is a CEO who appoints a strong Chief Al Officer and then treats Al as
"handled," which leaves the CFO's forecasting models, the CHRO's workforce plan, and the General
Counsel's contract review all unchanged and misaligned with what's actually happening technically. Run
a standing cross-functional Al steering forum — not a status meeting, a decision-making body with real
authority — so these threads stay connected.

Board composition

Boards without at least one director who has operated at senior technical or product leadership in an Al-
relevant business tend to either rubber-stamp management's Al narrative or over-correct with generic
risk-aversion that doesn't map to the company's actual risk profile. This is now a legitimate board
refresh criterion, not a nice-to-have, for any company where Al is a material part of the strategy
discussed in Part I.

15
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Reskilling and Managing Workforce Transition

Workforce transition is where Al strategy becomes visible to every employee, and how it is handled
shapes trust, retention, and execution speed far beyond the specific roles affected.

Be honest about the three outcomes

Every Al initiative that changes how work gets done produces one of three outcomes for the people
currently doing that work: their role is substantially unchanged but augmented, their role changes
meaningfully and requires reskilling, or their role is reduced or eliminated. Vague communication that
avoids naming which outcome applies to which team erodes trust faster than an honest but difficult
message — employees generally know when they're being managed rather than informed.

Structured reskilling, not a webinar

Effective reskilling programs share three traits: they are tied to specific new roles or responsibilities with
real accountability, not general Al literacy for its own sake; they include protected time, not "do this on
top of your existing workload"; and they have a genuine assessment and placement process at the end,
not just a completion certificate. Programs missing any of these three tend to produce attendance
without capability change.

Sequencing and pace

Announce workforce impact in a sequence that matches actual decision timelines — do not announce
broad transformation ambitions publicly before internal teams understand what it means for them
specifically, and do not let external pressure (investor questions, competitor announcements) force a
communication timeline that outpaces the actual planning. The gap between "we're exploring Al" in a
public statement and "here's what changes for your team" internally is where trust is won or lost.

The manager layer is the bottleneck

Frontline and middle managers are usually the least-equipped and least-consulted group in Al rollouts,
despite being the people employees actually trust for a straight answer about what's changing. Invest
specifically in equipping managers — with real information, not just talking points — before a broad
rollout, because a poorly informed manager doing damage control after the fact costs far more trust
than a well-informed one delivering hard news early.

Employees can tell the difference between a company managing a transition honestly and one
managing the narrative about a transition. Only one of those retains the people you need to keep.

16
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PART IV

Governance & Risk

What the board actually oversees, how much risk to take, and how to run the organization day to day.

17
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Board-Level Al Governance

Boards are increasingly expected — by regulators, investors, and increasingly by law in some
jurisdictions — to exercise genuine oversight of Al risk, not simply receive a management update. That
requires a governance structure with actual teeth, not a quarterly slide.

What the board should ask for

e Arisk-tiered inventory of Al use cases in production, updated at least quarterly, with clear
ownership per use case.

e Evidence of an evaluation and testing regime for high-risk use cases, not just an assertion that one
exists.

e A defined incident response process specifically for Al failures, distinct from general IT incident
response, with a clear escalation path to the board for material incidents.

e Regular reporting on regulatory exposure across every jurisdiction the company operates in, since Al
regulation is moving faster and more unevenly across regions than most other compliance domains.

Committee structure

Some boards create a standalone Al or technology risk committee; others fold it into an existing audit or
risk committee. Either can work, but the deciding factor is whether the committee has members with
enough technical fluency to ask substantive questions rather than accept management's framing at face
value — a governance structure without that fluency provides the appearance of oversight without the
substance, the same failure pattern described for human-in-the-loop review in the companion volume.

Director education, not once

Al capability and risk profile change fast enough that a single onboarding briefing for directors goes stale
within a year. Build a standing cadence of technical briefings — from internal leadership and,
periodically, independent outside experts — so board oversight keeps pace with what the company is
actually doing, not with what it was doing eighteen months ago.

18
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Risk Appetite, Regulation, and Trust

Risk appetite for Al needs to be a deliberate, documented executive and board decision — not an
emergent property of whichever team moved fastest or whichever incident happened most recently to
scare everyone into caution.

Setting risk appetite by use-case tier

Borrowing the risk-tiering approach from the companion volume: set explicit, different risk tolerances
for low-, medium-, and high-stakes use cases, and resource governance accordingly. An organization
with a single blanket risk policy either strangles low-risk internal productivity tools with unnecessary
process, or under-governs high-stakes customer-facing decisions with too little — both are avoidable
with tiering.

Regulatory posture: comply, anticipate, or shape

Companies operating in Al-relevant regulated space generally take one of three postures: reactive
compliance with whatever rules land, proactive anticipation of likely regulatory direction built into
product and governance design ahead of enforcement, or active participation in shaping the regulatory
conversation through industry bodies and direct policy engagement. The right posture depends on
company size and regulatory exposure, but a purely reactive posture is the riskiest for any company
whose core product is materially affected by Al regulation, since compliance retrofits are far more
expensive than compliance-by-design.

Trust as a strategic asset

Customer and public trust in how a company uses Al is now measurably linked to willingness to adopt
Al-powered products and services — and trust, once damaged by an opaque or harmful Al incident, is
expensive and slow to rebuild. Treat transparency about what Al does and doesn't do in your product,
and a genuine, accessible path for a customer to contest an Al-influenced decision, as competitive
infrastructure, not a compliance checkbox.

Regulation sets the floor. The companies winning on trust are competing above it, on purpose,
because they've concluded that trust is now a genuine point of differentiation, not just a risk to be
minimized.

19
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Managing Al-Powered Organizations Day to Day

Once Al is embedded across meaningful parts of the business, the operating rhythm of the company
itself needs to change — not just the tools employees use, but how decisions get reviewed, how
incidents get escalated, and how performance gets managed.

Operating reviews need a hew section

Standard business reviews — weekly ops, monthly business review, quarterly board deck — should carry
a consistent Al section covering the unit economics and quality metrics from Chapter 6, not a separate,
occasional "Al update" that gets deprioritized when the agenda runs long. Folding it into the standard
cadence is what signals, organizationally, that this is core operations rather than an initiative.

Decision rights when a human and an Al system disagree

Establish clear escalation rules before the first disagreement happens in production, not during it: which
decisions an Al-generated recommendation can execute autonomously, which require human sign-off,
and what happens when a human overrides an Al recommendation — is that logged and reviewed, or
does it disappear. Track override rates as a management signal; a consistently high override rate on a
given use case is either a quality problem with the system or a trust problem with the humans, and both
are worth knowing about early.

Managing performance in mixed human-Al workflows

Traditional individual performance management assumes output is attributable to one person's effort;
in a workflow where Al assists substantially, that attribution gets murkier, and performance frameworks
need updating deliberately rather than left stale. Evaluate people on judgment, exception-handling, and
the quality of oversight they exercise over Al-assisted output — not on raw throughput, which
increasingly reflects tooling more than individual skill.

Incident response reaches the C-suite

A material Al incident — a harmful output that reached customers, a data exposure through an agent's
tool access, a biased or clearly wrong high-stakes decision — needs a defined path to executive and
board awareness within a fixed timeframe, the same way a security breach or a safety incident would.
Building and rehearsing this path before an incident, including who communicates externally and on
what timeline, is meaningfully cheaper than improvising it during one.

20
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PART V

Transformation

Leading the change, communicating the strategy, and managing the ecosystem of partners around it.

21
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Leading the Transformation

Al transformation fails most often not from a bad technology choice but from a change-management
failure: leadership underestimates how much organizational behavior, incentive structure, and process
has to change for the technology investment to actually pay off.

Sequencing: prove, then scale, then mandate

The most durable transformations move through a visible sequence — a small number of credible proof
points with real, measured results; a scaling phase where adjacent teams adopt because the evidence is
compelling, supported actively by leadership; and only then a mandate phase where adoption becomes
an expectation rather than a choice. Skipping to mandate before there is credible internal proof breeds
resentment and shadow resistance; staying in proof-point mode indefinitely never reaches the scale
needed to matter to the P&L.

Incentives have to move with the mandate

Asking teams to adopt Al-driven workflows while leaving performance metrics, budget allocation, and
promotion criteria unchanged from the pre-Al era produces compliance without genuine adoption —
people will do the minimum to be seen participating while protecting the metrics they're actually
evaluated on. Audit incentive structures specifically for this mismatch before declaring a transformation
underway.

Middle-out, not just top-down

Top-down mandates set direction, but the teams that make transformation actually work are usually
found, not appointed — the pockets of the organization already experimenting successfully before the
formal program existed. Identify them early, resource them properly, and use their credibility with peers
to drive adoption, rather than only relying on executive communication that employees may reasonably
discount as aspirational.

Knowing when to slow down

Not every quarter is the right time to accelerate. A string of quality incidents, a governance gap
identified by the board, or a workforce trust breakdown are all legitimate signals to pause scaling and fix
the foundation — and a CEO who pushes through those signals to protect a stated timeline usually pays
for it later with a larger, more public setback.
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PART V - CHAPTER 15

Communicating Al Strategy — Internally and Externally

Al strategy communication has to satisfy several audiences simultaneously with genuinely different
information needs and different tolerance for ambiguity, and conflating them produces messaging that
satisfies none of them well.

Four audiences, four messages

Audience What they actually need to hear

Employees What specifically changes for their role, on what timeline, and what support they'll
get — honesty over reassurance

Investors The capital allocation thesis, the return metrics from Chapter 6, and a credible
timeline — specificity over hype

Customers What Al does in the product, what it doesn't do, and how to get a human when
they need one — clarity over cleverness

Regulators / public Evidence of a genuine governance program, not just a values statement —
substance over positioning

A frequent, costly mistake is letting the investor-facing narrative — often optimistic, forward-looking,
and necessarily somewhat aspirational — leak unfiltered into internal communication, where employees
hold leadership to it literally and lose trust when the internal reality moves slower or differently than the
external story implied.

The cost of overclaiming

Public Al claims that outpace what the product actually does reliably are now scrutinized closely by
customers, journalists, and regulators, and the reputational cost of a credibly documented gap between
claim and reality is high and rising. Have the same executive who owns the risk-appetite decisions in
Chapter 12 review external Al claims before they ship, not just legal and marketing.
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Vendors, Partners, and the Al Ecosystem

Almost no company builds its entire Al stack independently; managing the resulting web of model
providers, infrastructure vendors, and specialized partners is now a standing executive responsibility,
not a one-time procurement exercise.

Concentration risk

Depending heavily on a single model provider or infrastructure vendor carries the same risk profile as
any other critical single-supplier dependency — pricing power shifts to the vendor over time, and a
provider outage or policy change can materially disrupt operations with little warning. The multi-model,
multi-provider architecture described in the companion volume is as much a commercial risk mitigation
as a technical one, and CEOs should ask their CTO directly what the actual switching cost and timeline
would be if a primary provider became unavailable or radically changed terms.

Structuring strategic partnerships

For partnerships material enough to shape competitive position — not a standard software subscription,
but a genuinely strategic relationship — negotiate for influence over roadmap prioritization, protection
on data usage rights, and contractual clarity on what happens if the partner is acquired or the
relationship needs to unwind. These terms are cheap to negotiate up front and expensive to renegotiate
under pressure later.

The build-a-moat-with-partners question

A capable partner ecosystem can be a genuine source of advantage — deep integration with a
specialized provider that competitors haven't invested the relationship capital to match — but only if
the relationship is managed with the same strategic seriousness as an internal capability, including a
named executive owner and a periodic review of whether the partnership terms still serve the company
as both sides' positions evolve.
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PART VI

The Roadmap

A maturity model for Al-first leadership, and a phased plan from the first hundred days onward.
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A Maturity Model for Al-First Leadership

Level Characteristics

0 — Reactive Al spend is scattered, driven by individual team enthusiasm; no capital allocation thesis;
board receives ad hoc updates.

1 — Sponsored A named executive owns Al; first cost-transformation wins are measured; governance is
informal but exists.

2 — Structured Staged capital gates in place; org design resolved; board committee actively oversees risk;
reskilling program running.

3 — Embedded Al economics are integrated into standard financial forecasting and reporting; incentive
structures updated; incident response tested.

4 — Al-First Capital allocation, org design, and governance for Al are indistinguishable from how the
company manages any other core capability — it is simply how the business runs.

Most enterprises in 2026 sit between Level 1 and Level 2 — a named executive sponsor and some early

wins, but capital allocation still largely informal and governance still reactive rather than structural. The

jump to Level 3 is where the economics discipline from Part Il and the organizational discipline from Part
Il have to land simultaneously, because neither is sufficient alone: financial rigor without organizational
readiness produces well-measured initiatives nobody can execute, and organizational readiness without
financial rigor produces enthusiastic execution nobody can defend at the next budget review.

26



THE Al CEO

PART VI - CHAPTER 18

The First 100 Days, Year One, and Beyond

First 100 days
7. Commission a written Al thesis (Chapter 2) and have the full executive team, not just the CTO, sign
off on it.

8. Inventory every existing Al initiative across the company, tier by risk (Chapter 12), and kill or
formally gate the ones with no clear owner or evidence of value.

9. Name a single executive accountable for the Al platform and governance function, with real budget
and decision authority, not a coordinating role with no teeth.

10.  Establish the board-level reporting cadence and committee structure from Chapter 11 before,
not after, the first major initiative launches.

Year one
11.  Stand up the staged capital gate process (Chapter 4) and run at least one full cycle from Explore
through Scale, publicly, as a template for the organization.

12.  Launch a structured reskilling program tied to specific new roles, not general Al literacy, starting
with the functions most affected by near-term initiatives.

13.  Update incentive structures — performance metrics, budget processes, promotion criteria — to
remove the mismatches identified in Chapter 14's incentive audit.

14.  Run afull incident response tabletop exercise for a material Al failure scenario, with the
executive team and board committee both participating.

Years two and three

15.  Integrate Al economics fully into standard financial forecasting, with the new cost taxonomy
from Chapter 5 as a permanent part of how the CFO models the business.

16.  Reassess org design annually against the centralize-platform, distribute-product pattern as use
cases mature and shift from Explore to Scale.

17.  Extend governance from a point-in-time board review toward continuous oversight, mirroring
the shift from manual to automated evaluation gates described in the companion technical volume.

18.  Reuvisit the Al thesis itself at least annually — the sources of durable advantage identified in year
one will not all still be durable by year three, and the capital allocation should move accordingly.

The CEOs who get this right are not the ones who moved fastest in year one. They are the ones who
built a capital allocation process, an organization, and a governance structure durable enough that
the fifth Al initiative is easier, cheaper, and safer to launch than the first one was — and who kept
revisiting the thesis instead of running the first year's plan on autopilot.
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Appendix: Board and Executive Checklists

Board oversight checklist

e Risk-tiered inventory of Al use cases reviewed at least quarterly, with named owners.

¢ Evidence (not assertion) of evaluation and testing for high-risk use cases.

e Defined Al-specific incident response process with a board escalation path and timeline.
e Standing technical briefing cadence for directors, not a one-time onboarding session.

e Regulatory exposure reviewed across every operating jurisdiction, on a schedule.

CEO capital allocation checklist

Written Al thesis, signed off by the full executive team, revisited at least annually.

Staged gate process (Explore / Prove / Scale) with explicit kill criteria at each gate.

A named P&L owner for every initiative that reaches Scale — no orphaned initiatives.

Return metrics tied to the specific advantage pattern the initiative was funded to prove.

CHRO workforce transition checklist

Honest, role-specific communication plan for every initiative with workforce impact.

Reskilling programs tied to named new roles, with protected time and real assessment.

Manager-layer enablement completed before broad employee-facing rollout.

Updated performance and incentive frameworks reflecting mixed human-Al workflows.

General Counsel | Risk checklist

Vendor contracts reviewed specifically for data usage and model-improvement rights.

Concentration risk assessed for every business-critical single-provider dependency.

External Al claims reviewed against actual product reliability before publication.

Customer-facing contestability path exists for Al-influenced decisions of consequence.

This checklist set is intentionally condensed for reference use; each item is expanded with full rationale in
the corresponding chapter.
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