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EFFICIENCY OR VALUE: THE
DECISION THAT DEFINES THE
LEADER

Not so long ago we heard as a mantra that 'if a
company is not on the Internet, it does not exist'.
Over time, this statement has lost its drama:
today practically all organizations are present in
the digital environment. However, there is still a
huge strategic difference between being there and
knowing what to be for.

For years, many companies have invested large
amounts of resources in technology, platforms,
tools, channels, with the expectation of gaining
efficiency or not being left behind. And yet,
experience has shown something that is difficult
to discuss today: technology, by itself, is not a
strategy; it is a tool at the service of a previous
strategic decision. This is where leadership comes
in.

In contexts of accelerated change, the pressure to act
quickly can lead to confusing speed with judgment.
However, leadership is not measured by the ability to
react before others, but by the ability to ask the right
question before making a decision. It is at this point
where, in addition to the quality of the decision, the
leadership style that sustains it is defined.

Because not all leaders use technology in the same
way. Some approach it as a lever of immediate
efficiency; others, as a tool to reconfigure the
organization's value creation model. The difference
between the two approaches is not technical, but
deeply conceptual: it has to do with what they
understand by progress and with what horizon they
are willing to build.



The risk of confusing efficiency with value

The emergence of artificial intelligence has

intensified this dilemma. Beyond its specific
capabilities, what Al introduces is a very powerful
promise: the ability to do more with less, to automate
tasks, and to reduce costs significantly.

That potential is real. But so is the risk of using it

without sufficient strategic reflection.

In recent months we have seen examples that
illustrate this tension well. Klarna, the Swedish
fintech, decided to replace the equivalent work of
hundreds of customer service employees with
artificial intelligence systems, convinced that its
chatbot could offer a more efficient service. However,
the reality was more complex: the quality perceived
by the customer suffered, incidents increased and
the company had to reintroduce human capabilities
into the process.

The CEO himself later acknowledged that the focus
had been excessively focused on reducing costs,
neglecting a
experience.

critical element; the customer

These types of decisions are not isolated. They are
beginning to become part of a pattern that some
analysts describe as Al whiplash: the rebound effect
that occurs when organizations implement
technology with a rapid substitution logic, without
redesigning the operating model or understanding

the implications on the value proposition.

In contrast to this approach, we find other cases in
which technology has been used in different ways.
IBM, for example, announced that a relevant part of
its administrative functions could be automated in
the coming years. However, that decision did not
translate into a linear reduction in talent, but rather
into a deliberate reorientation: while repetitive tasks
were automated, the company increased investment
in profiles linked to engineering, artificial intelligence,
consulting and sales.

Technology, in this case, was not used as a
substitution mechanism, but as a tool to free up

capacity and direct it towards higher-value activities.

Both decisions are based on the same technological
reality, but they respond to radically different
leadership logics. In one case, efficiency becomes the
primary goal; in the other, it is a means in the service
of a broader ambition.

And that difference is «critical, because not all
efficiency generates value. In fact, in certain contexts,

optimizing the short term can erode fundamental

assets such as customer relationships, internal
culture, or differentiation.

To lead is to decide from what purpose

Ultimately, the difference between adopting

technology impulsively or integrating it strategically
lies in the question the leader asks.

It's not just about identifying which processes can be
automated or which tools can be implemented. The
underlying question is more demanding: what role do
we want this technology to play in our business
model and what kind of value do we want to build
from it.

That question: what for, is not rhetoric. It forces us to
take a position.

It forces us to prioritize, to give up and, in many
cases, to go against the inertia of the market or
competitive pressure. Because leading is not about
adopting everything that is possible, but about
discriminating what is worth incorporating and under
what conditions.

It is an exercise that combines strategic vision and
responsibility: vision to understand the long-term
impact, and responsibility to assume that not all
apparently efficient decisions are necessarily correct
decisions.



A sign of change

Significantly, in recent forums such as Mobile World
Congress, part of the conversation has revolved
around technologies designed not to increase digital
exposure, but to reduce or better manage it.

This type of approach points to an evolution in the
way we understand innovation: it is no longer just a
matter of expanding capabilities, but of evaluating
their impact in broader terms.

In other words, a more mature view is beginning to
consolidate, in which technology ceases to be an end
in itself and is once again situated within a strategic
decision-making logic.

And this is where leadership recovers its central role.
Because, in highly disruptive environments, the real
challenge is not to adopt the new before anyone else,
but to have enough criteria to decide what to do with
it.

And that intention, ultimately, is always a leadership
decision: to decide what can be done, and what is
worth building.
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