
5.   CHAPTER 4 

5.1.   Conclusions 

5.1.1.   Benefits of automation: Creating more automated and efficient processes liberates 

people from their current duties and provides them with time to invest in more value-adding 

activities or the opportunity to engage in self-development.  

On many occasions, the persons processing data to obtain information that is necessary or 

helpful for the advancement of almost any endeavor, has the abilities to carry out more complex 

and value-adding activities. However, to be able to learn or do these, the necessary inputs are 

results of information preparing activities that need to be ready beforehand. The CL makes a case 

in point. The time that can be invested in more meaningful analysis is spent with an obsolete, 

cumbersome and tiring model. This not only had a negative impact on the creativity of the 

employees, it also diminished their motivation to work on something else right afterwards. Thus, 

every process requires more from an employee than just their intellectual capacities and strength. 

The time and especially the energy to motivate oneself that is consumed by working with an 

obsolete model, is not balanced out with a sufficient level of personal satisfaction when the work 

is done.  

On the other hand, once the new model was in place, it was much easier to use and 

permitted the production of better results within less time. This productivity increase of the user 

of the model is especially important, as much less psychic energy is consumed in the creation of 

the results. Thus, the more mental energy is saved, the more creative a person can be. Creativity 

requires a much higher degree of concentration, openness and mental energy than fiddling with a 

model which users have trouble working with.  



This in turn is helpful for the decision criterion is the development of new indicators. 

Particularly this part requires a higher degree of creativity and abstraction than the other parts. 

This leads into the issue of motivation. 

5.1.2.   Motivation: When employees are treated well and are heard, their motivation 

increases and so does their productivity. The main idea that can be concluded in this regard, is 

that an increase in the salary of a person will provide a strong initial motivation but over time its 

effects will decrease substantially and the productivity will return to the previously held status 

quo. The only change that will remain is the increased assumption of the fair compensation for a 

certain employee. 

In contrast, receiving an improved tool to perform better work in less time and with less 

effort makes a less influential change in the attitude of a person, however this is repeated each 

time the user runs the process. This has a huge impact on the way users approach their work. 

This creates the perception that the corporate office is concerned for the work of the employees 

as well as for the employees themselves. Once the new model was created, the acceptance rate 

and the adoption rate were unexpectedly high. Many of the users in the corporate office were 

interested in the results and the increases in the short time to produce the CL. The response 

obtained from users was less emotional over time; nevertheless, the regard that the model 

increased permanently the productivity of this process was generally accepted. 

Focusing on ARCO, it adds a further argument for motivation; the CL provides a means 

for quantifying the amounts of value that a person can save the company from destroying, given 

his or her performance. First, the sense of meaning and belonging that an employee gets from 

identifying his performance to the value of the corporation increases his personal sense of value. 

Especially at lower levels of the organization this can have an increased impact. Assembly line 

workers for instance, may find their job repetitive and meaningless, however they provide a 
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necessary activity that allows other people to perform other needed activities. Everybody adds 

value to the final product little by little, but very few are the cases in which these workers 

understand the value that their activities add to the organization. The processes and outcomes are 

understood by the people better than by many others, but the reasons and the value that these 

processes add to the product and ultimately, to the company are not always explained to every 

person. Furthermore, these persons are ideally positioned to propose improvement options and 

suggestions; they understand the work that needs to be done best. Bosses naturally have to have 

full understanding of the job performed as well; however their position to improve detailed 

aspects of the value chain inside companies lies in the potential of the employees that come in 

direct contact with the targeted processes.   

The second benefit of having a value measurement tool for specific purposes is 

management control. With performance indicators that are easy to use and give clear results that 

are free from biases, estimations are directly related to the value of the company. Managers at all 

levels can analyze performance at much simpler and efficient levels. This performance review 

tool is in line with the strategies the firm is pursuing, and empowers management to inquire and 

take corrective actions when needed.  

5.1.3.   Implementation: The situation of the CL may not be that uncommon if 

extrapolated into other contexts. Processes are changed many times as modifications are created 

in any area of the company and / or the market. Be it an improvement in an internal tool that is 

used for a specific purpose or a breakthrough in research and development, processes need to 

evolve to support the long term goals and shorter term objectives of the company.  

The necessity for creating structures and processes that successfully implement the 

intentions and plans of the strategy of the company becomes clear. It is vital for any company to 

do so, it doesn’t matter how promising the strategic planning might be, it is never going to yield 
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any returns if it is not implemented. This is important to notice, that during people’s careers in 

business school, students learn about the theory of business, solutions that can be feasible to 

diverse problems and so on. It is however, the experiences in the implementation of such theories 

and their adjustment to the real world that will ultimately make a unique idea successful. It is 

therefore very important to have both parts of the equation right to fuel the growth of a company. 

The intangible ideas supported by theory, and the tangible structures, processes and tools to 

build, operate and control the business as a successful and lucrative entity throughout its life.  

Change can happen at all levels in diverse intensities and paces, everybody is aware of 

this fact. The CL example made it clear that every change needs to be considered and will affect 

the current process or processes that it utilizes. After viewing the past documentation, an 

investment perspective can be very helpful. Determining the amounts of resources that will be 

consumed in the creation and usage of the new process, compared to the results or returns that 

can be expected from undertaking the project can provide with an estimate on the returns of the 

project. Above this, these returns (or results in this case) have to provide a substantial increase in 

productivity of the process, compared to the productivity results of the old model.  

5.1.4.   Evolution of change: When the environment forces a company to change, it is not 

that the environment is actively forcing a company along a certain path. It means that a market is 

evolving on its own and that companies have to keep up with the changes in the market to be 

able to supply the needed products and satisfy the demands of the market. For example, a cohort 

of consumers from Walt Disney used to like cartoon movies with morals, animated characters 

and goofy situations. This used to be true for a cohort of consumers some years ago. Now the 

productions from Walt Disney focus on a new generation of consumers, although the new 

consumer market has approximately the same age as the cohort before them, the interests of the 

new cohort are focused on more teenage oriented content. The time it takes a company to adjust 
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to shifting market needs and preferences is marked generally by a destruction of the company’s 

value increasing opportunities. Whereas, during times in which the company is outpacing the 

rate of change in the market, it will be positioned to provide cutting edge products and be ahead 

of the competition. Graphic 3 was developed to show this trend: 

 

Graph 3: Evolution of change along time 
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Notice that the areas where the black curve has a higher degree of evolution, it lays on 

top of the red one, which depicting the possible rate of evolution for a company. This would 

imply that the industry is evolving quicker than the company. If this situation continues without 

the company implementing a program to update itself, then it would be dragged out by the 

market itself for being obsolete. On the other hand, when the rate of change of the company 

outpaces the one of the change rate of the market, the company is generating opportunities to 

create additional value for the company. This can position the company in a perfect position to 
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choose freely the best positioning without have to worry about a competitor occupying a very 

similar one, creating the need to differentiate from a close competitor. It also gives the company 

the opportunity to use a first mover’s advantage and start to inoculate the customer and the 

consumer with better targeted marketing. This is a rather steep rate of change, like the one seen 

in the electronic component industry (e.g. Intel, AMD, Cisco) or the computer manufacturer 

industry (Microsoft, Gateway, Lenovo, Hewlett-Packard). However, it depends on each company 

individually, how they manage their growth and change processes. It is in the interests of each 

company to try to be ahead of the curve but stay inside the green boundaries, which are depicted 

in the graph. These convey the idea that there is a limit on how much should the company 

outpace the change rate of the market, and how much can it lag behind before becoming 

obsolete.  

If the company cannot adapt its evolution potential to, at least, lag behind the market, it 

will fall apart. That would imply that the market is asking for radically different products, that 

other competitors may be able to supply. The market will automatically dispose of such a static 

company by diminishing its sales below profitability, and eventually the company will collapse 

in bankruptcy. On the other hand, if the company goes beyond the ‘Minimal Disruption 

Threshold’, then it would be outpacing the market by so much, that the company would then 

suffer from over-sophistication. It attempts to offer a level of value that customers simply can’t 

use. This is why this limit is called minimal disruption threshold; beyond this point, supply will 

be perceived as too disruptive by the current market. A strong example would be the first years 

the radio was ever sold. Its adoption was incredibly slow, but with time, consumers started to 

understand and accept the product as another option for their disposable income. During these 

times is when the market evolved and cached up with the level of evolution that the radio 
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presented. This is the same case for the television, the microwave or the internet, just to name a 

few.  

The company has a similar action range to that of the market; it is presented with the blue 

lines in the graph above. Here the upper limit denotes the maximal rate of change that the 

company can endure. Driving change above this line would be too risky for any company to do, 

since the level of change would become unbearable for the company to maintain regular 

operations. This would then translate into too much uncertainty for the workers, a high level of 

disruption in daily activities, for which many employees are not yet sufficiently trained, 

equipment and additional CAPEX might have to be acquired and installed to support the 

intended change. In short, too many complex activities would be started at the same time risking 

current operations. This is the reason this curve is labeled as the minimal disruption threshold of 

the company. On the other hand, the inferior limit denotes the need a proposed project has to 

differentiate itself from other projects and current activities. It is called the Minimal Impact 

Threshold, because below this bottom, it makes no sense to undertake change, because the result 

of such a project would be so similar, that no real improvement would be made and the effort 

would become redundant. Even if they are redundant, projects still require a certain amount of 

resources that have to be destined for its cause, diverting them from other projects that have a 

much greater need for them. 

It is also important to keep in mind that there are other competitors that have a similar 

evolution curve, because they serve the same or a similar market. This makes is important, not 

only for the positioning that companies many wish for themselves and the level of competition 

that they are willing to accept, it also is important to denote the mutual influence that both the 

market and the companies have over each other. In some markets, the consumer overriding buyer 

power, for example when buying commodities. In other cases, the supplier has a huge amount of 
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power over many links in the supply chain and ultimately on the consumer as well. These details 

should be specified for each case with a porter diamond for example. These interrelationships 

have a strong impact in the co-evolution of market and companies. As said, in some cases does 

the market demand a steeper rate of change from the companies, in other cases competition 

among companies increases through the sophistication of the output the evolution of the market. 

Conceptually, the only two ways that a company can evolve inside their disruption boundaries, 

are through the realization of projects that, either improve the current state of the company and 

propel it into a more competitive state, or to change the way it operates shifting towards new 

ways of producing its products. In other words, change can be qualitative or quantitative.  

Qualitative change has a higher chance of breaking the company’s MDT, because it 

performs different processes and deals with different situations. Quantitative changes have a 

much less disruptive impact on the company, for example an unexpectedly large drop in sales for 

one period will move the company into action to identify and solve this problem, and later learn 

from the experience to prevent for such changes. It does not take a big qualitative change to 

break the MDT, whereas a larger quantitative change is needed to break the MDT of a company.  

For a company to grow and evolve both types of changes are needed, qualitative changes 

ultimately change the way to operate a company by finding new ways to produce its products, 

but without quantitative changes it is impossible to streamline current operations, learn from 

them and become more efficient. Usually after a large qualitative change, many other 

quantitative projects have to be implemented to be able to grow into the new state completely 

and thus align more efficiently with the evolution in the market.  

The project around the CL was for Holcim (US) a minor qualitative change, because the 

reach of the project was limited to the better measurement of the credit collection efficiencies, 
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and the changes and implementation were structured in ways that diminished the risks of 

disruptiveness, operability, acceptance and learning, hence the qualitative nature of the project.  

 
5.2.   Recommendations 

5.2.1.   Processes: I would recommend the company to create more focus around the 

efficiencies of their processes. Especially if they’re implementing a geographical realignment, 

most of their old processes will be streamlined to support an old organization. They have to be 

changed to reflect the new structure of operations. This will streamline their processes to account 

more effectively their actions, enabling the company to learn and mature after the qualitative 

change of the realigning. This is important if they want to maintain a cost leadership position 

inside the market. If they don’t do these quantitative changes to streamline operations, inefficient 

processes will hinder analysis and ultimately increase the costs of the company. It is therefore 

vital to the company to undertake both kinds of changes to truly advance in their evolution. If 

these latter quantitative changes fail to be correctly structured and implemented, then, the 

company will be affected negatively by the qualitative change instead of positively.  

5.3.   Discussion: 

A solution was found to the problem of the CL, but as proved, all point improvements made to a 

system will eventually expire, because they are dependent on the users that update and continue 

to create novel solutions to revamped problems. The iteration-type solution attempts to counter 

this problem, in including a feedback cycle. But for how long will this solution work? Will this 

solution be good enough to cater to unforeseen situations?  

 The mentioned robustness of the solution is also an important issue, because there is an 

important tradeoff to it. The more solidity, robust and automated a solution is, the more it will 

cost to change the process later. As long as the problem or problems to be solved by this are 
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solvable by the created processes, no disruptive changes will occur. However, should there be a 

problem that impedes the creation of a solution, then upgraded processes would be needed. But 

to upgrade complex and automated processes would trigger hurdles similar to the ones identified 

by the third alternative presented in chapter 3. What can, then, be done to forecast such a 

problem? What can be done to prevent it? And, if it happens, what contingency measures should 

be activated to overcome short term information needs and longer term structural changes? 

 An interesting potential that has not been touched upon so far is the diversification of the 

target market, so to speak. Are there other users beyond the current audience of the CL that could 

benefit from this process? How easily would it be to transfer this process to another country and, 

what marginal value could be expected to be gained in other markets and other countries? Who 

would be the new users of the CL and, what then would be needed to be taught to them?  

 These issues give hints to an interesting question. When should a company perform a 

point improvement inside a system and when to create a far reaching qualitative change to 

reengineer parts of the company? Does the evolution of such a change present any level of 

disruption that can be shown with the presented curve? In what ways does this curve present 

valuable information to the company? What kind of change would the CL be? And what kind of 

movement would have it had on the curve?   

 In conclusion, these questions remain as possible guidelines for companies like Holcim, 

to grow towards more evolved milestones. What is constructed today will hopefully be strong 

enough to support a tomorrow, in which evolving companies can prosper as the flourishing 

offspring of our future.  
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