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internal factors that shaped each firm9s ability to adapt. Fujifilm's transformative capacity 
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4

The case has broader relevance beyond imaging. In today9s volatile context4

4



Kodak9s failure was not due to lack of information, or foresight. The company's first 

4

4shaped each firm9s 



What role did business model innovation play in shaping each firm’s strategic 

examining contemporary strategic events in a real‐world context. The purpose of this 

4

Appendix A summarizes the interview participants9 affiliations and roles, and Appendix B 



3

outcomes of each firm9s trajectory.

4



4

4



4

4

4

4

4

4



Teece9s (2018) orchestration approach 



addressing existing frameworks and challenging the firm9s architecture and strategic intent 

4

individuals to do both (O9Reilly & Tushman, 2013).

In today9s networked economy, BMI increasingly involves ecosystem orchestration. Adner 

4 4 4

4



formalized the motto <You press the button, we do the rest= to help define an era of more 

and created one of the world9s largest imaging ecosystems.

Kodak9s in breadth and depth. By the 1970s, Fujifilm was a credible com

depleted Kodak9s technology gap, while establishing itself in various parts of Asia and in 

emerging markets globally. The industry9s business mode

4



– –

Author’s elaboration based on CIPA (1998–



underpinned the industry9s transformation.

–

Source: Author’s synthesis based on Christensen (1997), Gavetti and Henderson (2005), Kodak and 

3



– –

Author’s elaboration based on IDC forecasts, PMA market trends, and Salomon Smith Barney 



Kodak9s early dominance in photography was built on a legacy of internal innovation and a 

company struggled to act on its insights. The issue wasn9t a lack of a 4

4

1980s, internal strategy teams modeled digital takeover scenarios. <We showed digital every 

quarter to senior leadership,= recalled a former digital strategy executive

Kodak9s imaging division between the early 1990s and 2010, <but it always came back to 

protecting film margins.=

Despite accurate forecasts, strategic planning remained symbolic. <We had precise adoption 

4but they stayed in decks,= explained a former executive 

By the early 2000s, Kodak9s foresight unit was dismantled. A strategist involved in scenario 

planning recalled softening reports to avoid internal resistance. <We scanned the horizon,= 

said a former member of the digital strategy group, <but no one was empowered to cross it.= 

Planning teams were siloed from operations. <Foresight had no anchor in operations,= 

functional coordination. <Insights went up the 

chain but got lost in translation.=

opportunity. <It was never framed as the future,= said a former senior product lead in Kodak9s 

consumer imaging division during the 2000s. <It was framed as the enemy.=



–

Author’s synthesis based on interviews with former Kodak executives (1990s–

Innovation proposals faced legal and financial resistance. <We were being run by finance, not 

strategy,= said a former corporate strategist involved in early 2000s digital investments. <It 

different,= added a former 

transformation officer who contributed to Kodak9s 2003 restructuring.

functional collaboration. <Every division 

protected its own P&L. Innovation didn9t have a home,= stated a former executive who led 



No internal venture arms or incubators existed to support disruptive innovation. <Innovation 

4same ROI thresholds, same risk aversion,= explained a 

These constraints resembled Mintzberg9s (1980) <machine bureaucracy=4

inflexible organizational form suited to stable conditions. While successful during Kodak9s 

In sum, Kodak9s architecture4 4

4

were poorly commercialized or disconnected from strategic priorities. <We ha

4but most of it stayed in drawers or was sold,= recalled a former 

4

or sold because they didn9t align with Kodak9s core monetization logic. <The question was 

always: how does it help us sell ink or film?= explained a former executive responsible for 

Kodak9s resource base was valuable (Barney, 1991), but the company lacked the dynamic 

undeveloped. <We had the parts,= said a former digital product leader who worked on 

2000s, <but no one was 



assembling the engine.=

– Kodak’s Underleveraged Innovation Portfolio (Selected Examples)

Source: Author’s synthesis based on interviews with former Kodak engineers and innovation 
–

In summary, Kodak9s technical capabilities remained strategically orphaned. Without 

4

Despite having developed digital capabilities, Kodak9s rigid business model made adaptation 

from Kodak's digital marketing unit (early 2000s) described: <We were usi

never rebuilt the car.=

strategist responsible for portfolio planning during the transition noted: <If it didn9t sell ink or 

paper, then it wasn9t included on the roadmap.=

3

<We could have been Flickr for the masses, but we could never get the budget.=

era metrics. The same logic applied to Kodak9s inkjet printers4

2000s) explained: <We treated digital like a side project. No 



platform, no data model, no community. Just another SKU.=

– Kodak’s Digital Product Launches and Market Outcomes

: Author’s

In conclusion, Kodak9s business model remained entrenched in a declining analog paradigm. 

4

4

4

4

4



firm9s absolute innovation capacity was substantially eroded. As one 

32012) put it, <we had the 

capabilities, but there was no financial oxygen left to fund the future.=

– –

Author’s elaboration based on Eastman Kodak Annual Reports (20 –

Kodak9s capital allocation remained tied to legacy logic. According to a former Director of 

32008), <if it didn9t move film or ink, it didn9t make the 

roadmap.= 

efforts. As shown in Figure 3.4, Kodak9s share price plummeted from over $50 in 2000 t

under $2 by 2012 (nominal USD), reflecting collapsing market confidence. <There was no 

4our forecasts looked defensive,= recalled a senior executive 

3



– –

Author’s elaboration based on Kodak investor relations reports and historical stock data from 

3

2007) reflected that <the models were strong, but they were rewritten to soften the blow 

before reaching the board.= Kodak lacked dedicated innovation funding mechan

fenced venture capital arms or protected R&D budgets. <We needed a separate track for 

building, but every investment went through the same gate as film,= explained a 

3

Kodak9s core failure was not in recognizing disruption4

2013 period lies outside the primary scope of analysis, Kodak9s continued 

the firm9s long

In conclusion, Kodak9s collapse stemmed not only from strategic missteps, but from an 



Fujifilm9s transformation was underpinned by a high level of foresight maturity and the 

4

4

operations. This aligns with Rohrbeck and Schwarz9s (2013) concept of foresight

analog film. <We didn9t wait for forecasts to become reality4

scenario had already begun,= recalled a former senior executive in the Co

3

Our foresight work fed directly into budget decisions,= explained a 

3

R&D, and business units to align trends with investment. <Scenario forecasts led to the 

cancellation of a major analog investment,= noted a former transformation stra

3

Foresight was embedded in Fujifilm9s culture. Planners were directly involved in reviews and 

innovation efforts. <Planning roles were seen as career office,= said a 

3



–

Author’s synthesis based on interviews with former Fujifilm executives (2000s–

In conclusion, Fujifilm9s foresight system was embedded, not symbolic. By operationalizing 

4

Komori9s leadership was pivotal. With deep commercial and operational experience, he 

earned internal credibility and signaled a shift in organizational culture. <Komori

cover to experiment. That changed everything,= said a former R&D manager in

planning, KPIs, and performance reviews. <Vision 75 didn9t just outline priorities4

changed how we invested and how business units justified initiatives,= noted a former strategy 

and enforced accountability. Their structure resembled Teece9s (2007) dy



4

imaging. <You couldn9t just say 8film is still profitable9 anymore. If it wasn9

Vision 75, the capital didn9t come,= said a former executive overseeing strategic investments.

In sum, Vision 75 became the backbone of Fujifilm9s transformation. It reinforced foresight 

4

Fujifilm9s renewal was driven by its ability to repurpose scientific and engineering 

4

4

materials. <We reviewed every technology platform we had and asked where it could ser

new needs,= recalled a former strategy executive based in Tokyo during the early 2000s.

functional evaluations to assess feasibility and strategic fit. <We mapped where our 

4 = noted a 

Engineers were retrained and redeployed. <We didn9t just shift budgets4

reskilled them, and made them part of the next growth story,= said a former senior executive 



– Strategic Redeployment of Fujifilm’s Core Capabilities

Source: Author’s synthesis based on interviews with former Fujifilm executives (2000s) and Gavetti, 

Fujifilm9s success came not from abandoning its past, but from reimagining it. By 

4

Fujifilm9s transformation was not only strategic4

Capabilities (Teece, 2007) and ambidexterity theory (O9Reilly & Tushman, 2008), this 

4

within legacy divisions. <These teams let us solve for both continuity and disr 4

brought different logics into the same room,= said a former executive (20003

budget authority. <We launched a healthcare imaging venture in two months. That would've 

taken a year before,= noted a former U.S. 3

reskilled and reassigned. <We gave people new careers4not just jobs,= noted a former talent 

3



term innovation. <Komori san gave us space to experiment,= recalled an R&D manager 

3

–

Author’s synthesis based on interviews with Fujifilm R&D and strategy executives (2000s–

Fujifilm9s reinvention was driven by long

decline of analog photography. <We didn9t wait for forecasts to become reality4

case scenario had already begun,= recalled a 

3

reviews were reoriented toward diversification. <Our foresight work fed directly into budget 

4we weren9t just imagining the future, we were building toward it,= explained a 

3



Between FY2000 and FY2012, the company9s revenue grew from over ¥1,593 billion to close 

– –

Author’s elaboration based on Fujifilm Holdings Annual Reports (2000–

In parallel, the company9s revenue mix 



–

Author’s elaboration based on Fujifilm Holdings Annual Reports (2002 and 2012).

radiography; and LCD films were derived from precision coating technologies. <We revi

4and built ventures around those answers,= 

32012). <We didn9t just change our 

4we changed how the world saw us,= added a former commercial lead ( 3

4 4

in constant 2020 Japanese yen, adjusted using Japan9s CPI. Kodak values are expressed in 

3FY2012, Fujifilm9s continued performance is 



<We linked future scenarios directly to business planning4we weren9t rewarded for 

predicting, but for preparing,= said a former corporate strategy officer in Tokyo who worked 

on Vision 75 implementation between 2000 and 2004. In contrast, Kodak9s foresight

4 4

reinforced this gap: Kodak9s capabilities remained underutilized, while 

Organizational design played a pivotal role. Kodak9s siloed structure and analog

4demonstrating Teece9s (2007) microfou

Business model innovation was a critical differentiator. Kodak9s initiatives like EasyShare 

revenue streams outside photography, aligning with Teece9s (2010) view of business model 

film9s decline became irreversible. Kodak9s delay reflected its failure to embed foresight and 

reform internal systems. <We had the insight, but we lacked the leader



the company's future,= recalled a former Kodak corporate planner involved in scenario 

–

Author’s synthesis based on interviews with former Kodak and Fujifilm executives (1990s–

3

4

•

only create value when they shape decisions. Fujifilm9s Vision 75 shows how 

3 ) emphasized, <We linked 

4we weren9t rewarded for predicting, 

but for preparing.= Foresight must inform governance and align long

•



• Kodak9s rigid silos and legacy 

4

•

involved in Vision 75 explained, <Th 4

reinterpreted it into something broader.=

•

Strategic ambidexterity (O9Reilly & Tushman, 2004) is key to sustainable advantage.

4 4

3

4

4



was created as a national strategy to decrease Japan9s dependence on imported photographic 

Designed for Master9s

•

•

•



. The aim is to explain the companies9 differing insights related 

4 4

3

3 ht was <not a side activity but a core 

component of capital planning,= adding that <you couldn9t skip the future.=

3

<didn9t influence the money or the roadmap.= Lacking integration with capital processes, 

32008) recalled being asked to grow digital <without hurting 

film,= a contradiction that led to operational paralysis.



4

resource possession but also on a firm9s ability to sense change, seize opportunity, and 

4

4

3

prioritized <high margin applications where our chemistry could win.= A former product line 

32007) added that the collapse of film was treated as an opportunity: <We 

didn9t try to fight it4we invested through it.= This mindset was 

Fujifilm9s renewal was not just technical4

32005) noted that <legacy margins were no longer sufficient; 

term value creation.= A former executive in imaging and 

3

manager at Fujifilm (2000s) recalled, <every team was pushed to think 

beyond optimization.= A senior engineering executive (1980s3

4 4

32005) stated that <risk 

wasn9t rewarded; it was avoided.= A former engineer (199932004) observed, <we



parts, but no one was assembling the engine.= A former executive and consultant (19973

added: <Financial controls reinforced silos4

existence every quarter.= This created not only misalignment but inter

Fujifilm9s success came from turning legacy strengths into growth through orchestration and 

In contrast, Kodak9s failure illustrates that 

4

sustained, and embedded into the organization9s operating model through deliberate design.

What role did business model innovation play in shaping each firm’s strategic 

Fujifilm’s Systemic Business Model Reinvention

3

moved <from selling film boxes to building diagnostics systems.= Another executive involved 

4

Kodak’s Incrementalism and Model Lock

4

4

32008) noted that digital was viewed <as a product 



extension, not a strategic shift.= A former product lead (20013

Gallery was <underfunded, poorly integrated, and lacked executive sponsorship.= Kodak 

<In times of disruption, 

4



–

Author’s synthesis based on interviews with former Kodak and Fujifilm executives (1990s–

e organization9s ability to 
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•

•

•

•

•
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4

4

4 4

3

4

4



4

4

narratives that connect innovation with the firm9s heritage and long

4

and Schwarz9s (2013) argument that foresight must be embedded in decision



actionable. Fujifilm9s Vision 75 initiative demonstrates this principle, using scenario planning 

to shape budgets, KPIs, and innovation governance. In contrast, Kodak9s failure to link 

Barton9s (1992) concept of <core 

rigidities,= where legacy systems inhibit transformation even when disruption is 

4

supporting Teece9s (2007) view that advantage stems not from resource poss

•

•

•

4

Kodak and Fujifilm9s 4

4

This thesis addressed three central questions: what drove Kodak and Fujifilm9s divergence, 



4

4

term outcomes of each firm9s s



–

knowledge of each firm9s strategic response to digital disruption. The table

4

–

Descriptions preserve anonymity while clarifying the relevance of each participant9s role to 

the firm9s strategic response. All interviews were conducted with informed consent and are 



–

Questions were mapped to the thesis9s four analytical lenses: 

questions. Questions were adapted to each participant9s role and experience. Interviews were 

3

–

•

•

•

• Did Kodak9s identity as a film company influence how it interpreted or responded to 

• How did Kodak9s leadership 4 4

•

• How did the company9s culture handle experimentation, ambiguity, or risk at the 

•



•

were prioritized in Kodak9s digital strategy?

• 4

4

•

• Were serious attempts made to reinvent Kodak9s core business model 4

•

• 4

• Looking back, what do you consider the key turning point in Kodak9s inability to 

• If there9s one decision or cultural trait you would change, what would it be?

•

–

•

•

• 4

4

• In your view, how did Fujifilm9s identity evolve during the transformation, and how 

• How did Fujifilm9s leadership (e.g., Mr. Komori or 

4



•

• Were there specific routines or internal champions that drove the company9s 

•

• 4

•

• What changes were made to Fujifilm9s core business model 4

4

•

•

•

• What do you think makes Fujifilm9s transformation story so rare 4

•

• 4 4

•

• In your view, how did each company9s strategic identity shape their 



• What role did leadership mindset and governance structures play in shaping Kodak9s 

and Fujifilm9s responses to disruption?

•

•

Japanese stakeholder models) influence each firm9s strategic flexibility?

•

• 4

4

•

• What distinguishes firms that can <pivot= their capabilities versus those that remain 

• What specific innovations in Fujifilm9s business model (e.g., customer segments, 

• 4

• How did platform thinking, ecosystems, or adjacencies play a role in Fujifilm9s 

• 4

•

•

each company9s fate?

• What practical lessons from this case are most relevant for today9s legacy companies 

•



–

–

Author’s synthesis based on Rohrbeck & Schwarz (2013), Barney (1991), Teece (2007), 



– –

Fujifilm data is adjusted to constant 2020 JPY using Japan9s CPI, based on deflators 

– –

Author’s elaboration based on Eastman Kodak Annual Reports (2013–



– –

Author’s elaboration based on Fujifilm Holdings Annual Reports (2013–

firms9 financial health following their strategic repositioning efforts. Kodak9s continued 

the spike in Kodak9s net income in 2013 reflects one

By contrast, Fujifilm9s ability to sustain revenue, invest in R&D, and maintain positive net 

4



Although no new theoretical frameworks are applied, this appendix reinforces the thesis9s 

4it strengthens the internal validity of the case study9s claims through extended 

–

–

Author’s elaboration based on primary case study analysis, interviews with Kodak and 
–

diagram contrasts Kodak9s symbolic acknowledgement and inflexible 

4with Fujifilm9s initiative
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