Strategic Mistakes

Lessons from Corporate Blunders
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McDonald's Salads

Losing Focus Tanked a Well-Intentioned Strategy

A brand that's become so ubiquitous, its golden arches are
arguably as recognizable as the Olympic rings. Yet, even giants
can stumble, as McDonald's did in its somewhat ill-fated venture
into 'healthy salads.’

What Went Wrong?

Misalignment with Brand Identity: McDonald's has
always been synonymous with quick, indulgent comfort
food. The salad venture didn't fit the mold, causing a
disconnect in consumer expectations.

Lack of Taste Appeal: Focus groups revealed a simple
truth—people didn't find the salads as satisfying or tasty
as the iconic burgers and fries.

Shift in Strategy, Loss in Focus: The initial goal was to
mitigate reputational risk. However, the company later
pivoted to increasing sales revenue, causing a loss of
focus on the original objective.

Nutritional Backfire: Ironically, some salads were less
healthy than the traditional menu items, further
damaging the strategy's credibility.

Low Sales: Even after eight years, salads accounted for
2-3% of overall sales, leading McDonald's to question
the venture's viability.

In 2005, global conversations about health and well-being were
picking up steam. Regulatory bodies were eyeing fast-food
chains like McDonald's, pointing out the less-than-stellar
nutritional values of their offerings. Spurred by these external
pressures and a desire to innovate, McDonald's leaped onto the
wellness wagon with its new salad range. Sounds smart on
paper. Well, the reality unfolded rather differently.

What Should They
Have Done?

... Market Research: McDonald's should have

Q conducted extensive market research to gauge

*H*  whether their existing customer base would be
interested.

¢ Pilot Testing: Before going full-scale, a small
Q test run could have been beneficial to see how
well the new product was received.

.., Stick to Core Competency: While innovation is
Q good, sometimes it's better to double down on

what you're already good at and find other ways
to address external pressures.

Customer Education: A strategic campaign to
7). educate the customers on the new offering could
Q have been more effective in changing

perceptions.
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J.C. Penney's Misguided Honesty

Overlooking Customer Psychology and Legacy Branding

In an industry filled with smoke and mirrors, J.C. Penney was a
household name with a reputation for offering 'bargain' prices.
For years, their strategy was to mark down items from inflated
"original prices," luring in customers who believed they were
getting luxury items at a discount.

What Went Wrong?

Abrupt Change in Strategy: J.C. Penney upended a
century-old pricing strategy that their customers had
come to expect, creating immediate disconnect and
distrust.

Misjudging Customer Motivation: The brand failed to
understand that their customers were driven by the final
price and the thrill of landing a seemingly expensive
item at a 'steal.’

Loss of Perceived Value: By removing the ‘original price'
and only displaying the 'real price,' J.C. Penney devalued
their merchandise in the eyes of their customers.

Ignoring Customer Feedback: As complaints poured in
from every corner of the internet, there was a clear
failure to act quickly to stem the damage.

Financial Repercussions: During Johnson's 17-month
tenure, J.C. Penney lost approximately $985 million, laid
off 19,000 employees, and closed 138 stores.

Then came 2012 when newly-appointed CEO Ron Johnson, an
Apple veteran, decided to steer the ship in a different direction.
Rather than reveling in the grey areas of pricing strategy,
Johnson chose a transparent path of "everyday low prices."
Unfortunately, this transparent path led to a murky swamp of
customer dissatisfaction, massive financial loss, and a
tarnished brand reputation. What can we learn from J.C.
Penney's fatal mistake of ignoring what mattered to its
customers?

What Should They
Have Done?

«.. Gradual Implementation: Instead of overhauling
Q their pricing system overnight, they could have
“®* slowly introduced 'everyday low prices' alongside

their traditional pricing to help customers adapt.

Y. Transparent Communication: Educating
Q. customers on the benefits of the new pricing
could have eased the transition.
Feedback Loop: When customer complaints
Q started appearing, the company should have
* been ready with a feedback mechanism to adapt
its strategy in real-time.

.. Risk Mitigation: J.C. Penney should have had
Q contingency plans ready to backtrack or modify

the new strategy if key performance indicators
plummeted.
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The Tale of Kmart

The Perils of Losing Focus in a Competitive Market

Once upon a time, the high streets of America were dominated
by the 'big 3' discount retailers: Walmart, Target, and Kmart.
While the former two focused on specific brand promises—
Walmart with its 'always low prices' and Target with its 'cheap-
chic clothing styles'—Kmart was drifting in a sea of ambiguity.

What Went Wrong?

Ambiguous Vision Statement: Kmart's vision statement
was a vague collection of buzzwords that could apply to
any retailer, making it difficult to compete with Walmart
and Target's clear and compelling visions.

Lack of Strategic Focus: Unlike its competitors, who
chose clear value propositions like low prices or unique
fashion offerings, Kmart struggled to find its unique
selling point, leading to a confused brand image.

Store Closures: In 2012, Kmart closed 10% of its stores
in one go, indicating financial troubles and a loss of
customer loyalty.

Failure to Innovate: While Walmart and Target kept up
with market trends and consumer preferences, Kmart
seemed stuck in a bygone era, offering neither
operational excellence nor customer intimacy.

Customer Migration: Analysis indicated a significant
move of Kmart's customer base to Walmart and Target,
pointing to a loss of competitive edge.

From its zenith in the late '90s to its steady decline into the
2000s, Kmart provides a cautionary tale of how losing focus can
devastate even a giant in the retail industry. Fast-forward to
today and Kmart is a mere shadow of its former self, whittled
down to just three stores. So, what went so wrong for this one-
time retail titan?

What Should They
Have Done?

v~ Clear Vision Statement: Kmart needed a clear
Q and compelling vision statement that staff and
customers could rally behind.

Q Strategic Focus: Focus could have helped Kmart
* to zero in on a specific competitive advantage.

Pilot Changes: Instead of a large-scale closure,
Q Kmart could have trialed adjustments in fewer

stores to better understand how to recover and
rebuild.

Market Research: Understanding customer needs
7). and preferences through data analytics could
Q have informed a more agile and responsive
business strategy.
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The Schlitz Saga

Underestimating Loyalty and Sacrificing Quality

In the post-Prohibition heydays of 1934, Schlitz proudly wore
the crown as the world's top-selling brewery. It stood as a
testament to American gusto, dominating the beer aisles
through the '60s.

What Went Wrong?

Misreading the Consumer: Uihlein Jr. grossly
underestimated the palate of their loyal customer base,
assuming they wouldn't discern changes in the quality
and taste of Schlitz.

Compromised Ingredients: To slim down brewing costs,
Schlitz switched out barley for corn syrup and
introduced silica gel as a preservative. These changes
led to a subpar product that spoiled faster and lost taste.

Lack of Transparency: Schlitz tried to get around food
labeling regulations by filtering out the silica gel, further
eroding consumer trust when the truth came to light.

Reputation-Tanking Ad Campaign: The infamous "Drink
Schlitz or I'll kill you" campaign was launched in a
desperate move to rejuvenate declining sales. Far from
being endearing, it was perceived as distasteful and had
to be canceled after 10 weeks.

Financial Drain: Schlitz had to recall 100 million bottles,
resulting in a loss exceeding $1.4 million and irreparable
damage to its brand.

But the golden fizz soon turned flat. Robert Uihlein Jr., Schlitz's
president and chairman, mistakenly thought consumers wouldn't
tell the difference between their favorite Schlitz and any other
lager on the shelf. This fatal assumption led the company down
a slippery slope, from which it never recovered.

What Should They
Have Done?

Customer Research: Before making drastic
Q changes to their product, Schlitz should have
*Xf* conducted extensive market research to gauge
customer reactions.

¢ Transparency: Schlitz could have been upfront
Q about changes to their recipe, seeking customer
feedback and making adjustments as needed.

Tone-Deaf Marketing: Schlitz should have sought
Q to rebuild trust through sincerity and
* accountability rather than resorting to an
aggressive ad campaign.

Quality Assurance: The company should never
+~¢ have compromised on the quality that had
Q' originally made it a household name. Reaffirming
their commitment to brewing excellence could
have saved their reputation.
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The Paradox of Xerox

A Tale of Innovation Without Commercialization

In the annals of technological innovation, Xerox Corporation  Yet, Xerox rarely gets top billing when the conversation turns to
holds a curious place. At its famed Palo Alto Research Center,  companies that shaped the digital age. Why is that? The answer
Xerox was a cradle of modern computing and networking— lies in the stark disconnect between Xerox's research brilliance
responsible for inventions like laser printing, Ethernet, the  and its commercial application—or, more precisely, the lack
graphical user interface (GUI), and even the humble computer  thereof.

mouse.

What Went Wrong?

Narrow Business Focus: Despite pioneering various
technologies, Xerox remained fixated on its core
photocopier business.

Board's Aversion to Risk: New technological
developments were often viewed with skepticism by the
Xerox board, stunting their commercial viability. W h at S h ou I d Th ey

Lacklustre Execution: Any attempts to exploit new H ave D on e?

technologies and markets were carried out half-

heartedly, leading to commercial failures like the Xerox v~ Diversify the Portfolio: Xerox could have

Alto. Q leveraged its technological edge to diversify into

other promising markets.

Unrealized Market Potential: The company allowed

others, most notably Steve Jobs and Apple, to take their Robust Business Modelling: Alongside technical

groundbreaking ideas to market successfully. Q R&D, an equal focus on researching new business
*H* models, market channels, and revenue streams

Failure to Adapt: Even in the photocopying domain, would have been critical.

Xerox failed to respond to competitive pressures, getting

outperformed by HP's LaserJet printers. +~¢ Board Education and Alignment: The company's
Q leadership needed to be more informed and open

to the potential of new technologies.

., Competitive Vigilance: Monitoring competition
Q and adapting quickly could have helped Xerox
maintain its leadership, even in its core business.
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Motorola

Innovation Overlooked and Opportunities Missed

In 1973, when Motorola released its first handheld mobile
phone, it wasn't just launching a product but setting the stage
for a telecommunications revolution. Flash forward a few
decades, and Motorola's RAZR flip phones became as iconic as
the brand itself, exuding style and capturing the zeitgeist of an
era. People didn't just use Motorola phones; they flaunted them.
In its glory days, the brand was synonymous with cutting-edge
technology and cool factor.

What Went Wrong?

Aesthetic Over Substance: Motorola prioritized the
phone's look over user experience, missing the boat on
the growing demand for software innovation.

Late to 3G: While competitors moved swiftly to embrace
3G technology, Motorola lagged, offering outdated
products as soon as they hit the market.

Underestimated Shift to Business Devices: As
BlackBerry successfully pivoted mobile phones from
consumer devices to indispensable business tools,
Motorola was caught flat-footed, still focused on the
consumer market.

Missed Successive Waves of Disruption: First
BlackBerry, then iPhone and other smartphones—each
successively pulled the rug out from under Motorola.

Lack of Differentiation in the Android Era: When
Motorola finally transitioned to Android, it didn't offer
any groundbreaking features or functionalities.

However, the story takes a turn here, a twist that isn't just
steeped in irony and offers critical business lessons. For a
brand that was once ahead of its time, Motorola's descent into
near irrelevance serves as a sobering reminder of what happens
when companies rest on past triumphs. By 2011, Motorola had
lost its pioneering edge, its shares plummeting 90% over three
years, culminating in its sale to Google and, later, Lenovo.

What Should They
Have Done?

._, Early Adoption of New Technologies: Keeping an
Q eye on emerging technologies could have kept
*H* Motorola in the race rather than playing catch-

up.

¢ Diversification: Motorola should have explored
Q the burgeoning market for business-oriented
mobile devices.

. Innovation and Iteration: Continuous innovation
Q could have sustained the brand's reputation and
market position.

Unique Value Proposition: Once they did decided
Q to adopt Android, offering features or
* customizations that set them apart could have
drawn consumers their way.
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Sony's Walkman Woes

Outcome of Conflicting Objectives and Missed Opportunities

Sony's Walkman is an indelible icon in the history of consumer
electronics. Launched in 1979, the Walkman revolutionized how
we consume music, making it a personal, portable experience.
By the 1990s, owning a Walkman was like a rite of passage for
teens.

What Went Wrong?

Dual Identity Crisis: Sony was a content company, thanks
to its acquisitions of Sony Pictures and Sony Records
and an electronics manufacturer. These conflicting
objectives made the company hesitant to innovate
aggressively.

Fear of Cannibalisation: Concerns over disrupting its
existing lines of business caused Sony to shy away from
pursuing groundbreaking technological advancements,
including digitalization.

Slow Adaptation: While Sony had ventured into portable
digital music as early as 1992 with its MiniDisc system,
the company was sluggish to adapt to market trends, like
the shift towards software and the rise of digital
downloads.

Missed the Software Revolution: Sony focused on
hardware, but the trend shifted towards software, a
segment where Apple had a clear edge.

Yet, even with such an illustrious history, Sony watched from
the sidelines as Apple's iPod and subsequent MP3 players
swooped in to make the Walkman a relic of the past. But here's
the kicker: Sony could launch a more advanced product than the
iPod. So why didn't they?

What Should They
Have Done?
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Focused Innovation: Instead of being held back
by conflicting interests, Sony should have
compartmentalized its business units to allow for
focused and independent innovation.

Consumer-Centric Strategy: Sony should have
looked externally to understand what consumers
wanted rather than worrying about internal
conflicts.

Embrace Risk: To stay ahead, Sony could have
embraced the risk of cannibalizing their existing
products to create something better.

Strategic Partnerships: Sony could have
leveraged its content portfolio to create an
ecosystem like Apple did with iTunes, making it
an all-in-one solution for consumers.



The Fall of MySpace

A Case Study in the Dangers of Losing Touch

In the early 2000s, if you were looking to connect online, one
behemoth reigned supreme: MySpace. Founded in 2003, this
was the platform where friendships were confirmed with a click,
and your taste in music was your social currency. Before the era
of Facebook's blue-and-white banner, Twitter's retweet frenzies,
or Instagram's endless scroll of curated perfection,

What Went Wrong?

In 2005 News Corporation bought
MySpace for a staggering $580 million. The
entrepreneurial spirit was squashed under corporate
heels, as every new feature required bureaucratic
approval.

erhaps in a rush of
adrenaline, Murdoch promised stakeholders a whopping
$1 billion in revenues.

A Google ad deal for $900 million saw
MySpace doubling its ad spaces. The platform turned into
a cluttered billboard, eroding user experience.

MySpace launched its mobile
app almost a year after Facebook. This tardiness was a
brutal misstep in a world that was swiftly going mobile.

MySpace's
VP of online marketing highlighted the internal
disconnect. Leaders were scrambling to meet lofty
revenue goal, often at the expense of what the users
wanted or needed.

MySpace was the digital frontier where adolescents and adults
explored their identities and forged connections. In just one
month following its public launch in 2004, a whopping 1 million
users signed up, as if this virtual space tapped into a collective
yearning for connection that was, until then, unmet. MySpace
wasn't just a website; it was the zeitgeist of an era.

By 2008, the platform was at the pinnacle of its influence,
amassing 115 million unique monthly visitors. It epitomized
early internet culture with flashy backgrounds and auto-playing
songs on personalized profiles. Yet, as stratospheric as its rise
was, MySpace's decline proved just as dizzying. So, what
exactly led to the descent of this once-ubiquitous social media
giant?

What Should They
Have Done?

Maintain Entrepreneurial Spirit: News Corp
should have given the autonomy to continue
innovating without the corporate red tape.

User-Centric Approach: Any ad strategy should
never compromise the user experience.

Transparent Leadership: Executives should have
agreed on the company's direction and goals.

v~ Strategic Diversification: While advertising could
Q be a revenue stream, MySpace should have
explored other avenues as well.

). Mobile Strategy: MySpace should have prioritized
Y+ amobile application much sooner.
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The Tale of Windows 8

How Abrupt Changes Tanked an Iconic Product

The year was 2012. Microsoft, an undisputed giant in the tech
industry, was poised for another game-changing moment. The
mission? To reimagine Windows in a way that catered not just to
desktop users but to an increasingly mobile world. Windows 8
was hailed internally as the biggest overhaul since Windows 95.

What Went Wrong?

Abrupt Design Changes: Microsoft radically altered the
user interface, removing the iconic "Start" button and
introducing the tile-based "Metro" interface without any
gradual transition.

Lack of Intuitiveness: Hot corners, an awkward Desktop
mode, and a confusing mix of new Settings app and old
Control Panel bewildered users.

Misalignment with Market: The changes catered more to
tablet users while ignoring the needs and expectations
of the vast majority, who were still primarily on desktops
and laptops.

Poor Adoption Numbers: At similar points in their
lifecycles, Windows 8 had a desktop market share of just
2.67%, compared to Vista's 4.52%.

Quick-Fix Approach: Microsoft tried to salvage the
situation by releasing Windows 8.1 within a year,
reinstating the Start button and tweaking the Desktop
mode. However, the damage was already done.

A design meant to bridge the gap between traditional PCs and
tablets seemed like a masterstroke. But instead of ushering in a
new era, Windows 8 became a textbook case of how a lack of
clear focus and abrupt, sweeping changes can alienate your
core user base.

What Should They
Have Done?

+~ Gradual Transition: Microsoft could have rolled
Q out changes in phases instead of overhauling the
entire system simultaneously.

, User Testing and Feedback: Rigorous testing
Q involving actual users could have highlighted
issues before launching the product.

*

.

._., Effective Communication: Explaining the

Q rationale behind the changes and educating
users on how to adapt could have mitigated some

backlash.

Business Strategy: Recognizing that businesses
Q can't afford time and resources to train
* employees on a radically new system would have
informed a more gradual approach.
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The Downfall of Toys R Us

A Tale of Underestimating E-commerce and Failing to Adapt

In the halls of retail history, the story of Toys R Us stands as a
poignant reminder of how even giants can tumble when they
miss the beat of changing consumer preferences and evolving
market conditions.

What Went Wrong?

Neglect of E-commerce: One of the gravest errors was
the 2000 decision to partner exclusively with Amazon for
online sales, mistakenly believing e-commerce was a
fleeting trend.

Missed Digital Onboarding: Instead of capitalising on the
early internet years to familiarise their loyal customer
base with an online shopping experience, Toys R Us
funnelled them directly to Amazon.

Litigation over Innovation: While they successfully sued
Amazon for breach of agreement, it was a Pyrrhic
victory; the time and resources could have been better
spent on creating their own robust e-commerce
platform.

Physical Stores Lacked Charm: Despite having a
nostalgic value, the in-store experience failed to evolve.
Stores hecame confusing mazes rather than magical
experiences for a new generation of young parents.

No Exclusive Offerings: With no exclusive toys to pull
customers in, there was little to differentiate the brand
from cheaper, more convenient options like Walmart.

Once the ultimate wonderland for children and the go-to
destination for toys, the company found itself entangled in a
web of poor decisions, dated strategies, and a failure to adapt to
the digital revolution. By the time Toys R Us tried to play catch-
up, it was far too late, and in 2017, the company filed for
bankruptcy, marking the end of an era for the iconic toy store.

What Should They
Have Done?

.., Early Investment in E-commerce: Recognising

Q the future potential of online retail and investing

“®" in a proprietary platform could have made all the
difference.

«~. Branding and Customer Experience: They could
Q have made their physical stores experiential hubs
to offer something Amazon couldn't.

Frequent Strategy Re-evaluation: The retail
Q landscape changes rapidly, and regular reviews
* of business strategies could have helped Toys R
Us adapt more nimbly.

Multi-Channel Strategy: Instead of putting all
. their eggs in one basket with Amazon, a balanced
Q approach to sales across multiple channels,
including their stores, could have spread risk and
increased customer touchpoints.
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Yahoo's lll-Fated Journey

A Lesson in Strategy and Focus

Yahoo! That web giant of yesteryears that hovered like a friendly
ghost in the corners of our web browsers. At its zenith, it
boasted a staggering $125 billion valuation. Yet, today, it's often
cited as a classic case study of strategic missteps and dwindled
fortunes.

What Went Wrong?

Aimlessness: Yahoo could never zero in on a clear
identity—were they a search engine, a social network, an
email service, or all of the above? This lack of focus led
to mediocre offerings across the board.

Missed Opportunities: Yahoo hesitated on two game-
changing acquisition opportunities. They didn't snap up
Google when it was just a fledgling for $1 million and
later bungled negotiations when the price tag went up to
$3 billion. Similarly, they failed to seal the deal with
Facebook over a minuscule difference in valuation.

Mobile Myopia: Despite having an expansive web
portfolio Yahoo lagged in transitioning to mobile
platforms. They were more concerned about ad
placements on a smaller screen than embracing an
inevitable shift.

Flip-Flopping Mission Statements: Yahoo changed its
mission statement an eyebrow-raising 23 times in 21
years. This oscillation had a cascading effect on
business strategies, company culture, and employee
retention.

How does a tech giant with so much promise come to symbolize
the pitfalls of mismanagement and indecision? When you dig
into Yahoo's story, you'll find that its lack of strategic focus
forms the crux of its demise.

What Should They
Have Done?

v~ Strategic Specialization: Yahoo could have honed
Q in on a single core competency instead of being a
Jack-of-all-trades.

. Decisive Action on Acquisitions: When you have
Q industry-altering companies within grasp, don't
lose them over trivial valuations.

,  Embrace Mobile Sooner: Yahoo needed to
Q recognize the shifting sands and adopt a mobile-
first strategy well ahead of time.

Consistent Corporate Messaging: A unified
Q mission statement reflecting a focused corporate

vision could have acted as the North Star for all
strategic decisions.
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The Fall of RadioShack

Complacency and Missed Opportunities in a Digital Age

Once a name synonymous with electronics, RadioShack had
been a go-to place for tech enthusiasts and hobbyists since its
inception in 1921. Reaching its zenith in 1999, the store was an
electronics powerhouse. Yet, as the new millennium unfolded,
the dynamics of the electronics retail landscape underwent
seismic shifts.

What Went Wrong?

Complacency: RadioShack became too comfortable with
its existing business model and didn't adapt even as
consumer needs evolved and competitors advanced.

Lack of Online Presence: Even in 2005, consumers could
only browse the RadioShack website without the
capability to purchase. Their tardy entry into e-
commerce in 2006 was too little, too late.

Inadequate Product Range: Compared to competitors,
RadioShack offered a limited array of products, both
online and offline, leading to decreased footfall and
online traffic.

Failed Rebranding: The 2009 attempt to modernize its
image as "The Shack" fell flat, failing to resonate with
consumers and breathing no new life into the brand.

Unchanged Target Demographics: RadioShack continued
targeting hobbyists long after the market shifted due to
the emergence of integrated, less-tinkerable electronics
from companies like Dell and Apple.

Competitors like Best Buy and Walmart began to encroach upon
RadioShack's niche, and instead of adapting, the company froze.
Then came Amazon, sealing RadioShack's fate in an online
shopping cart. What began as a glowing epitome of electronic
retail dwindled into a case study for business failure,
culminating in its 2015 bankruptcy.

What Should They
Have Done?

«.. Market Research and Adaptation: Understanding
Q the evolving consumer demands and competitor
‘®* strategies could have helped RadioShack pivot in

time.

._., Timely Digital Transformation: An earlier and
Q more robust move into e-commerce would have

given them a fighting chance against giants like
Amazon.

... Diversification: Expanding the product range to
Q include more current and popular items could

have retained existing customers and attracted
new ones.

+~¢ Regular Strategy Reviews: The company should
Q have had a dynamic strategy that evolved with
the market conditions.
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The Rise and Fall of Compagq

A Case Study in Strategy Misfires

In the golden era of personal computers, when floppy disks were
still a thing and dial-up internet was the cutting-edge
technology, Compaq stood tall. Founded in 1982, the firm
rocketed to fame and quickly became the largest supplier of
PCs worldwide by the 1990s.

What Went Wrong?

Strategic Pivot to Premium Products: At the pinnacle of
their success, Compaq's executives decided to shift from
their winning low-cost, high-value model to premium
offerings. This was a sector they had little expertise in.

Hiring Middlemen With High Sales Targets: Compaq
brought in a sales force with aggressive targets,
promising stakeholders sky-high sales figures that
couldn’t be met. These lofty goals led to an extensive
inventory that became a burden.

Compromising Product Quality: Compaq loosened
manufacturing tolerances to cut costs, which led to
product defects. This dented their once-stellar
reputation for reliability.

Unrealistic and Detached Mergers: The company
ventured into acquiring Tandem and DEC for billions,
losing sight of its core audience and failing to integrate
these new companies effectively.

Misaligned Corporate Priorities: Instead of enhancing
what made them great, Compagq diverted their focus to
different sectors. They failed to see that innovation
doesn’t mean changing your business model;
sometimes, it's about refining what you already excel at.

Four years into its existence, it landed a spot on the Fortune 500
list with record sales of $329 million. Their Compaq Presario, a
sub-$1000 PC launched in 1993, put them squarely ahead of
tech giants like Apple and IBM. It felt like Compaq had found the
magic formula for conquering the PC market. But then, almost
as if tripping over its own feet, Compaq embarked on a journey
that led it away from its initial success and into the annals of
corporate disasters. Here's how it all unraveled.

What Should They
Have Done?

Stick to Core Competencies: Compaq should
Q have built on its success in providing cost-
K+ effective, high-performance PCs rather than
attempting to rebrand as a luxury tech company.

., Selective and Attainable Sales Goals: Setting

Q realistic sales targets aligned with market
demand would have prevented unwanted stock

and the pressure to compromise on quality.

+~ Quality Assurance: Compaq needed to maintain
Q its rigorous manufacturing standards to protect
its reputation, one of its strongest selling points.

+~ Balanced Product Portfolio: While innovation is
Q critical, it should not overshadow what the
company does best.
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The Segway Saga

Overconfidence, Lack of Research, Misaligned Expectations

In 2001, the world braced itself for what was hailed as a
groundbreaking shift in personal mobility: the Segway PT.
Invented by Dean Kamen and backed by an investment of
roughly $100 million, the two-wheeled, self-balancing electric
vehicle promised to redefine urban transportation.

What Went Wrong?

Insufficient User Testing: Blinded by the novelty of their
invention, the Segway team conducted little to no user
testing. They were so paranoid about someone stealing
their concept they missed a crucial step in product
development.

Outrageous Pricing: With a steep price tag, the product
was unreachable for most of the general public, limiting
its market reach.

Regulatory Oversight: Neither users nor authorities knew
if the Segway was appropriate for sidewalks or roads,
creating use-case confusion immediately.

Misjudged Public Perception: The team thought Segway
users would be considered cutting-edge and futuristic.
Instead, it led to mockery, turning users into social
pariahs rather than trendsetters.

Overestimation of Demand: They planned on selling
100,000 units in the first 13 months but managed only
140,000 sales over almost two decades.

However, what could've been a transformative invention was a
colossal miss in the annals of failed innovations. And it wasn't
for a lack of technology or design but a series of strategic
missteps, assumptions, and unverified claims. Let's investigate
what went awry and how it could've been avoided.

What Should They
Have Done?

«.. Robust User and Market Research: Segway
Q needed to understand their potential customers
‘& and market fit.

Consult Regulatory Bodies: Before the launch,
Q they should've clarified where and how the
» Segway could be used in consultation with traffic
and urban planning authorities.

Public Perception Management: Before
Q positioning Segway as a 'cool' commodity, the
» company should've conducted focus groups to
gauge public opinion and prepare for adverse
reactions.

projections based on detailed market analysis

Q Realistic Sales Forecasts: Accurate sales
would've given a truer picture of what to expect.
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The Blackberry Conundrum

How Ignoring End-Users Led to the Fall of an Icon

There was a time when the BlackBerry phone was to corporate
corridors what the lanyard and name badge are today. A signal
of serious business acumen, fortified by robust security
features, it was the go-to for many enterprises.

What Went Wrong?

Neglecting User Experience: While BlackBerry was
fixated on corporate needs, it lost sight of the end-users
who found iPhones and Androids more user-friendly.

Late to Adapt: BlackBerry was slow to incorporate
consumer-centric features like touchscreens and mobhile
games that had become a staple in iPhones and
Androids.

The B2B Tunnel Vision: BlackBerry was too focused on
B2B sales, forgetting that their end-users, who didn't get
a say in the buying decision, were the ones who used the
product.

Cost vs. Value: BlackBerry didn't realize that the
premium pricing of their enterprise solutions would be
undercut by consumer technologies that offered better
experiences at a fraction of the cost.

Businesses were keen on deploying Blackberries for their
personnel because they offered top-notch security features and
minimal distractions. But as time passed, Blackberry's keyboard
clicks were drowned out by the swipes and taps on iPhones and
Androids. What transpired is an epic tale of how overlooking the
end user's wants can spell doom for even the most revered
brands.

What Should They
Have Done?

User-Centric Approach: BlackBerry should have
Q acknowledged that the end-users were as much
*Ef* their customers as the corporations.

Market Timing: They could have been more agile
Y. inadapting to market trends, embracing features
Q. and user experiences already winning in

consumer devices.

Balanced B2B-B2C Strategy: A dual focus
Q catering to corporate requirements and user
* demands might have saved them from

obsolescence.

Quality over Cost: Creating a more user-friendly
). interface could have justified their premium
Q pricing, especially as businesses became willing
to spend more for better user experiences.
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