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Overview

In the report Patterns of disruption: Anticipating disruptive strategies in a world of 
unicorns, black swans, and exponentials, we explored, from an established incumbent’s 
point of view, the factors that turn a new technology or new approach into something 
cataclysmic to the marketplace—and to incumbents’ businesses. In doing so, we identified nine 
distinct patterns of disruption: recognizable configurations of marketplace conditions and new 
entrants’ approaches that can pose a disruptive threat to incumbents. Here, we take a deep 
dive into one of these nine patterns of disruption: shorten the value chain.

Shorten the value chain
Transforming the stages of value delivery

Def. Restructure the value chain to provide significant benefits to the customer by removing or 
shifting stages.

Long-standing value chain models are being transformed by new entrants who restructure the way 
value is delivered to the customer. Digital and other technological innovations help new entrants 
eliminate or shift stages in the design, manufacture, commercialization, distribution, and support of 
products to create and capture new value. The large amounts of capital and infrastructure required 
for longer and more complex value chains are no longer required when significant stages are elimi-
nated or shifted to different participants in such a way that the economics are dramatically changed. 
Incumbents with longer value chains provide ample targets for new entrants to reconceive how, 
when, and by whom value is created and delivered.
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The term “value chain” was coined by 
Harvard Business School professor Michael 
Porter in 1985 to describe the set of activities 
performed to design, produce, market, deliver, 
and support products (figure 2).1 While a sup-
ply chain is oriented around the flow of inputs 
and outputs from raw materials to finished 
goods, a value chain is oriented around the 
generation of value for the customer, as defined 
by the customer. Supply chain efforts will tend 
toward integrating processes and improving 
efficiency in ways that incrementally reduce 
costs or risks for the company. Value chain 
restructuring in the context of this pattern, 
on the other hand, focuses on how new 
approaches might be used at each stage to meet 
evolving customer needs in significantly dif-
ferent ways in order to deliver greater value to 
the customer.2 The new arrangement of stages 
and participants can create additional value 
(for example, timeliness or insight) for the 
customer and the producer beyond the incre-
mental cost savings derived from having fewer 
steps or shifting work to other participants.3

In long or complex value chains, the ability 
to understand and swiftly respond to chang-
ing customer preferences is limited. In the 

past, high barriers to entry in many industries 
left customers with few options. Long value 
chains developed to optimize value within the 
cost imperatives for scale and standardization. 
But, in a world where information flows freely, 
product lifespans are collapsing, and consum-
ers value products that better meet their needs, 
even if, or in some cases especially if, they 
have to interact directly with providers, this is 
beginning to change. Enabling technologies 
and changing customer behaviors allow new 
entrants to remove low-value stages or shift 
stages to different types of participants and 
seize economic benefits for themselves and 
their customers. 

Across industries, technological advances 
are allowing responsibility for significant parts 
of the value chain to be transferred or shifted 
to different participants. Digital technolo-
gies, capabilities, and infrastructure provide 
for richer connections among value chain 
participants and with consumers. As a result, 
products move from idea to market faster, and 
the distinction between participants (such 
as manufacturer and retailer) blurs as activi-
ties such as design, financing, marketing, and 
fulfillment are done in new ways. For example, 
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Figure 2. A typical value chain
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many of today’s hardware startups are using 
social media and digital platforms such as 
Kickstarter to connect directly with customers, 
building affinity for both product and com-
pany. In parallel, innovations such as 3D print-
ing and on-demand fulfillment reduce or can 
even eliminate the need to invest in inventory, 
further shifting the economics of the value 
chain and lowering the barriers to competition. 
For example, by releasing a few limited-edition 
designs every week for preorder, San Francisco 
clothing startup BetaBrand receives constant 
demand data and reduces the risks and costs of 
carrying excess inventory. 

Customers are also participating more 
actively across the value chain stages, often 
with the promise of lower prices or more 
influence and control in exchange for greater 
ownership. In addition, aggregation plat-
forms such as the product-enthusiast startup 
Massdrop, by consolidating demand and 
increasing customer purchasing power, make it 
easier for customers to bypass portions of the 
value chain.

New entrants who shorten the value chain 
may challenge markets that rely heavily on 
intermediaries (for example, third-party 
wholesalers) or complementary products. In 
some cases, new product technology allows 
the value chain to be restructured such that 
stages are consolidated or removed entirely, 

eliminating the need for the complementary 
products that went with that stage. For exam-
ple, the emergence of digital camera technol-
ogy removed formerly crucial steps from the 
value chain, such as film developing and print 
making, and the need for the products and 
participants that accompanied those steps.

When shortening the value chain reduces 
costs—for instance, as a result of eliminating 
an entire stage or reducing the use of middle-
men or the need to hold inventory—new 
entrants may pass on a portion of the cost sav-
ings to further strengthen customer relation-
ships and increase their competitive advantage. 
For example, in the case of customer support 
being shifted to a customer-driven forum, 
customers derive value from getting more rel-
evant product assistance and also benefit from 
not having to buy expensive support packages. 
Digital marketplaces are another example 
where new entrants have significantly stream-
lined or eliminated inventory management, 
store operation, or distribution stages in a way 
that adds new value for fragmented customers 
who have limited buying power. Meanwhile, 
for manufacturers or retailers, direct customer 
relationships help them to be more responsive 
to changing customer needs (like Dell in the 
PC market) and also to better sense and satisfy 
customer preferences shifting toward person-
alization and co-creation. Markets in which 

“[W]e can’t do it alone. Our business idea is 
based on a partnership with the customer. First 
we do our part . . . then you do your part. . . . So 

together we save money.”

—IKEA4
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customers are required to re-purchase, refill, 
and replenish are vulnerable to more direct 
and less costly options. 

For incumbents that are challenged by a 
new entrant operating a significantly restruc-
tured value chain, replicating the new value 
chain may be difficult. Incumbents that are 
optimized for the economics of a longer value 
chain will likely experience eroding revenue 
from their existing channels and product 
configurations. Yet, if an incumbent tries to 
shorten the value chain by going direct to the 
customer, large capital investments in infra-
structure (IT systems, trucks, warehouses, and 
distribution centers) that supported inventory 
build-up and transfer in a retail channel model 
may become obsolete and have to be written 
down. Other manufacturing assets designed 
for larger batches and longer life-cycle prod-
ucts might also have to be written down. 
Further, such a move could anger the channel 
that the incumbent depends on for perhaps 
several revenue streams, a concern for compa-
nies like HP when it tried to respond to Dell’s 
direct-to-customer model. But when demand 
is volatile and product life cycles are shorter, 

compact value chains are able to more rapidly 
adjust to meet shifting customer preferences. 
New entrants are often able to capture mar-
ket share as they challenge fundamental ways 
of doing business and the core assumptions 
behind what customers value, where that value 
is created, and the arrangements that dictate 
how it is captured. 

Across industries, advances in digital or 
manufacturing technologies and shifting cus-
tomer mind-sets may create opportunities for 
new entrants to shorten the value chain. New 
entrants experimenting with blockchain tech-
nology5 may discover further opportunities for 
removing significant parts of the value chain 
built around validation, tracking, clearing, and 
risk mitigation. Shortening the value chain has 
already disrupted leading incumbents in some 
arenas, including retail furniture and technol-
ogy consumer products. Others, especially 
those with long or complex value chains that 
have high costs relative to the value created or 
that have lagged in technology-driven change, 
may be vulnerable. For instance, health care 
providers may be at risk in the future as devel-
opments in telemedicine continue to improve 
customer relationships and reduce relatively 
high costs of care. On the other side of the 
spectrum, the limited number of players in 
the airplane manufacturing industry, and the 
low number of stages in a SaaS value chain are 
likely to make them more resistant to disrup-
tion by this pattern.

Key stats 
• In 1980, Kodak employed over 120,000 workers 

worldwide; by 2010, the company employed 
fewer than 30,000.6

• In 1998, 86.6 percent of Dell’s PC sales came 
through the direct channel, while only 4.4 
percent of Compaq’s and 0.6 percent of HP’s PC 
sales came through the direct channel.7

Shorten the value chain
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Digging deeper

Isn’t shortening the value chain the same 
as supply chain management?

Supply chain management focuses largely on optimizing efficiency, often through incremental 
changes in the physical movement and management of materials from raw supply to finished 
product available to the customer. This is an important and well-established area of practice that 
companies need to remain profitable and competitive while ensuring continuity in a global business 
environment. Shortening the value chain fundamentally changes the economics of value creation 
in a market by eliminating or shifting stages of the value chain. Radical supply chain manage-
ment activities can also change the economics in a market; however, this pattern is concerned with 
changes related to shifting or eliminating significant stages of the value chain. Shortening the value 
chain, in effect, is broader and more transformative than supply chain optimization, and is driven 
by innovations in product development and customer engagement.8

Does vertical integration shorten the value chain?

Vertical integration merges businesses that are at different stages of production—for example, a 
brewing company and a barley producer or a brewing company and a restaurant chain. Companies 
such as Warby Parker (eyeglasses), Bonobos (men’s apparel), and J. Hilburn (men’s apparel) have 
garnered attention as innovators in customer responsiveness, in part, by embracing vertical integra-
tion, but vertical integration has been standard in industries, such as oil since the 1970s, and has 
come in and out of fashion in other industries, such as PC manufacturing.9

Vertical integration can be a form of shortening the value chain to the extent that it removes signifi-
cant stages from the value chain or shifts them to a new type of participant in a way that changes 
how value is created and captured. Traditionally, however, vertical integration strategies have been 
more focused on ensuring continuity and quality of supply, as well as eliminating external pricing 
markups. To the degree that vertical integration does restructure the value chain, it can be a difficult 
and expensive strategy, while the streamlining of operations that accompany it potentially limit a 
company’s ability to offer customized products for niche demand.

Transforming the stages of value delivery
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Case studies

Kodak’s disruption isn’t breaking news, but 
in order to understand the dynamics of the 
patterns, we needed to examine, in detail, cases 
of displacement that had already played out; 
by definition, such proven cases of disruptions 
require looking backward and reexamining 
well-trod ground under a new lens. 

First prototyped at Kodak in the 1970s, 
digital cameras permanently changed the 
consumer photography market when they 
were widely adopted in the early 2000s. Digital 
cameras eliminated film from the photography 
value chain and drastically decreased both 
the time and the steps required for consumers 

Digital cameras displace Kodak
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Figure 3. The impact of digital on the consumer photography value chain
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to capture, store, view, and share images. By 
eliminating all of the time lag between tak-
ing a picture and viewing the image, LCD-
equipped digital cameras also improved upon 
the vexing problem of missed and poor-quality 
shots. While customers benefited from the 
new value digital cameras delivered, this new 
value chain led to the demise of Kodak, which 
had controlled 90 percent of the film market 
in 1976 and was rated as one of the world’s five 
most valuable brands thanks in large part to its 
film business.10

The outlook for Kodak’s core film business 
changed quickly  toward the end of the 1990s 
with the introduction of consumer-grade 
digital cameras (by Kodak as well as competi-
tors such as Nikon, Sony, and Canon) that 
had better form function, LCD screens for 
previewing pictures, greater image resolution, 
and storage systems that were compatible with 
the evolving PC technologies. Prior to digital 
cameras, consumers had to purchase and load 
film (or purchase a pre-loaded camera), take 
pictures, pay development fees, and wait, at 
a minimum, several hours and often days or 
weeks, to actually see their pictures developed 
and printed, and display and share the physi-
cal prints; now they could take pictures, store 
them on a memory chip instead of on film, 
and view them immediately. It also signaled a 
new approach to viewing and sharing pho-
tographs in general. Eventually, digital cam-
eras offered not just higher quality, but more 

storage space and easier transfer to other 
formats and devices. These features provided 
a more convenient and cost-effective path for 
consumers using the Web and mobile devices, 
which consumers began to greatly prefer, and it 
coincided with the rapid improvement in and 
adoption of digital technology and infrastruc-
ture in daily life. 

Global sales of film cameras slipped from 
20 million units in 2000 to 5 million only six 
years later,12 while sales of digital cameras 
increased from 2.5 million to 20.4 million units 
over that same period.13 This shift happened so 
quickly that, for example, a film camera that 
Kodak introduced in 2004 was named “camera 
of the year,” yet was discontinued by the time 
Kodak collected the award.14

Kodak had the capabilities and insights to 
successfully transition to digital15 and as the 
Economist recently wrote, “A report circulated 
among senior executives in 1979 detailing how 
the market would shift permanently from film 
to digital by 2010.”16 Kodak evaluated options 
and prepared for the transition by investing 
in various web-based photo-sharing compa-
nies, such as Snapfish, and filing or acquiring 
patents—by 2012, it held over 1,100 digital 
imaging and processing patents.17 Yet, with the 
financial outlook for transitioning to digital 
murky, the company chose to stick with its 
strength and focused on selling superior film-
based products. As Larry Mateson, a former 
Kodak executive put it, “Wise businesspeople 

“Wise businesspeople concluded that it was best 
not to hurry to switch from making 70 cents on the 
dollar on film to maybe five cents at most in digital.”

—Larry Mateson, former Kodak executive11
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concluded that it was best not to hurry to 
switch from making 70 cents on the dollar on 
film to maybe five cents at most in digital.”18 
Thus, Kodak consciously chose to focus on 
bolstering the film business that had elevated 
it to one of America’s iconic brands, assuming 
that once digital took off, Kodak would be able 
to join the market.

The shift away from film image-storage and 
processing had devastating effects on Kodak’s 
film business and a variety of film processing 
products that Kodak sold for development. 
The industry transition had Kodak stuck in its 
tracks—a shift to digital would have cannibal-
ized revenue streams from its core business 
(film, paper, chemicals), which accounted for 
61 percent of sales.19 In addition, transitioning 
to a digital model would have rendered a long 

list of film and film processing chemicals and 
paper manufacturing assets obsolete. Kodak 
was also uncertain of how customers would 
respond to viewing pictures on a screen, and 
assumed it could gradually shift to digital in 
the future. As a result of the new shorter value 
chain for digital and not otherwise adapting 
effectively to changing customer demands, the 
company’s sales shrunk from $16 billion in 
1999 to $10.3 billion in 2007 and $6.2 billion in 
2011.20 Film represented a major component of 
this decline: In the two years between 2003 and 
2005, the revenue for Kodak’s core business fell 
from 61 percent to 36 percent of its revenues.21 
While the absolute number of photo prints 
were increasing, cheaper printing options, 
such as home and office printing where Kodak 
didn’t have a strong presence, were gaining 

Graphic: Deloitte University Press  |  DUPress.com

Figure 4. US photography market
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popularity. By 2006, Kodak’s film sales were 
down 75 percent from 1999, and Kodak was 
focused on the booming mass-market digital 
camera industry.22

Kodak experienced short-lived success with 
digital cameras but could not sustain its posi-
tion in a market that would soon be decimated 
by the smartphone. While Kodak’s financial 
decline from 1999 to 2007 is attributable to 
the failure to create and capture value in the 
new digital value chain, the further drop in the 
next several years can be attributed to a differ-
ent pattern, converge products, epitomized by 
the rise of the camera-equipped smartphone, 
which eliminated the need for the low-end 

digital cameras that Kodak (and its competi-
tors) provided. Meanwhile, Fujifilm, which was 
often thought of as Kodak’s Japanese equivalent 
due to its near monopoly of the film market in 
Japan, was able to diversify more successfully 
(including by entering the cosmetics market), 
discovering new outlets for its film expertise 
(for example, optical films for LCD flat-panel 
screens), and finding other revenue sources 
and branding opportunities (for example, a 
joint venture with Xerox).23

Digital had arrived at an unexpected pace, 
and Kodak was too slow to redefine its position 
in the new value chain.24
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Short story 

Dell displaces US PC incumbents Compaq, Packard Bell, and IBM in the late 
1990s
In 1995, Dell held the sixth-highest market share in the US personal computer (PC) industry. But, 
through a business model and sales strategy that bypassed distributors and value-added resellers 
who were a major part of the PC value chain, the company that originated in a dormitory room 
displaced PC incumbents Compaq, Packard Bell, and IBM by 2000.25 Dell’s direct sales model 
increased customization, affordability, and convenience for enterprise customers by offering a one-
stop shop where it could build machines to customer specifications via a selection of memory boards, 
processors, and other components. Additionally, by implementing a direct sales model, Dell was able 
to dramatically reduce its channel costs. While under the direct model, channel costs represented 2 
percent of product revenue, this figure jumped to 13.5–15.5 percent of product revenue for indirect 
sales.26 Dell’s differentiated strategic value chain helped increase its US revenue from $360 million in 
1990 to $17.9 billion in 1999, making it the US market leader.27

Former incumbents such as Compaq were unable to respond effectively. The majority of the major PC 
players had business models reliant upon selling through distributors and retailers, who threatened 
to discontinue business with them if they began selling directly to the enterprise. If carried out, this 
would be devastating to organizations like IBM, which earned over 90 percent of its sales from indirect 
channels.28 Transition to a direct sales model would thus not only cannibalize major sources of revenue, 
but would also require the development of a complex delivery system, infrastructure, and in-house 
capabilities for services that resellers used to provide.29 Dell had developed strategic and competitive 
cost advantages over 15 years by operating purely under a direct sales model, and thus restructuring 
sales strategies (such as Compaq’s, which relied on a network of over 44,000 dealers) was far from 
simple for incumbents.30 As a result, Dell emerged as the PC leader, with market share climbing from 
3 percent in 1994 to nearly 18.5 percent by 2000, while competitors such as IBM lost almost half of 
their market share between 1994 and 2000.31
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Figure 5. Dell’s enterprise PC value chain
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When IKEA invented flat-packed furniture 
in 1956, it happened by accident. The story 
goes that the company stumbled into flat-
packing when a designer took the legs off a 
Lovet table to fit it in his trunk before a photo 
shoot—the rest is history.32 What began as an 
accident has turned into the Swedish retailer’s 
global dominance as IKEA became the furni-
ture manufacturing world leader in 2002 and 
the US leader by 2010.33 This simple discovery 
was the inspiration for a larger cascade of 
changes in which responsibility for multiple 
stages of the value chain, including in-store 
service and assembly, was shifted to the cus-
tomer. Selling furniture as condensed, unas-
sembled pieces has allowed IKEA to remove 
raw material, shipping, and storage costs, as 
well as eliminate the order-taking and fulfill-
ment stages, and associated costs, from the 
typical furniture value chain. In the process, it 
has created a participatory experience for the 
customer and eliminated the typical lag that 
occurs between a customer picking out and 
ordering furniture and actually receiving it. 

IKEA customers can pick out furniture in one 
of the company’s hybrid retail warehouses, take 
it home, and put it together the same day.

IKEA offers customers more than just 
low prices—it has changed the model of how 
businesses interact with customers by cultivat-
ing a shift in customer mind-set from pas-
sive buyers to active participants, mobilizing 
customers to create product value. For those 
customers that choose to take on responsibili-
ties such as self-guided in-store service and 
product assembly—tasks traditionally owned 
by manufacturers and retailers—IKEA deliv-
ers affordable, well-designed products.34 This 
incentive was not only openly shared with 
customers (IKEA’s website in 2004 stated that 
“if [customers] can do simple things like pick 
up [their] purchases and assemble them at 
home, we’ll keep prices low”) but also strongly 
encouraged through the provision of childcare 
facilities, in-store restaurants, and a plethora 
of pencils, paper pads, and tape measures.35 
While these changes may appear subtle, in 
aggregate they fundamentally change the 

IKEA disrupts US furniture retailers
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Figure 6. IKEA’s consumer furniture value chain
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furniture buying experience in such a way that 
is often difficult for competitors to replicate. 
IKEA shortened the value chain and “system-
atically reinvent[ed] its value and the business 
system that delivers it to the actors involved.”36  
Streamlining the process for furniture designs 
by setting the price tag and then designing, 
sourcing materials, and finding suppliers 
to fit that price also helped IKEA to reduce 
costs by 30 percent and pass those savings on 
to customers.37

This new model 
has allowed IKEA to 
remove stages and 
participants from 
the value chain, 
and has generated 
significant cost 
savings not only for 
its customers, but 
also for its business. 
While flat-packing 
allows IKEA to 
ship six times more 
units per shipment 
than if it were to 
ship assembled 
furniture, it is only 
viable because of the 
reconfigured value 
chain that shifts 
significant stages to 
the customer.38 Flat-
packing has become 
so engrained in 
IKEA’s model that 
some consider “we 
don’t want to pay to ship air” to be IKEA’s 
mantra.39 As a result of innovative delivery and 
customer engagement, by 2002, less than 20 
years after entering the US market, IKEA had 
become the world’s largest furniture retailer 
with $12 billion in global sales, thanks in 
large part to the reverberations of flat-packing 
throughout its value chain.40

IKEA’s innovative value chain is shorter 
than that of most US furniture retailers. 

Incumbents may hesitate to transition to an 
IKEA-like model for fear of pushing away cus-
tomers that are unwilling to take on tasks that 
have traditionally been defined as a supplier’s 
responsibilities. Furthermore, shifting to a flat-
packing model with combined warehousing 
and retail locations would require incumbents 
to significantly alter their current manufac-
turing, logistics, and retail infrastructure 
and processes and likely write off the assets 

associated with the 
current systems.

While IKEA 
has thrived in the 
furniture market by 
transitioning assem-
bly to customers, 
Ashley Furniture 
has made its mark 
through optimiz-
ing its supply 
chain—the company 
relentlessly looks 
for opportunities 
to remove costs 
from the supply 
chain by sourcing 
inventory from 
Asia and leasing the 
empty containers to 
grain farmers and 
other agricultural 
concerns serving 
export markets.42

Since 2000, 
IKEA’s US market 
share has climbed 

within a fragmented industry, taking market 
share from competitors like Ashley Furniture, 
Ethan Allen, and Rooms to Go. Even though 
the industry remains fragmented in the United 
States, IKEA’s business model has helped it 
capture 6.4 percent to lead the retail furniture 
market and $4.1 billion in fiscal year 2015 in 
the United States alone.43

“Be prepared. Make 
a list of anything 
you may need for 

your home…. Take 
measurements of 

spaces you want to 
fill with furniture. 
And be sure there’s 
room in your car. 

You’ll need it.” 
—IKEA company website41
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Figure 7. Top US furniture retailer sales ($ billion)

Source: Deloitte analysis of third-party data.
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Short story 

3D printing
3D printing is expected to transform the way we prototype and fulfill orders for manufactured goods. The 
typical manufacturing value chain involves many players facilitating the design, production, transportation, 
and warehousing of products and services. Some of these participants will likely be removed as more and 
more manufacturers adopt 3D printing. In order to remain relevant in a market with lessened warehousing 
and inventory requirements, many current leaders in the market will have to write off significant 
manufacturing equipment, capital, and tools investments and update their delivery models. Overall, 3D 
printing will likely continue to generate more value with fewer participants as traditional manufacturers 
and independent players may no longer be necessary for quick prototyping. 3D printing has the ability to 
remove the most costly and time-consuming steps in product development, which is why industries from 
food to medicine to military all have the potential to be transformed.44

For example, Normal utilizes 3D printing for on-demand fulfillment, reducing manufacturing and raw 
material costs by investing only in products that have a demand. This New York-based startup 3D prints 
customized earbuds, selling products that customers covet and ultimately buy at half the price of its 
competitors, which require professional ear molds made by audiologists.
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Figure 8. 3D printing value chain
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Is my market vulnerable?

Are there a significant number of stages in my value chain? 

Markets with extended value chains that have a relatively high number of stages are often more vulnerable 
to disruption. This is because long value chains imply that incumbent suppliers, producers, or designers may 
be several steps removed from the customer, and thus receive less insight into customer needs and market 
dynamics. Long value chains additionally may be slower to respond to changing customer preferences 
because of the high number of inputs and coordination across parties that will be required to address any 
changes. Conversely, value chains with few stages will be able to swiftly adapt and adjust to customer demands 
and preferences.

Do I rely on third parties or complementary product offerings to deliver value 
to customers?

Businesses that have a heavy reliance on intermediaries or other products are vulnerable to changes in their 
ecosystem that are out of their control. If a complementary product or intermediary exits the market, expands 
capabilities, or renders a portion of the value chain obsolete, incumbents may find themselves unable to 
compete in the market. Conversely, businesses that are fully independent control their own place within the 
market, can more swiftly adapt to changes in customer needs, and are able to adopt new technologies with 
less resistance.

Does my product/service have a high lifetime total cost of ownership?

When products or services have high costs of ownership, customers with low switching costs will be eager 
and inclined to look for cheaper alternatives. Entrants may be able to capitalize on this by addressing one of 
the many factors behind high prices. These include price mark-ups to cover incremental costs added through 
several steps or parties of the value chain (for example, inventory, manufacturing, design), or high post-
purchase costs in the form of replenishing, re-purchasing, or refilling. When new players are able to decrease 
costs by removing steps or players from product creation through consumption, offerings become enticing 
to buyers. 

Is my customer base fragmented with a low degree of buying power?

If a market’s customer base is fragmented and holds low buying power, new entrants may be able to capitalize 
through deploying streamlined purchasing methods that bypass portions and players within the old value chain. 
Aggregating customer demand is beneficial for customers in the form of easy access and discounts through 
high-quantity purchases. Suppliers that capitalize on aggregation platforms and other methods to understand 
customer demand have a leg up on incumbents with high inventory costs, and can pass on some of the savings 
to customers.
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