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[bookmark: _Toc25960741]Executive Summary
Within the introduction of the report, we mention that Mintzberg’s (1985) theory model displays how the emergent strategy impacts an organisation’s intended strategy, in order to create realised strategies. We end our introduction by describing what competitive strategy is, whilst stating what questions an organisation should ask themselves, when pursuing a greater competitive strategy. 
Within the main findings of the report, we provide a general ‘face-valued’ mission statement from Apple themselves, to be critiqued throughout the analysis. Moving on, we press towards the strategic analysis, where we research strategic management tools, founded by significant strategic theorists such as, A. Mendelow (1981), C. Bowman (1997). Both of which had provided us with an array of different techniques used to harness information regarding their current position within the competitive market. 
By analysing the concluding evidence from the said frameworks, we learned that the consumers, competitors and third-world mineral miners can play a significant role to positively changing Apple’s strategy. Not only this, but the BSC analysis conveyed that Apple’s position is placed at “focused differentiation”, due to their “luxurious” products maintain no additional benefit to their Android competitor’s products; which are more cost efficient. However, these strategic management tools provide organisations with benefits concerning competitive planning, the limitation concerning subjectivity is an issue.
Nevertheless, recommendations were provided at the end of the report, in order to address the competitive issues Apple are faced with, and purpose methods to counteract the shortcomings; this was aided by a comparison of a SWOT analysis and Porter’s 5 Forces. The first recommendation concerned, funding/researching ‘Augmented Reality’ and ‘Artificial Intelligence’, to later be integrated within their products; thus, achieving an increased level of perceived value. The second involved increasing the budget for sustainable innovation, tackling Apple’s own lack of differentiation and CSR. Finally, the third regarded revisiting their pricing strategy, as their products are too expensive in comparison to their competitor’s. 
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1.0 [bookmark: _Toc25960742]Introduction
Johnson (Johnson et al., 2011), a leading theorist in strategic management, mentions that strategy is the long-term scope and direction of the business. It would be naive for a business to simply expect a linear strategic approach to perform within the market, as the ever-changing and turbulent Macro/Microenvironments will have a knock-on effect to the intended decisions within strategic management (Gartner, 2004). Once the organisation configures its resources and competences, in order to stabilise turbulence, an evolved or ‘realised’ strategy comes into fruition from combining the emergent and intended strategy to fulfil stakeholder expectations. A perfect representation of this statement would concern Mintzbergs’ (1985) ‘Emergent Strategy’ theory model, found in ‘Figure 1.0’ (Johnson et al., 2011; Fogel, 2010). 

[image: ]Figure 1.0
Sources from: Mintzberg & Waters, (1985).

1.1 [bookmark: _Toc25960743]Company Background
Apple Inc, founded by Steve Jobs and Steve Wozniak in 1976, began with the vision of innovating consumer electronics to be more cost efficient, faster and convenient (Bajarin, 2019). Today, the brand is considered a significant leader within the current global technology sector, having a market revenue of $265,595 million and 132,000 employees within the financial year of 2018 (Marketline, 2019a; CNN Research, 2019). Apple is renowned for regularly introducing innovational and technological hardware models such as, the ‘iPod’, ‘iPhone’ and ‘Apple Store’. The success of these products has overtaken and led others within the technological marketing segment (Johnson et al., 2012).
 
1.2 [bookmark: _Toc25960744]Objectives of the Report
Objectives of the report concern, the analysis and identification of where Apple’s strategic position is, by using a range of relevant theorist’s frameworks. Recommendations will then be produced in order to improve their currant competitive strategy (Hooley, 2008; Senior, 2006; Porter, 2004).
 
1.3 [bookmark: _Toc25960745]Competitive Strategy/ Business Level Strategy
Typically, each company within the market upholds some level of competitive strategy, whether implicit or explicit. A business’ competitive strategy is developed by reflecting upon and planning the business’ own specific goals in order to fully analyse where they are positioned. Analysis such as this can aid in directing functional departments within the business, by reflecting their current position, in order to identify where the business’s next approach should be directed. In reference to competition within the market, the planning of competitive strategy will answer questions concerning, “What is driving the competition?”, “What is the best response to competitors within the macroenvironment?” “How will the organisation evolve?” and “Where will the organisation need to be positioned to compete long term?” (Whittington, 2006; Porter, 2004). 

2.0 [bookmark: _Toc25960746]Main Findings
2.1 [bookmark: _Toc25960747]General Overview of Apple’s Organisational Strategy
Apple’s organisational strategy can be extracted from their mission statement, this is found below; although, this is taken at ‘face-value’. Further on within the Section 2.2, this information will be critiqued. 
· Mission – Apple state that their mission is, “to bring the best user experience to its customers through its innovative hardware, software, and services.” Apple convey that this is achieved by providing the public with the best innovational, high-end technology on the market.
· Vision – Apple’s vision statement conveys that, they believe Apple products will change/benefit the culture of humankind by integrating their own innovation within it.
· Core Values – Apple’s core values include “inclusion and diversity, education, accessibility, environment, supplier responsibility and privacy” (Blodget, 2019).




2.2 [bookmark: _Toc25960748]Strategic Analysis
This section will look at several strategic models to identify Apple’s competitive position in order to determine the next steps of recommending where organisational change is needed. 

[bookmark: _Toc25960749]2.2.1 Power/ Interest Matrix
Johnson & Scholes (1999) has adapted Mendelow’s (1981) Power/ Interest matrix to allow businesses to identify not only what level of influence and interest each stakeholder has to an organisation, but also to identify the method and level of communication the business will utilise in order to support and engage with their stakeholders. Through the use of four segments within the graph labeled within Figure 2.0, the consequent engagement and support from utilising the model’s segments can direct organisational decision-makers to improve the interest from their positive stakeholders (Olander & Landin, 2005; Watson et al., 2002; Agle et al., 1999; Mendelow, 1981).
Within Figure 2.0, Apple’s stakeholders are prioritised and placed within the model, in order to demonstrate their influence on Apple’s organisation; as this provides greater coherency (Mainardes et al (2012; Freeman, 2010). However, the use of this model can uphold limitations, due to the complexity of identifying a stakeholder’s true interest towards a project; as the stakeholder’s position on the model can be non-empirical and based upon one’s perception. Additionally, the need to indicate whether the stakeholder’s interests are negative should be provided within the model (Freeman, 2010; Johnson et al., 2008; Bryson, 2004; Eden & Ackermann, 1998).

[image: ]Figure 2.0: Mendelow’s Power/Interest Matrix















An adaptation of Mendelow’s (1991) ‘Power/Interest Matrix’, in reference to Apple Inc. 

CEO 
CEOs imprint organisations with their own values (Agle, 1999). Being the highest internally paid stakeholder, the CEO’s extrinsic motivation can reflect their own high-level of interest, as a high income is known to increase a stakeholder’s interest in an organisation (Isen & Reeve, 2005; Jensen & Murphy, 1990). 



Government
Governments uphold laws and regulations influencing the intercultural workplace; this can impact the CSR and how Apple’s stakeholder’s rights are protected within each country (Greechie, 2019). Drawing from this, Apple should keep governments satisfied by engaging and consulting over their income and organisational policy, as an organisation’s failure to abide to these laws in many countries, can result in legal punishment (GOV.UK, 2019). 

Customers/Consumers 
With the introduction of e-commerce and global competitiveness, consumers now have greater option when searching for products based on their own psychographics; which company products should reflect upon (Friberg et al., 2001). Therefore, consumers upholds significant power and value to organisations within the competitive and non-monopolised market, and should be kept satisfied to maintain a competitive advantage (Kotler & Armstrong, 2000; Grönroos, 1994). Additionally, Apple’s consumers are typically middle-classed early adopters (Business Strategy Hub, 2019.

Competitors 
Apple’s key competitor, Android, maintains significant power within the matrix; this is due to the ways in which Android influences Apple’s performance. Evidence of this concerns the financial year of 2011, when Android upheld a global market share of 35%, whilst Apple upheld a mere 21%. Drawing from this statistic, it is safe to assume that the growth of Android influenced the consequential loss of Apple’s market share (Marketline, 2012). 
However, competition within the market provides a much more significant meaning than just competition for market share; as constructive rivalry, where the organisation’s strategy evolves and learns from their competitor’s success, can stem from competition. Apple uses this rivalry to evolve and respond by providing greater value to their product. This statement is relevant to Apple and Android’s continuous rivalry concerning device innovation (Hosseini et al., 2018; Zelga, 2017; Froud et al., 2014).

Media 
“92% of consumers rely on peer reviewed products”, this statement by Newswire (2012) conveys the level of impact that positive briefing which displayed through a medium has on the success of a product. The media is a medium which can influence a target audience to buy a product, through engaging potential external stakeholders via promotion (Thackeraye et al., 2008; Dawson, 2007). 

Employees of Suppliers and Distributors  
These should be monitored regarding to their performance, as the performance of sales through suppliers and distributors will impact profit margins (Talluri & Sarkis, 2002). 

Third-World Mineral Miners 
The battery life of Apple devices is perceived as a key selling point in competitive marketing. However, to produce the rechargeable lithium-ion batteries within all mobile phones today, cobalt minerals are needed. Their positioning within the chart is justified, due to the unethical nature of mining cobalt and the poor working conditions that Congo miners work under. Being very low on the organisational chain of command, they uphold little to no interest or power within the spectrum (Apple, 2019b; Chutel, 2019; Turak, 2019). 

[bookmark: _Toc25960750]2.2.2 Bowman’s Strategic Clock
Bowman & Faulkner (1997) created ‘Bowman’s Strategic Clock’ (BSC) based on aiding an organisation to achieve a competitive advantage through providing their customers with what they need and want, more efficiently than their competitors. Similar to Porter’s (1980) Generic strategies, each position within the strategic clock represents the different customer psychographics in terms of monetary and perceptional considerations.  The utilisation of this model (Figure 3.0) will help Apple understand their own shortcomings, in comparison to their competitors. However, limitations to this strategy can concern its non-empirical nature as the organisation’s position is based upon one’s own perception. Additionally, research suggests that, positions 6, 7 and 8 provide no valid opportunity within the competitive market. Nevertheless, these redundant positions can also help an organisation indicate if they are failing, thus, prompting them to re-evaluate their current strategy (Shakhshir, 2019; Blankson and Kalafatis, 2001).

[image: ]Figure 3.0: Bowman’s Strategic Clock
An adaption of Bowman & Faulkner’s (1997) Strategic Clock

It can be assumed that Apple’s position can be placed within “5. Focused Differentiation”, as it upholds traits of “6. Risky High Margins (RHM)” and “4. Differentiation”, thus, Apple is placed within the middle.
Research suggests that companies who focus towards differentiation, use their product’s non-price differences as a competitive resource in order to attain added perceived value. Whereas, “Focused Differentiation” is typically only suitable for a small market segment, as the sales of premium products can only typically target the ‘higher and middle-classed’ demographics. However, RHM is a positioning strategy that many argue is doomed to fail in long-term situations, as it maintains an uncompetitive nature, due to a mediocre valued product’s premium price-tag.  (Wen-Cheng, et al., 2011; Karaosmanoglu and Melewar, 2006; Davies et al., 2003). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Woodruff (1997) conveys that, perceived value is the result of the benefits customers receive, in comparison to the price of the product. This implies that the price of a product can typically help an organisation achieve a competitive advantage against their competition (Ehmke, 2005; Oxenfeldt, 1973). However, the iPhone can be perceived as costly in comparison to their competitors averaging £650 (across the iPhone 6 and Xr models (Apple Inc., 2019). The reasoning behind this increased price-tag could relate to Kotler and Armstrong’s (2000) research which conveys that many businesses set their products’ price highly to ensure greater financial results, in order to fund further products.

Apple’s selling-point relates to the very ‘experience’ of owning an iPhone, as it is perceived to uphold a sense of luxury and fulfilment. Examples of this can be conveyed from the exciting unboxing stage, to its minimalistic software and stylish hardware design (E-Commerce Insights, 2019; Ling et al., 2015; Dennis, 2005; Cronin et al., 2000; Woodruff, 1997).
Apple’s innovational hardware/software is built upon putting their own ‘stamp’ upon their competitors’ ideas and so there is no true entrepreneurial innovation involved. For example, the tablet was released before the iPad (Bort, 2013). Additionally, the iPhone can also function to play music; a modern-day adaptation of the pre-existing Sony Ericsson Walkman Phone (Franzen, 2014).
Over time, Apple’s competitors replicate or improve upon Apple’s innovations, but as a cheaper product. This means that the iPhone product does not serve any additional benefit, compared to that of their competitors (Byford, 2019). 
3.0 [bookmark: _Toc25960751]Conclusion
Apple have the capacity to remain as a prestigious leader within the market, although throughout the report’s strategic analysis we have identified that Apple’s overall strategy needs building upon. This is due to their lack of recent true innovation, ethicality, and their products offering little to no differentiation, in comparison to their less expensive competitor’s products. At face value, Apple do not live up to their own mission which surrounds their own slogan of “think different”. A call for action is needed, concerning where their strategy lays currently. Within ‘4.0 Recommendations’ we explore methods to tackle these shortcomings.

4.0 [bookmark: _Toc25960752]Recommendations
[bookmark: _Toc25960753]4.1 Porter’s 5 Forces & SWOT Analysis
From the information gained throughout strategic analysis, we are able to come to a consensus of Apple’s strategic position, along with its shortcomings. This consensus will be used to formulate a SWOT analysis, identifying Apple’s core Strengths, Weaknesses and Threats. Simultaneously, Porter’s (1979) Five Forces model, will be compared to the SWOT Analysis, in order to analyse Apple’s existing industry profitability and attractiveness; using external perspective. By comparing the SWOT Analysis to Porter’s 5 forces we analyse how Apple’s organisational structure influences the behavior of the five key market participants (Dälken, 2014; Raible, 2013). The comparison of both models is fundamental, as it allows a researcher to identify where their powers lie; using their strengths, weaknesses and threats in order to formulate Opportunities; which will also serve as recommendations. However, limitations, similar to the other frameworks, could concern its subjective nature (Helms & Nixon, 2010). 

‘Porter’s 5 Forces’ provokes questions concerning,
· Reducing or manage supplier bargaining power.
· Reducing or manage buyer/customer bargaining power.
· Dominating competitive rivalry.
· Reducing or eliminating the threat of substitution.
· Reducing or eliminating the threat of new entry

[image: ]Figure 4.0: SWOT Analysis








Apple’s SWOT Analysis, influenced by: (Business Strategy Hub, 2019; Marketline, 2019a)

[image: ]Figure 5.0: 5 Forces Framework
Source: Five Forces Framework (Porter, 2008)

Funding Ground-Braking Technology
7,500,000 individual iPhones were bought in the UK alone in 2017, which emphasises the brand’s prominence within the market (Vlahos, 2019). When you take the number of iPhone consumers into account, along with peer to peer recommendations regarding the product, it is safe to assume the level of customer loyalty to Apple is significant, thus reducing supplier and buyer bargaining power (Liu et al., 2015). These numbers enable Apple to maintain a market revenue of $265,595 million, with the capability to fund ground-breaking technology; aiding in dominating competitive rivalry, reducing or eliminating the threat of substitution and reducing or eliminating the threat of new entry (Hosseini et al., 2018). I can be recommended that Apple should take advantage exploring top-of-the-range innovations such as Artificial intelligence (AI) and Augmented Reality (AR), in order to implement them within their products (Marketline, 2019a). 

Pursue Sustainable Innovation
Section 2.1 ‘Third-World Mineral Miners’ establishes that this strategy is unethical, this effects customer loyalty; thus, diminishing competitive strategy. However, the existing unethical strategy does not employ suitable CSR; this can be counteracted by investing more resources into The Liam Project (Cruz, 2017; Newholm & Shaw, 2007). 
‘Liam’, a dissection-robot controlled by Apple, is used to disassemble iPhones, and recover functional parts and precious metals from them such as, cobalt and gold; that would otherwise be mined by third-world mineral miners. Liam then recycles and reuses the pieces; assembling a re-made and functioning iPhone. This can help dominate competitive rivalry and decrease buyer power, as this can transition Apple’s strategy more towards “differentiation”; through adding value to their products by providing the consumer with a refurbished, ethical and sustainable mobile phone that has never met the market before, even by the likes of their competitors (Rujanavech et al., 2016; Newholm & Shaw, 2007). The proposed strategy can continue to grow by re-evaluating and lowering the price of the recycled product, as the re-sourcing of raw materials will not be needed. This sense of affordability can change customer adoption patterns from late adopters to early adopters (Thornton & White, 2001).




Revisiting Apple’s Pricing Strategy
As currently, Apple adds unnecessary costs to their product, with no real and comparable functionality differences other than “luxury”, in comparison to their Android competitor’s products, which cost less; their current strategy can be perceived as successful within the short-term, whereas, in the long run it is not (Marketline, 2019b; Thubron, 2018, Friberg et al, 2001). Evidence to the loss of ‘The iPhone Experience’s’ novelty and brand loyalty can be conveyed through Apple’s 5% global profit loss from the year 2018 - 2019; primarily within China (Marketline, 2019b; Thubron, 2018). 
The loss of market share can be the result of multiple phenomime such as, the Incompatibility with External Products - Apple focuses on making their hardware/software completely exclusive to the iPhone and non-compatible with their competitors, and vise-versa, in order to make the process of changing to the Android platform more complex and expensive for existing Iphone consumers, once the novelty of the luxurious ‘Apple Experience’ becomes obsolete (Boas, 2019; Montgomerie & Roscoe, 2013). For instance, the universal charger, mini-jack headphones and Google Cloud which work for most products within the market segment will not be compatible with the modernised iPhone. Instead, Apple try to monopolise the market by introducing expensive and branded exclusive products such as, lightning-chargers, AirPods and iCloud. Nevertheless, in some cases this weakness can be perceived as a short-term strength, as it enforces brand loyalty and decreases buyer bargaining power (Apple, 2019b; Montgomerie & Roscoe, 2013). However, due to the large price tag surrounding iPhone’s hardware, the appearance of counterfeit Apple substitutes has become more frequent. This is counterproductive to diminishing or eliminating the threat of substitution (Business Strategy Hub, 2019). By revisiting the pricing of their hardware, Apple can combat this limitation.
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