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This essay’s purpose is to focus on innovation within Apple and the advantages and disadvantages various methods offer. Firstly, different sources of innovation were analysed starting with the impact of radical innovation on an enterprise allowing an organisation such as Apple to enter a new market and potential gain a monopoly and set the price of products, at least for the initial stages of the market. However, this method requires the highest amount of resource allocation. Secondly, there is incremental innovation which is the most cost-effective method as organisations are still profiting from the previous generation, but there is a risk of overcomplicating the product and adding features users don’t want. Finally, is disruptive innovation, which allows and organisation to take advantage of an overlooked/underdeveloped market and exploit that weakness. However, since there is already a market to disrupt there is the potential for consumer rejection as the existing products already provide the service they require. 
The next section focuses on how different types of innovation can affect an organisations market share or the leanness of the operation. As incremental innovation has been described as a low risk/low reward option it is the most common practice and has been observed to minimise the resource allocation when developing products as it specifically focuses on customer requirements. Whereas radical innovation, requires more resources but give an organisation the opportunity to be a ‘first mover’ and monopolise a market giving a majority market share. However, there is more risk associated with this method making it high risk/ high reward. Disruptive innovation was found to give the opportunity to create new value in an existing market and give organisation higher market share by making existing products obsolete and practise to making products more cost-effective. However, some companies do not adopt this practice as they are already satisfying consumers and making profits, so they feel there is no need.
The final section critically analyses why change initiates are likely to fail while also analysing Lewin’s change model. It was found change may fail due to the significant amount of resources required to implement the change and staff negative perception of said change and providing an internal resistance.
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Varris AND Littunen (2010) have stated their belief that the ability of a firm to acclimatise in their external environment and ensure competitiveness is interrelated with their capacity to innovate, continuous upgrades on products and renew their knowledge bases. An example of this, is Apple who are widely considered as the most innovative company in the world (Myftari, 2017). However, “innovation” may refer to various kinds of “new” products, production methods and technologies, therefore the forms of innovation used by Apple will be discussed below following the diagram sourced from Lopez (2015).
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Radical Innovation 

Some may argue incremental innovation is no longer adequate to contest in a fast-changing market. Therefore, companies such as Apple may have to develop solutions with the aid of fast, flexible and growth-increasing innovation methods (Myftari, 2017). One such method is radical innovation. These types of innovations are commonly understood to have a large degree of novelty, being significantly or entirely new with the potential to be unique as well (Kasmire et al., 2012). Radical innovations are also identified with a profound effect on future development, launching whole new fields of study, making dominant competitor technologies or processes obsolete (Green AND Cluley, 2014). One of Apple’s founders Steve Jobs was a big believer in radical innovation and believed “It is really hard to design products by focus groups. A lot of times people don’t know what they want until you show it to them.” – Steve Jobs. Apple’s prime example of this is the development of its smartphone or more commonly known as the “IPhone”. While smartphones existed before Apple entered the market the IPhone reimagined the scope of what a phone could do and altered the rules for many markets comprising of e-commerce, maps and navigation, music and photography (Gardner, 2017).
[bookmark: _Toc23836984]Advantages of Radical Innovation 

· A radical innovation offers a company the chance to be the first or to own an unexploited market, however this may only be during the initial phases (Green AND Cluley, 2014). This can effective allow the innovator to own a monopoly and thus as potential lone providers, they can set any price they choose. This is called price-fixing and it can be done regardless of demand because they know consumers have no other option (Askar, 2013). 
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· Story et al. (2014) states radical innovations are costlier both in manpower and in financial resources once compared to incremental innovation. Therefore, putting SME under great pressure when conducting this strategy as a product failure could result in business closure. This However, may not be an issue for larger companies who have more capital to allocate into R&D projects.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Radical innovation projects are characterised with higher uncertainty as the exploration of new markets, technologies and/or business models are long term investments with no guarantee of return (Kristansen AND Ritala, 2018). Plus, once the project matures they will eventually require an increase allocation of said resources to break into the market this making this option difficult for SME’s who don’t have the capital to continue to back these projects (Kristansen AND Ritala, 2018). Therefore, minimising their potential for success and breaking though into new markets. 
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Incremental innovation is the continuous and gradual improvement of existing products and services (Torugsa AND O’Donohe, 2016). The management of incremental innovation is categorised by a clear innovation process from the generation of an idea to implementation, meaning it follows clear rules with predefined process and responsibilities differentiating it from radical or disruptive innovation (Ryo, 2017). This method also focuses on direct feedback from the customers explaining what they need and how the product could be improved (Berggren AND Magnusson, 2012). Apple rely on customer feedback It has collected through surveys which are emailed to a customer immediately after a purchase they can receive quick and accurate feedback while a transaction is still fresh in customers minds (Berggren, 2019). However, this form of innovation wasn’t always adopted by Apple, it was the vision of new Apple CEO Tim Cook along with other executives who adopted polices of continual learning and incremental features (Claveria, 2019). Referring back to the IPhone, the new product strategy is focused on adding incremental features to first generation products instead of launching new disruptions into markets. For example, recent product keynotes have been addressing updates to its operating system iOS10, IMessage platform and the voice assistant “Siri” (Claveria, 2019). 
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· Incremental innovation aids companies in remaining competitive while still gaining a profit from products that are already in the market, thus ensuring the leanness of the organisation as it is preparing for the next generation using the current generations resources (Lee, 2011).   
· Organisations may find developing a products on a linear scale will make ideas easier to sell to consumers, as once they have become familiar with a product such as Apples iOS system coupled with iTunes and App Store they tend to become used to using the software and may find it easier to understand and buy new improvements (Wu et al., 2017).    
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· When an organisation constantly develops a product, they run the risk of over-complicating the existing products and adding to many features impairing use or consumers do not wish to pay for. Thus, it is important for organisation to not ignore consumers who may want a simple, low cost alternative to their product and analyse a potential market (Nagy et al., 2016). However, companies like Apple may specifically choose to target the more demanding consumer segment and to provide premium products.  
· A further risk to this type of innovation is that it may not be sufficient in the case of fast-moving technology markets. For example, a specific technological market at some point may become disrupted by a new starter or competitor, if this is the case incremental innovation isn’t going to be enough to keep up with this most recent change and cost the organisation its market share (Ringberg et al., 2019).   
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Disruptive innovation has been analysed in a theory by Christensen et al. (2015) as a way an organisation can use fewer resources and can depose a recognised, successful business by targeting sections of a market that have been neglected by a larger firm, most likely because it is focusing on more profitable areas. However, this method is not limited to smaller enterprises. Under the leadership of Tim Cook Apple entered into the wearable technology market with its first smartwatch known as the “iWatch” and despite being a late entry into the wearable market, Apple claimed the top spot in terms of product sales as it had accounted for 50% of smartwatch sales in 2015 and sales have approximately doubled since 2016 (Qumer et al., 2017). It was further disruptive in other markets such as those created by the Fitbit and Garmin for health and activity monitoring as they were historically limited in function compared to the iWatch which could reply to text messages and remotely control its smartphone counterpart (Sam, 2014). However, it is important to note recent competitor smartwatches are challenging Apples key features while undercutting them on price (Qumer et al., 2017).
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· If a company is developing a disruptive service or piece of technology there will be an established market for what is being sold, such as Apple examining the market for wearable technology regarding health and fitness and creating its own concept but with improved features (Broer, 2015). So it was possible for Apple to examine its main competition such as the “Fitbit” and what they were offering in terms of functionality, total market size and selling prices in order to effectively compete (Broer, 2015)
· When disrupting a market there is already a product or service in existence that solves the needs of customers meaning they have become accustomed to the product. Therefore, customers will be able to accept the innovators product more rapidly as they will have some knowledge of functionality (Perez et al., 2017). For example, the Fitbit offered users the ability to set goals but offered no coaching on improvements. Whereas the Apple Watch included a customisable goal system that offered suggestion based on user progress.  
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· The fact that an organisation is disrupting means that there is already existing technology currently on sale that provide solutions that customers need. Therefore, there is a risk products may not be well received as customers don’t see the need to change products and spend additional money when existing products that already suit their needs (Manyika et al., 2013).
· If an organisation recognised as a market leader sees what's going on with a disruption, there is a possibility they will go to great length to protect their position in the market, however this may depend on resources (Christensen et al., 2015). For example, Tesla sell cars directly to consumers threatening car dealerships, so they used state regulation and franchising laws to prevent Tesla from selling direct. Or they may lower their prices and flood the market and starting a price war to ensure the innovator doesn’t make a sustainable profit (Lambert, 2018).
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Tohidi AND Jabbari (2012) state the innovation is the key to certify the future growth and survival of any enterprise, with innovation allowing organisations to coordinate themselves with changes of the environment, market and consumer demand. Furthermore, it has been found that innovation is described as an important factor in organisation performance and survival of the firms in a competitive environment (Nelson, 2009). Therefore, this section will analyse the impact on the organisation of the different sources of innovation in terms of the organisations market position and the competitive advantage.
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Incremental innovation can be referred to as a low risk/low reward method but is still the most dominant strategy amongst most organisations (Cheah, 2016). Ringberg et al. (2019) believes that one important reason for this that identifying new and interesting products/processes can be incredibly demanding on company resources. This is reinforced by a study by Iyer et al. (2006) who gave figures to suggest that approximately 85% of new products fail, thus raising questions about the return on investment when a radical innovative strategy is adopted. Therefore, Incremental innovations require less allocation of resources in comparison to radical innovation making them a less risky option, thus improving the leanness of the company as they are focussing on customer requirements while minimising resource allocation (Pappenhiem, 2016). However, it is important to note investments associated with minimal risk are commonly less profitable (Cheah AND Zalan, 2013).  
Incremental innovation can also be beneficial to an organisation as it has been described as enhancements and extensions of established designs that may result in considerable price or functional benefits to users (Nguyen, 2018). Since companies predominantly compete in price and quality of a product, improving one or both of these options can make the innovator very successful (Nguyen et al., 2016). This is reinforced by Nary (2018) who suggest that market leaders (such as Apple) who regularly introduce or incorporate important incremental innovations, tend to uphold or potentially improve their market share. Apple further support this claim as the graph below indicates Apples substantial growth in profit may due to its innovative business model. Nary (2018) further suggests Apple has been commonly more successful than other competitors in incorporating innovative features and technological solutions within its products whilst making them more attractive to a broader range of customers.
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Radical innovation has in the past led to the disappearance not only of individual firms but can lead to the disappearance of whole markets like the VHS player or cameras requiring film (Lewrick et al., 2015). Although, Rayna AND Striukova (2009) suggest radical innovation only leaves room for one innovator at a time, hence organisations need to come up with innovations before competing organisations do. Hence ‘first-movers’ leaves the innovator the opportunity to monopolise the market and all related profits as there is no competitors to compete on quality or price (Agostini AND Nosella, 2017). However, this may only be available for a short period of time until competitors develop similar technology and disrupt the first movers creating competition, but the first mover can also make this entrance difficult through legislation or price drops (Akin et al., 2017). Innovators may also benefit for the cost saving of minimal market development and consumer education, which will be especially relevant in industries where there is a high cost associated with R&D or when the markets are completely new (Rayna AND Striukova, 2009). Again, this may only be for a temporary saving as disruptors enter the market.
Perin et al. (2016) has stated their belief that an organisation inability to develop radical innovations may compromise its longevity. Therefore, radical innovations enable organisations to accomplish sustainable competitive advantage within a market in the long term by creating economic rents (Perin et al., 2016). The study further indicates radical innovation offers superior customer benefits, cost reductions and/or capabilities to create new commercial opportunity, any of which may lead to higher organisational performance (Perin et al., 2016). Additionally, radical innovations have been found to facilitate consumer loyalty and faster market penetration. Albeit this may come at an increased cost of financial resource and man power but as mentioned previously it has been found the greater the risk the greater the reward (Nasution et al., 2010). Apple has been seen in many occasions to be radical when developing products, an example of this is Apples iTunes service which radicalised the music industry and provided Apple a legitimate place to earn money from the sale of digital music and compete against online piracy (Kushida, 2015). It gave consumers the opportunity to purchase music from their own home eliminating the need to travel to music stores and buy individual songs for low prices rather than more expensive CD albums. This innovation payed of as by 2010 iTunes became the largest music retailer and has reported to have 435 million registered users in 119 countries. It also further expended its market by allowing users to purchase and download movies, podcasts and TV shows increasing its market share (Griggs AND Leopold, 2013). These findings reinforce the theory of adopting radicalisation in industry can increase the competitive advantage for organisation (Griggs AND Leopold, 2013). 
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As disruptive innovation in the technology market can described as a newly developed technology that creates much more value than the current technology on the current market and may potentially change the way the consumer works, lives and increase the economic output (Trubnikov, 2017). However, a disruptive innovation may take more time than the existing technology had taken and can involve more risk as there is no existing product to build upon (Manyika et al., 2013). This method can accomplish a faster penetration and replace the established technology leaving and replace the existing technology leaving huge impact and potentially increasing the innovators market share as they control the technology (Mohr AND Khan, 2015). It is also important to remember that since a disruptive innovation improves products or services in a way the market neither demands or expects there is a risk of failure, but if the technology becomes recognised as the optimum consumer choice the innovator can potentially control the market and increase their profits as users move away from the now ‘obsolete’ technology (Mohr AND Khan, 2015).
Furthermore, a disruptive product innovation can change a product that was commonly very expensive and complex that only a few individuals or organisations with a considerable measure of capital and resources have access to it (Lui et al., 2016). But the disruptive innovation can make it more open an affordable to the innovator and then passing savings to the wider population improving the leanness of said organisation and the market share for selling the product at a lower price (Lehoux et al., 2014). However, established organisations within the market may consider it to be unappealing as it is not something their customers need and may have anticipated profit margins are not sufficient to compensate for a potential huge organisation technology expense to implement the change (Cheng et al., 2017). For example, the introduction of Apples iPod which aimed to disrupt the MP3 which had a singular feature and therefore needed additional features to gain market position. Thus, the first-generation iPod boasted and intuitive interface design and incorporated the music management software iTunes was the fastest selling MP3 player to ever hit the market despite only being available to Mac users (Adner, 2012). Once fully integrated with the iTunes music store in 2003 allowing users to purchase songs directly off the iPod itself the product became dominant in the MP3 market commanding 48% of the total market share by 2008 showing the potential reward by adopting this innovation policy (Adner, 2012).   Which is further reinforced by its closest competitor at the time (2008) which was the SanDisk’s Sansa mp3 player which only commanded 8% of the market share as It was currently flooded with products (Adner, 2012).

[bookmark: _Toc23836996]Change Management

Change is an inevitability within both life and business, however it is often frustrating and widely resisted. Dutton (2018) believes as the pace of change continuous to accelerate, change management initiatives are challenged to succeed but also to succeed in a fast-paced dynamic environment. Below are some reasons why change initiatives fail and then some possible management models will be critically appraised in order to minimise the risk or prevent failures.
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Pennington (2003) believes if change is not tied to a viable business goal it will be unsuccessful. Franklin (2017) reinforces this by further stating that the organisations who successfully manage change link their new initiatives to an important and viable business goals. The purpose of this act is to ensure that everyone within the organisation understands the purpose of the change and what outcomes to expect from its implementation. However, Galbraith (2018) believes it is important to communicate to members of staff not just purpose of the change, but what is in it for them as if they fail to seek a benefit for themselves they will hinder efforts. This point leads on to a belief of Anderson (2018) that change can fail due to the inadequate support from an organisation’s leadership. The leaders within the organisation and must champion the model for change for the rest of the organisation and ensure they are communicating the benefits of change to stakeholders and taking note of and replying to their concerns (Tobias, 2015). Furthermore, leaders can be the role models for their followers so gaining their support will help in gaining follower buy in and if the leader is seen to reject the change it may cause resistance at follower level (Tobias, 2015).
Finally, it is important to acknowledge the significant resources required to implement a change in enterprise. This may not be an issue for larger companies like Apple who have significant capital and resources, but the challenge can be found within SME’s who may lack the financial resource of fortune 500 companies (Richard AND Fredericks, 2012). As it not just the adoption of change that may have significant cost’s it is also the sustainment of change within enterprise. The further cost come from refinement of that change and then reinforcement, this can generally be a longer and costlier endeavour than the implementer realises (Richard AND Fredericks, 2012).
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The method to be discussed is Kurt Lewin’s change management model created in the 1950’s but still holds value today as one of the more popular models and is widely considered as effective (Hussain et al., 2016). Lewin was a physicist and a social scientist who explained a structured change in organisation through the changing states of a block of ice. This model consists of three main stages, which are: unfreeze, change and refreeze.
The first stage unfreezing according to Lewin’s method is that the organisation must prepare for change and for the fact that change is crucial and needed. This step is important as many will naturally resist change, so the goal of unfreezing is to generate awareness of how the status quo, or if current level of acceptability is hindering the organisation (Rosenbaum et al., 2018). Management needs to carefully the employee’s ways of thinking and organisational structures to show them the necessity of change and the impact of that change to create or maintain a competitive advantage (Cummings et al., 2015). Therefore, Choi AND Ruona (2011) believes that communication is particularly important during this stage so that employees can be informed about the imminent change, the logic behind the change and how it may benefit the employees. The goal is that the more management inform employees about a change and the more they feel it is necessary, the more motivated they are to accepting change (Hussain et al., 2016). However, some have criticised this approach in stating Lewin may be advocating a top-down approach and not considering situations requiring changes from bottom to top (Choi AND Ruona, 2011).
The theory now states that once people are ‘unfrozen’ they can begin to move, Lewin believed that change is a process where the organisation must transition into a new state of being, this step is commonly referred as ‘transitioning’ (Tetef, 2017). This step is triggered once the change becomes real and is also the time when an employee may struggle with the new reality, with many believing it is a time marked with uncertainty and fear and the hardest step to overcome (Manchester et al., 2014). Therefore, communication and education may become critical. As employees are trained and informed as to how the change will be performed Lewin believed they would adopt new ways of thinking and would be less resistant to the change itself. 
Finally, Lewin’s theory states the final stage is to ‘refreeze’ to symbolise the act of reinforcing and solidifying the new state after the change. This means the changes made by the organisation to its processes or goals are accepted and refrozen as the new standard or status quo (Rosenbaum et al., 2018). The theory further dictates that management must make efforts to guarantee the change is not lost but cemented into the organization's culture and maintained as the preferred way of thinking or doing. Misty et al. (2017) believes a way to achieve this is through positive reinforcement and acknowledging individuals’ efforts, this is reinforced by Sims (2014) who believes that positively reinforced behaviour is likely to be repeated. Therefore, it is believed by Lewin that the refreezing step was particularly important to confirm that people may not revert to old ways of thinking or conforming to processes prior the implementation of the change (Manchester et al., 2014). However, some argue that the refreezing stage is outdated in modern enterprise as due to the fast-paced changes in technology and business (Hoogendoorn, 2019). It has been found to be unnecessary to spend time and resources in freezing a new state when there is a strong possibility it will require revaluation and possible further change in the immediate future (Hoogendoorn, 2019).





[bookmark: _Toc23836999]Conclusion

In conclusion, three types of innovation were discussed as potential strategies used by apple when creating their vast product range. Firstly, was the radical innovation of the iPhone which change the smartphone market by the addition of navigation, e-commerce and purchase of music and applications. However, this option comes with uncertainty as there no guarantee of success. Secondly, incremental innovation of Apple’s existing products such as the iPhone which focused on a linear set of improvements based on customer opinions obtained through surveys directly after purchase. It was found that is method boats the advantage of Apple being able to user profits from the previous generation iPhone to fund the next generation. But, also gave a risk of no being able to keep up with a fast-moving market where there is a potential to be disrupted. Finally, the option of disruptive innovation was discussed, specifically Apples disruption of the wearable technology market with the iWatch. Apple could example the wearable technology market existing products such as ‘Fitbit’ and could add additional functionality to improve consumer perception. However, there is a risk of consumer rejection as they may be not be willing to spend additional funds for something that already may suit their needs. 
The last section focused on why change initiatives may fail, and it was found a potential reason could be the significant amount of resources required to make change happen may dissuade top management. Or, the change can be resisted at employee level who fear it will affect their employment within the organisation. To Combat this Lewin’s model for change was analysed which offered three steps; Unfreezing, Change and Refreezing. The first stage is to unfreeze which prepare the organisation for change and communicates the need for change. The second stage is where the change is starting to take place and is often referred to as the transition phase. The final stage is refreezing which cements the change and ensures people do not go back to the old way of conducting business. However, some have argued this stage is not necessary as industry is moving at a rapid pace so future change is inevitable. 
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