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Abstract 
In today’s fast evolving world of technology, it has become increasingly important to 

pursue a balance of the paradox of exploitative and explorative innovation. The list of 

great innovative companies that have undermined such a balance and thus been 

toppled by newcomers who gained foothold in the market by being disruptive, is long 

and has for some companies worked as a lesson and for others not. Scholars such as 

Caspin-Wagner, Ellis & Tishler, (2012), Han & Celly (2008), Phene, Tallman & 

Almeida (2012), Tushman, Smith, Wood, Westerman & O’Reilly (2010), and Hill & 

Birkinshaw (2010) have examined the relationship between organizational 

ambidexterity and sales growth, innovation and a firm’s survival (O'Reilly & 

Tushman, 2013). The phenomenon of disruptive innovation as being a key component 

of organizational ambidexterity has also been increasingly examined. Scholars such as 

Hang, Chen & Yu (2011) have developed a framework that covers the most important 

and holistic success factors for disruptive innovation. However, a practical way of 

indicating how ambidextrous a certain company is, is still missing. This gap was thus 

partly filled by developing a framework that works as a first step towards evaluating 

the ambidexterity of a company operating in the smartphone industry. The framework 

was applied on Apple Inc. as a case company and the analysis suggested that the 

persuasion of explorative innovation is key to a company’s ambidexterity. 

Furthermore, the company’s smartphone’s technology diffusion and performance 

improvement trajectories, market share, and customer opinion were found to be 

additional key factors for evaluating organizational ambidexterity. Based on the 

factors covered in the framework, it was found that Apple Inc. is not as ambidextrous 

as it should be. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to paper 

1.1 Purpose of and motivation behind this thesis 
According to Bower and Christensen (1995) “one of the most consistent patterns in 

business is the failure of leading companies to stay at the top of their industries when 

technologies or markets change”  (Bower & Christensen 1995). Big innovative 

companies that were so successful at what they were doing were outpaced when 

disruptive newcomers gained foothold in emerging technologies - Even disruptors were 

disrupted. Some lost their sense and ability to adapt to changing environments and some 

lost their ability to initiate changes themselves. At some point some of these companies 

had grown so big that the structure of the company has gotten so rigid and the culture so 

narrow-minded and rational to a point where further disruptive innovations aren’t 

possible. And some companies simply got trapped in their existing knowledge as they 

have been so occupied with exploitative innovations that build on their existing 

capabilities, and took the emergence of innovative newcomers for granted. While they 

were occupied with exploiting their current capabilities, they compromised being 

explorative. Literature on disruptive innovation, such as Christensen (1997), thus 

highlights the severe effects that can take place if a company is not ambidextrous. 

Scholars such as Gupta et al. (2006), Levinthal & March (1993) and March (1991) 

believe that a well-balanced combination of exploitative and explorative innovation is 

essential for a company’s long-term success. In today’s fast-evolving world of 

technology, it is vital to compete, not only on today’s technologies, but also on 

tomorrow’s, by being sensitive to the external environment and sense any emerging 

changes. According to scholars such as Duncan (1976), Gibson & Birkinshaw (2004), 

and Tushman & O’Reilly (1996) successful companies are ambidextrous. To be 

ambidextrous means to be aligned and efficient in managing today’s business demands 

while simultaneously be adaptive to changes in the environment (Raisch & Birkinshaw 

2008). Thus to maintain a strong position on the market it is not enough to only 

maintain today’s sustaining technologies, but being adaptive to changes that can occur 

in the environment is also needed. Knowing that a technology’s rate of adoption has 

shown to conform to an s-shaped curve (Schilling 2013), this gives the company the 

opportunity of shifting its products’ s-curves before its products reach the maturity or 



Copenhagen)Business)School)2015)

!

!

Page!4!of!107!!

decreasing phase of their life cycles, thereby steepening the slope of the company’s 

products’ respective diffusions. The trick is thus to have a warning tool that can indicate 

for the company that it is too slowly adapting to technological changes and might 

therefore be in danger of being outpaced by a disruptor. The goal with this thesis is thus 

to develop such a tool by developing a framework that can help innovative companies 

operating in the smartphone industry with indicating how ambidextrous they are. This 

framework can, out from a number of evaluated factors, give innovative companies 

operating in the smartphone industry an indication of how ambidextrous they are and 

thereby roughly assess how likely they are to be outpaced by disruptors. The history of 

great and successful companies that were toppled by newcomers who pursued 

disruptive technologies is scary. The hard-disk-drive industry is a great example. Not 

even one of the mid 1970’ies’ independent disk-drive companies survives today (Bower 

& Christensen 1995) because they underestimated the power of the newcomers’ atypical 

products that did not serve the established market. Nokia for instance is a classical 

victim of the innovator’s dilemma, and its collapse should scare every big innovative 

company, even the company disrupting it. Having disrupted a disruptor does not make 

the newcomer immune to being disrupted. Therefore it would be very interesting to 

apply the framework to the company who was the main reason behind Nokia’s collapse. 

Apple, Nokia’s disruptor, would never wish to end up like Nokia, and especially not 

after managing to disrupt the at that time dominant global mobile phone provider. 

Another reason for why Apple would be a good case company is that it has been 

designated the world’s most innovative company nine years in a row since 2006 (The 

Boston Consulting Group 2014), and yet is giving the consumers the feeling that the 

once pioneering company is now just another consumer electronics company. Despite 

being the world’s most innovative company, it seems that also Apple is going through 

what other big companies have gone through, namely the eventual decrease in 

explorative innovations and a growing emphasis on exploiting existing capabilities. 

Whether this is confirmed or not, Apple will still work as a perfect case company to 

analyze and apply my “arrived-at framework” on. Therefore I will take Apple as case 

company for this thesis. 
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1.2 Company presentation 
Today’s world’s most innovative and wealthiest company was three friends in a garage 

with very humble beginnings just thirty-nine years ago. Jobs and Wozniak met at the 

Homebrew Computer Club; a garage in California’s Menlo Park where enthusiasts 

gather. At the club, Wozniak saw his first MITS Altair – what today looks more like a 

“box of lights and circuit boards” (Macworld 2015). The Altair was inspired by MITS’ 

build-it-yourself approach, which meant that it came as a kit, to make it simpler for the 

consumer, a philosophy that still is prominent in Apple’s products today. Wozniak 

produced the first computer to have a typewriter-like keyboard and the ability of 

connecting to a TV. This computer, which later was called Apple I, became the 

archetype of modern computers. When Jobs saw the computer, he recognized its 

brilliance, and together the two founded Apple Computer Inc. on the first of April 1976, 

alongside their friend Ronald Wayne. Wozniak was the one to build every computer by 

hand. The price tag was never just a little more than the cost of production. The Apple I 

was priced at $666.66, and despite the high price tag, Apple Computer Inc. didn’t have 

the cash nor the capacity to fulfill big orders. Considering that only 200 Apple I were 

built, it was a triumph. It took the company through almost unheard of rates of growth. 

In April 1977, going head to head with big-name rivals, the Apple II debuted at the 

West Coast Computer Faire. With color graphics and tape-based storage which later 

was upgraded to 5.25in floppies, a memory running to 64K in the top-end models and 

an image stretching to an impressive 280 x 192, what back then was considered high 

resolution, the Apple II was a truly groundbreaking machine. The Apple II was credited 

with the rise of the personal computer industry. However, with a price tag of $1300, 

people could not justify its purchase by specs alone. Business people didn’t have a 

reason to pull out this amount of money out their pockets until the world’s first “killer 

app”, VisiCalc, came out. VisiCalc, what corresponds to today’s Microsoft’s Excel or 

Mac’s Numbers, was “the app”. It played a big part in driving sales of the Apple II and 

giving Apple a foothold in the industry. Apple had simply produced a computer that 

embodied what people came to expect of a desktop machine through the 1980’ies and 

up to the first years of the twenty-first century. Apple produced almost six million 

Apple IIs during sixteen years, resulting in Apple’s second big hit. And this was only 

the beginning. The company had its brightest days ahead. However, the time came 
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where VisiCalc was outpaced by Lotus’ 1-2-3 which then was knocked out by 

Microsoft’s Excel. 

Apple was never slow at innovating. Jobs and Wozniak had the ambition to target the 

industry’s biggest names. Approaching the eighties Apple launched the Apple III. 

Apple’s next step was Palo Alto, the place where Xerox had established the research 

center Xerox PARC, today called ‘parc’. This research center is behind the prominence 

of technology such as optical media, Ethernet and laser printers. For Mac users, what 

was of most interest was the research center’s revolutionary developments in interface 

design. Jobs was interested in building a machine that is more intuitive. He therefore 

convinced Xerox to give him and a number of Apple employees a three days access to 

the research center. After Jobs’ introduction to the Xerox Alto, a technologically 

advanced machine that was used throughout the Xerox parc, he was convinced that that 

was the way the future of computers was going to look. The use of a mouse to point at 

and click on objects on the monitor was now something Jobs decreed that every Apple 

computer produced from that point on should adopt. 

 

Eventually a competition at Apple started. The race was between the team working on 

the Lisa and the team working on the Macintosh. The Lisa was a high-end business 

machine set to sell at a price of approximately $10,000, and was a project managed by 

formerly of IBM, John Couch.  The Macintosh on the other hand had smaller businesses 

and home users as target group, and was managed by Jeff Raskin. The two teams 

competed on being the first to produce and ship an Apple computer with a graphical 

interface. Apple wanted them to produce it at a cheaper price, which meant that they 

had to find cheaper solutions to the ones Xerox arrived at. Along the way, Jobs ditched 

the three buttons mouse and went for a one-button mouse, that was way cheaper, 

simpler and so successful that we still use it to this day. Inevitably, Jobs got too 

involved in the Lisa project that he started to neglect the management structure that was 

already in place.  Jobs was removed and instead Michael Scott was appointed Apple’s 

president and CEO. The new corporate structure meant that Jobs was sidelined and 

control of the Lisa project was handed back to John Couch. He inevitably turned to the 

Macintosh project, and was not afraid of making changes to the already advanced 

machine. When Raskin left the Macintosh team, Jobs took over the remainder of the 
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Macintosh’s development. The Lisa and the Macintosh debuted in 1983 and 1984 

respectively, and the competition was won by the Macintosh. The Macintosh became 

the definition of the company, despite a second try with a Lisa 2. Ever since that, Apple 

has been developing the Macintosh, and today, named Mac, we see it shine year after 

year. Apple had proven to everybody that it was a powerful player. The company had a 

resounding success with the Apple I and II, and took on the giant IBM. The successors 

Apple III and the Lisa, despite being remarkable machines, couldn’t capture the 

people’s imagination as the Apple I and II did. Apple’s hit after the Apple I and II had 

to be one that would guarantee the company’s future and at the same time target the 

lower end of the market, which has been largely ignored till this day. That hit was the 

Macintosh: the machine that largely secured the company’s future. In February 1985 

Wozniak resigned and later that year in September Jobs resigned. What happened while 

Jobs was away were incremental changes to the products Apple had launched while 

Jobs was ruling. After a disastrous quarter in 1997, Jobs returned to Apple in July 1997. 

Since that, he launched several new product lines. Today the thirty-nine years old 

consumer electronics company has made it to the first place as the world’s most 

innovative company nine years in a row up until 2014 (The Boston Consulting Group 

2014). It is the main player behind the breakthrough of the smartphone with its iPhone 

(McCarty 2011), the company rebooting the entire music industry with the iPod, and the 

company that made it possible for people to legally download media content on their 

computers with the iTunes (Wolfe 2014). The relatively young consumer electronics 

company has managed to grow tremendously fast, acquire advanced technology 

expertise, and outperform some of the old players. Apple’s most significant products 

today are the Mac, iTunes, iPod, iPhone, and iPad. Apple has also launched an Apple 

TV, an Apple Wi-Fi modem, and an Apple Watch. Today the company has 437 retail 

stores worldwide (Statista 2015), employs more than 92.000 people (Apple Inc. 2014), 

has reached sales worth 199.38 billions, and has a market capitalization value of more 

than $740 billion today.  

1.3 Research question 
Remember what happened to Nokia when Apple came up with innovations that 

appealed to Nokia’s customers? -  A disruptor was disrupted. It happened when we least 

expected it. The question is, what if Apple gets disrupted one day? A lot of debating has 
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taken place about whether Apple’s product portfolio has gone from being disruptive to 

becoming more sustaining in nature, and a great deal of technology experts are even 

questioning whether Apple is able to keep the innovation engine going. The company 

has experienced big success with its high quality products such as the iPod, MacBook, 

iPhone and iPad. However, Apple has repeatedly shown to exploit its existing 

competencies by developing a new product category based on the same competencies as 

the ones used for developing a different product category. Apple has not launched any 

disruptive innovations since the launch of the iPad in 2010. Furthermore the technology 

trajectory for each product line seems to have been moving relatively slow. Apple 

consumers are awaiting the new release just to get a few extra features that are not even 

keeping up with rivals? Is Apple giving up on or loosing its sense for disruptive 

innovation that always kept it ahead of competitors? Or is Apple still as ambidextrous 

as it used to be and going to surprise us with another disruptive innovation soon? In this 

thesis I have chosen to Analyze Apple’s smartphone business. Using Apple as a case 

company together with relevant theory, this thesis has the aim of developing a 

framework that can help innovative companies operating in the smartphone industry 

indicate how ambidextrous they are in order to know how to act to ensure that it doesn’t 

suffer the same fate as Nokia’s. The research question is thus as follows: 

 

Research question: 

 

 

Taking departure in Apple as a case company, this thesis will address the research 

question by addressing the following sub-questions:  

 

 

 
How can a company operating in the smartphone industry indicate how well it is 

adapting to changes in its environment?- The case of Apple Inc. 

!
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 I. Why be ambidextrous? 

Organizational ambidexterity, defined as “an organization’s ability to be aligned and 

efficient in its management of today’s business demands while simultaneously being 

adaptive to changes in the environment” (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008) stresses the 

importance of being sensitive to the organization’s external environment. The inability 

of being ambidextrous can have severe effects on a company’s fate and can result in the 

company being outpaced only to realize it when it is too late. Therefore, this question 

focuses on the more than too-often-neglected persuasion of disruptive innovation. It is 

addressed by first defining disruptive innovation and then illustrating what happened to 

Nokia when it took emerging markets for granted. The nature of disruptive innovations 

will also be explained in the context of the product evolution model, the buying 

hierarchy. Addressing this question, should illustrate for a company operating in the 

smartphone industry why it pays to be ambidextrous by highlighting the negative 

consequences of not being ambidextrous in such an industry. 

 

II. How likely are you to be outpaced? - The case of Apple Inc. 

This question is addressed in the analysis by focusing on four areas. It has been divided 

into the following four questions.   

 

i. How explorative has Apple been with disruptive innovations? 

This question is a very interesting one and is key when evaluating a company’s 

ambidexterity. This question will be addressed by comparing three lines of disruptive 

Apple products. The three lines of disruptive Apple innovations will be analyzed in 

terms of their specifications and design. To get a deeper understanding of the products, 

unit sales figures for each product category will be looked at. As disruptive innovations 

are the most “radical” in nature, an analysis of Apple’s disruptive innovations can 

reveal how explorative Apple can be. To get a consumer perspective in to the analysis, I 

have asked people in my survey to express if they think that Apple is or is not less 

innovative than what it used to be and why. This is motivated by the experience of 

people talking about Apple’s reluctance/inability/unwillingness (we don’t know what is 

holding it back) to come up with something completely new – something so different 

but yet so “Apple”. In that way I can get insight into what they, as Apple customers, 
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think is missing or starting to turn Apple into another conventional consumer 

electronics company. 

 

ii. How well is the iPhone keeping up with its main rival? 

I will be looking at the iPhone’s technology trajectories to see how fast its rates of 

adoption and performance improvements have been. This will also include a 

comparison to an equivalent smartphone, the Samsung Galaxy S series, where 

technology performance improvement rates are compared.  

 

iii. What do iPhone users think of the iPhone? 

This question is crucial because it reveals whether iPhone users are satisfied with the 

iPhone or if they easily could switch to a rival offering better performing products. This 

question will be addressed by making a survey that will be sent to iPhone users, and 

analyzing iPhone reviews on the Internet and a leading tech magazine’s opinion about 

the eight iPhones.  

 

iv. How has Apple’s market share changed over time compared to its main rivals? 

This question is key to address in this analysis as a company’s market share tells a lot 

about how well a certain company is doing. Therefore I will analyze Apple’s 

smartphone market share from 2012 to 2015 compared to its rivals on the smartphone 

market. 

1.4 Chapter outline 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

Chapter 1 outlines the purpose of and motivation behind this thesis, it presents the 

company Apple Inc., and it outlines the research question of this thesis. 

 

Chapter 2: Literature review and theory 

Chapter 2 makes a literature review, and outlines and explains the theory used in this 

thesis. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Chapter 3 outlines the methodology of this thesis by explaining the research process, the 

philosophical position of this thesis, the methods used in this thesis and the 

delimitations and limitations for this thesis. 

 

Chapter 4: Why be ambidextrous? 

Chapter 4 explains and illustrates, by using both theory and a real world scenario, what 

could happen if a company operating in the smartphone industry does not pursue 

organizational ambidexterity. 

 

Chapter 5: Analysis 

Chapter 5 is the analysis of this thesis and covers the second sub-question of the 

research question. It is divided into four sections covering the four questions under the 

second sub-question. The analysis first analyzes how explorative Apple is with its three 

latest disruptive innovations and how innovative its customers perceive it as a company. 

Second it analyzes how well the iPhone is keeping up with its main rival, the Samsung 

Galaxy S series. Third it analyzes what iPhone users think of the iPhone. Finally it 

analyzes Apple’s market share from 2012 to 2015 compared to its rivals on the 

smartphone market. 

 

Chapter 6: Discussion 

Chapter 6 discusses the results found in the analysis with respect to the theory used in 

this thesis. 

 

Chapter 7: The assessment framework 

Chapter 7 presents the conclusions from chapter 6 and turns them into a framework that 

is easy to use by a company operating in the smartphone industry. 

 

Chapter 8: Conclusion 

Chapter 8 concludes this thesis by presenting the framework and the results of its 

application on the case of Apple Inc. 
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Chapter 9: Further research 

Chapter 9 proposes other factors to be studied that in the future can add to the 

framework developed in this thesis. 

Chapter 2: Literature review and theory 

2.1 Literature review 
This section presents the existing literature within organizational ambidexterity and 

disruptive innovation. However, the respective theoretical fields of organizational 

ambidexterity and disruptive innovation are broad and therefore only the most relevant 

and important findings will be presented. The findings have been divided into two 

sections – a section on organizational ambidexterity, and a section on disruptive 

innovation. 

 

Organizational Ambidexterity 

Raisch and Birkinshaw (2008) have talked about antecedents and moderators of 

organizational ambidexterity. By talking about antecedents of organizational 

ambidexterity, they talk about how the company should re-structure itself and create a 

supportive business-unit context in order to facilitate the fostering of ambidexterity. 

They also underline the importance of top-management’s role in fostering such changes. 

Furthermore they talked about moderators of organizational ambidexterity such as 

dynamic and competitive environments, high market orientation, good resource 

endowment, and firm scope.  However, these are antecedents and moderators of 

organizational ambidexterity, and not outcomes that can be measured to evaluate an 

organization’s ambidexterity. While the antecedents and moderators identified by 

Raisch and Birkinshaw (2008) are extremely useful for companies to take into 

consideration and work on to become ambidextrous, a way of measuring whether or to 

what extent that has been accomplished is still missing.   

 

Disruptive innovation 

Disruptive innovation is a key element of organizational ambidexterity and therefore 

plays an important role when pursuing organizational ambidexterity. There are different 



Copenhagen)Business)School)2015)

!

!

Page!13!of!107!!

types of studies, ranging from defining disruptive innovation (e.g. Christensen (1997), 

Christensen (2015)), to measuring the influence of dynamic capabilities in creating 

disruptive innovation (e.g. Ciutiene & Thattakath (2014)) to regulating disruptive 

innovation (e.g. Cortez (2014)). The closest scholars have come to evaluating a given 

company’s ambidexterity is when Hang, Chen & Yu (2011) developed a framework that 

captures the most important and holistic success factors for disruptive innovation. Hang, 

Chen & Yu (2011) have in other words developed a framework for indicating whether a 

certain newly developed innovation would go under the category of disruptive 

innovation or not, which is not enough in itself to indicate a company’s level of 

ambidexterity. This is thus only a part of the picture of evaluating how ambidextrous 

one’s company is, as it lacks a dynamic perspective of the company. The framework 

proposed by Hang, Chen & Yu (2011) considers market-positioning questions such as 

whether the business is viable in low-end market and/or new niche market, and whether 

incumbents in the mainstream market are willing to run away or ignore the initial 

disruptors. The framework also considers questions regarding technology such as 

whether there exists a performance overshoot in the mainstream market, whether the 

innovation is adequate for a foothold in the low-end market and/or a new, niche market, 

whether the innovation could be further improved in performance, price/performance, 

etc., and whether R&D needed to improve the disruptive technology is feasible, 

affordable, and well executed. This framework by Hang, Chen and Yu (2011) is a good 

tool to use when evaluating whether a new innovation goes under the category of 

disruptive innovation, but it is not sufficient for evaluating the ambidexterity of an 

organization. 

 

I have thus identified a gap in the existing literature on organizational ambidexterity 

taking departure in disruptive innovation. By reviewing different theoretical concepts 

and analyzing a case company, my aim is to contribute with a step into how companies 

operating in the smartphone industry can evaluate their organizational ambidexterity.  

2.2 Theory 
The following theory and literature will be used in this thesis to support and facilitate 

my findings. Taking departure in the theory of Organizational Ambidexterity, the other 

four theories will complement the study in order to answer the research question. I have 
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chosen not to focus on the factor of being sustainably innovative as that usually is not 

an issue when going about meeting the criteria for being ambidextrous. Usually 

companies have difficulties with adapting to changes in the environment namely 

because they are focusing too much on how to sustain today’s businesses.  

The following figure is an illustration of the theories used in this thesis and how they 

are related.   

 

 

 

2.2.1 Organizational Ambidexterity  

Researchers such as Floyd & Lane (2000), Levinthal & March (1993), March (1991), 

and Volberda (1998) have argued that “local environmental aspects such as dynamism 

and competitiveness can require firms to become ambidextrous”. The intensification of 

competition and the acceleration of the pace of change enforce firms to confront the 

tension between exploiting existing competencies and exploring new ones (Raisch & 

Birkinshaw 2008). Raisch and Birkinshaw (2008) defined organizational ambidexterity 

as “an organization’s ability to be aligned and efficient in its management of today’s 

business demands while simultaneously being adaptive to changes in the environment” 
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(Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). Tushman and O’Reilly (1996) define organizational 

ambidexterity as the “ability to simultaneously pursue both incremental and 

discontinuous innovation” (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). Thus disruptive innovation is a 

key component when pursuing ambidexterity. Being ambidextrous requires firms to be 

exploitative and at the same time be explorative (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). Many 

scholars within organizational literature have shared the same insights that successful 

firms are ambidextrous (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). Scholars such as Duncan (1976), 

Gibson & Birkinshaw (2004), and Tushman & O’Reilly (1996) share the same thought 

that successful companies are “aligned and efficient in their management of today’s 

business demands while simultaneously adaptive to changes in the environment” 

(Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). According to Raisch and Birkinshaw (2008), “to be 

ambidextrous, organizations have to reconcile internal tensions and conflicting demands 

in their task environments” (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). Many scholars such as S. L. 

Brown & Eisenhardt (1997) Leana & Barry (2000) Miller & Friesen (1984) Probst & 

Raisch (2005) Tushman & Romanelli (1985) and Volberda (1996) have suggested that 

for a company to secure long-term success an organizational balance between continuity 

and change is required (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). Tushman and O’Reilly (2013) 

claim that organizational ambidexterity is about transitioning in to new dominant 

designs – it is about why some firms fail to make such transitions (O'Reilly & Tushman 

2013). Thus to be ambidextrous, it is important to develop structural mechanisms that 

can cope with the tensions between meeting today’s demand while being aligned for 

and adapt to the future needs (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008).  

Researchers have examined whether organizational ambidexterity leads to higher 

organizational performance levels (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). The first scholars to 

formally test the hypothesis of ambidexterity in the theme of technological innovation 

strategy were He and Wong (2004). They found evidence that at the firm level “(a) the 

interaction between exploitative and explorative innovation strategies is positively 

related to sales growth rate and (b) the relative imbalance between exploitative and 

explorative innovation strategies is negatively related to sales growth rate” (Raisch & 

Birkinshaw 2008). Other scholars such as Auh & Menguc (2005), Caspin-Wagner, Ellis 

& Tishler, (2012), Geerts, Blindenbach-Driessen & Gemmel (2010), Han & Celly 

(2008), Lee, Lee & Lee (2003), Nobeoka & Cusumano (1997), Venkatraman, et al. 
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(2006), and Zhiang, Yang & Demirkan (2007) have also found a relationship between 

organizational ambidexterity and sales growth. Organizational ambidexterity has also 

been found to be correlated with innovation by scholars such as Adler, Goldoftas & 

Levine (1999), Burgers, Jansen, Van den Bosch & Volberda (2009), Eisenhardt & 

Tabrizi (1995), Katila & Ahuja (2002), McGrath (2001), Phene, Tallman & Almeida 

(2012), Rothaermel & Alexandre (2008), Rothaermel & Deeds (2004), Sarkees & 

Hulland (2009), Tushman, Smith, Wood, Westerman & O’Reilly (2010), and Yang & 

Atuahene-Gima (2007). Other scholars such as Cottrell & Nault (2004), Hensmans & 

Johnson (2007), Hill & Birkinshaw (2010), Laplume & Dass (2012), Kauppila (2010), 

Mitchell & Singh (1993), Piao (2010), Tempelaar & Van de Vrande (2012), and Yu & 

Khessina (2012) have also confirmed organizational ambidexterity’s effect on firm 

survival (O'Reilly & Tushman 2013). Organizational ambidexterity can be duplicative 

and inefficient under some conditions, but has shown to have positive effects under 

conditions of market and technological uncertainty, as is the case in the smartphone 

industry. 

2.2.2 Disruptive innovation: The innovator’s dilemma, Clayton Christensen (1997) 

The phenomenon of disruptive innovation highlights the severe effects that can take 

place if a company is not ambidextrous. Christensen’s The Innovator’s Dilemma (1997) 

is the ideal piece of literature on disruptive innovation and therefore is used in this 

thesis. Christensen (1997) talks about the differences between disruptive and sustaining 

innovations and how these differences influence, and are influenced by management 

style, capabilities and consumer behavior. Disruptive innovation describes a process by 

which an innovation starts off with being a product with simple applications at the 

bottom of a market and then continuously moves up market, eventually displacing 

established competitors. In new applications, disruptively innovative products generally 

make possible the emergence of new markets (Bower & Christensen 1995) and new 

value networks. These new value networks have different needs than the already served 

ones (Christensen 1997) and they possess different characteristics. As established 

companies tend to innovate faster than their customers’ needs evolve, most companies 

eventually end up producing products that are too complex, too sophisticated, and too 

expensive for most customers. “Companies pursue these “sustaining innovations” at the 

higher tiers of their markets because this is what has historically helped them succeed” 
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(Clayton Christensen 2015). These companies manage to earn the greatest profits by 

charging the highest prices to their most demanding and sophisticated customers at the 

top of the market. However, this has the effect of opening the door to “disruptive 

innovations” at the bottom of the market. A disruptive innovation allows a new 

population of consumers at the bottom of a market get access to a product/service that 

previously only was accessible to consumers with either a lot of money or a lot of skill. 

The typical characteristics of disruptive companies, “at least in their initial stages, can 

be lower gross margins, smaller target markets, and simpler products and services that 

may not appear as attractive” (Clayton Christensen 2015) as solutions in the mainstream 

markets when compared against traditional performance metrics.  And as these lower 

tiers of the market offer lower gross margins, they obviously are unattractive to other 

firms moving upward in the market, resulting in creating space at the bottom of the 

market for newcomers to emerge by disruptively innovating. “The attributes that make 

disruptive products worthless in mainstream markets typically become their strongest 

selling points in emerging markets” (Christensen 1997). Disruptive technologies have 

such a devastating impact because the companies that first commercialized each 

generation of disruptive innovation chose not to remain contained within their initial 

value network. Instead, they reached as far up market as possible in each new product 

generation until their innovations had the characteristics to appeal to the new value 

networks above them. Leaders of disruptive technologies were entrants to the industry, 

and never established companies (Christensen 1997). Being a first mover is definitely 

key for gaining foothold in an emerging market as a disruptive innovator, which meant 

that leaders in the disruptive technologies gained significant benefits over the followers 

(Christensen 1997). However, Christensen did not talk about how disruptive companies 

dealt with competition coming from already established and sustaining companies, 

knowing that generally sustaining companies can disruptively innovate if they aim at it. 

Thus this means that also disruptive companies can be in danger of being outpaced. To 

fill this gap in the Innovator’s Dilemma, this thesis is therefore aimed at both sustaining 

and disruptive companies who wish to minimize the odds of being outpaced by 

disruptors.  
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2.2.3 Technology Trajectories & S-curves 

Technology trajectories are used to represent a technology’s rate of adoption in a 

marketplace. The rate of a technology’s adoption in the marketplace has repeatedly 

shown to follow an s-shaped curve (Schilling 2013). By plotting the cumulative number 

of adopters of a product against time, we get the product’s rate of technology 

diffusion/adoption, which should conform to an s-shaped curve (Schilling 2013). The s-

shaped curve is due to the fact that different people adopt a technology at different 

times. These adopters are divided into five categories. The first 2,5% to adopt the 

technology are called innovators, the next 13,5% are called early adopters, the next 34% 

are called early majority, the next 34% are called late majority, and the last 16% to 

adopt the technology are called laggards (Rogers 1983). The goal is thus to shift the s-

curve so that the maturing or declining phase of the business life cycle is postponed for 

as long as possible. It would therefore be interesting to investigate Apple’s iPhone life 

cycle by plotting its rate of diffusion. This can illustrate where Apple’s iPhone is in its 

life cycle and show if it has reached the maturity stage, as a lot of people and experts are 

speculating about. Schilling (2013) also states that improvements in technology 

performance can foster faster adoption (Schilling 2013), which means that when reading 

a plotted S-curve, relatively high adoption rates can safely be attributed to product 

performance improvements. The iPhone, as having been a disruptive product when it 

first was launched, might have a different rate of adoption pattern. But on the other 

hand, it is a sustaining product today and therefore should conform to an s-shaped curve 

just like Schilling suggests. Thus I will plot a technology diffusion s-curve to look at the 

iPhone’s rate of diffusion over time. As Schilling (2013) also suggests, any higher rates 

of adoptions can be attributed to improved technology performance. Therefore the 

iPhone’s rate of technology performance improvement should be examined to see if it is 

safe to say that relatively high adoption rates are attributed to improved performance.  

 

According to Schilling (2013) also the rate of a technology’s performance improvement 

follows an s-shaped curve. Performance trajectories are affected differently depending 

on what type of technological innovation is in question. Sustaining technologies, for 

instance, tend to maintain a rate of improvement, i.e., the product’s attributes are 

improved by incremental changes. In contrast, disruptive technologies offer very 
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different combinations of attributes from the ones mainstream customers value, and 

they usually perform far worse along one or two key performance trajectories that are 

particularly valued by mainstream customers (Bower & Christensen 1995). When the 

iPhone was launched it was a disruptive product, but today it is a sustaining product that 

is improved by incremental changes year after year. Therefore one would expect that 

the iPhone’s rate of technology performance improvement would follow an s-shaped 

curve just like Schilling (2013) suggests. Thus I will plot some of Apple’s iPhone 

technology performance trajectories; this will be done by plotting the iPhone’s 

performance trajectory based on five key performance attributes of a smartphone, 

valued by the mainstream customer. The iPhone will be compared to an equivalent 

smartphone, the Samsung GALAXY S series to see who has had faster performance 

improvements. This information will be used to argue how fast Apple iPhone is 

innovating compared to its main rival. 

2.2.4 Competence enhancing vs. competence destroying innovation  

According to Schilling (2013) innovations can be classified as competence enhancing 

vs. competence destroying. From the perspective of a given firm, innovations that build 

on the firm’s existing knowledge base are considered to be competence enhancing, 

while innovations that do not build on the firm’s existing competencies, or renders them 

obsolete are considered to be competence destroying (Schilling 2013). Thus extending a 

technology’s trajectory is considered competence enhancing while coming up with a 

disruptive or even a radical innovation is considered competence destroying for a firm. 

Therefore, the topic on competence enhancing vs. competence destroying is central 

when we talk about disruptive innovation and organizational ambidexterity. For a 

company to be ambidextrous it must search for knowledge outside its knowledge base – 

it must innovate with respect to technological environmental changes. This can 

therefore easily result in the company in question giving up on some of its competencies 

as technologies evolve. This can also mean that the company in question must acquire 

new competencies. Thus one would expect that Apple, as a company that has launched 

disruptive products, has been engaging in competence destroying innovation and not 

relying so much on competence enhancing innovation. One could look at Apple’s 

disruptive products and see whether Apple’s disruptive products build on competence 

destroying innovation. This can be done by looking at the product specifications and 
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design of Apple’s disruptive products and see if they are built on totally new 

competencies to the company that rendered old competencies obsolete.  

2.2.5 Exploitative vs. Explorative Innovation 

Innovations can also be classified as exploitative vs. explorative. As March (1991) puts 

it, “The essence of exploitation is the refinement and extension of existing competences, 

technologies, and paradigms. Its returns are positive, proximate, and predictable. The 

essence of exploration is experimentation with new alternatives. Its returns are 

uncertain, distant, and often negative” (March 1991). The distance in time and space 

between learning and realization of returns is therefore generally greater in the case of 

exploration than in the case of exploitation (March 1991). However, Scholars such as 

Leonard-Barton (1992) suggest that “exploiting existing product innovation capabilities 

may have dysfunctional rigidity affects that crowd out exploration of new 

competencies” (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008), while “firms that principally pursue 

exploration run an inherent risk because their returns are difficult to estimate a priori 

and may take a long time to materialize, if at all” (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008), being 

trapped in an endless downward cycle of search, failure, and unrewarding change” 

(Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). Therefore, scholars such as Gupta et al. (2006), Levinthal 

& March (1993) and March (1991) believe that a well-balanced combination of two 

types of learning is essential for a company’s long-term success (Raisch & Birkinshaw 

2008). Many scholars stress the importance of pursuing exploitation and exploration 

simultaneously (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). So not only a combination of competence 

enhancing and competence destroying innovation is crucial for a company’s long-term 

success and relevance, but also the combination of exploitative and explorative 

innovation, where exploitation enforces “local search, experiential refinement, and 

selection and reuse of existing routines” (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008), while exploration 

allows for “processes of concerted variation, planned experimentation, and play” 

(Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). Colbert (2004) for instance argues that “the interaction 

between exploration and exploitation reflects a complex capability that provides an 

additional source of corporate advantage beyond those provided by each innovation 

activity individually” (Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008). An analysis of three disruptive 

Apple’s will thus be carried out in order to evaluate whether Apple is leaning more 

towards exploitative innovation or explorative innovation. If Apple’s products have 
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been highly building on common competencies, Apple is engaging in exploitative 

innovation. If on the other hand, Apple’s products have been highly building on 

different competencies, Apple is engaging in explorative innovation.  

Chapter 3: Methodology 

3.1 Research process 
The process of this thesis is neither built on deductive nor inductive reasoning, but 

rather a customized mix of the two. Research based on a deductive reasoning approach 

begin with a theory that is tested to see if the theory is supported by facts observed in 

the empirical world, while inductive research begin with examining the social world 

first and in that process, develop a theory consistent with what has been observed 

(Esterberg 2002). This thesis does not have the aim of testing a theory by developing a 

hypothesis as the deductive approach does, but it uses theory to justify this research and 

support its findings. Neither does it develop a theory based on observing the empirical 

world, as the inductive approach does, but it develops a framework based on a case 

study analyzed in the context of chosen theory. 

 

Below is a more visualized description of the process. 

 

 

Before I can develop a framework I need to have a reality that I can base my framework 

on. This reality needs to be examined in a well-constructed manner. Therefore I have 

chosen to study a reality that theories have been applied to. By using relevant theory 

together with an analysis of Apple, I can arrive at a reality that I can develop my 

framework from.  

 

Theory!
supporting!the!
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my!framework!
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The thesis started from the transition from admiration of Apple and its exclusive 

products to a state of mixed feelings about Apple. This personal experience made me 

curious to know what happened to Apple since its products’ quality has happened to 

become of lower value. I started investigating Apple in general where I read product 

reviews, articles written by technology experts, and annual reports. During my research 

I stumbled upon several articles that questioned or claimed that Apple is not as 

innovative as it used to be. But I also discovered that Apple has repeatedly been 

nominated the world’s most innovative company. This made Apple a strong candidate 

for such an analysis and was therefore chosen as a representative sample of the 

smartphone industry i.e., case company. The next stage was to match the found patterns 

with relevant theory. Apple’s significant contribution to the revolution of the mobile 

phone industry, the way computers are used, and the way we read the news and browse 

the internet, attributed to the iPhone, MacBook, and iPad respectively, led me to reading 

about disruptive innovation. Then I found out how many big and successful companies 

failed to stay on the market due to disruptively innovative newcomers and the 

emergence of new markets. This led me to think that Apple is loosing its sense of 

disruption, just like other big and successful companies already did. Having had a 

program syllabus that emphasizes the importance of organizational ambidexterity in 

today’s fast evolving world of technology, I chose to have organizational ambidexterity 

as the core of this thesis, because it seemed that Apple’s problem was a matter of 

organizational ambidexterity. The theory of organizational ambidexterity is closely 

linked to exploitative vs. explorative innovation and competence enhancing vs. 

competence destroying innovation, and therefore addressing organizational 

ambidexterity without addressing theory on exploitative vs. explorative innovation and 

theory on competence enhancing vs. competence destroying innovation would not be 

possible. Therefore these two theories were also chosen as part of my theory. The 

perception of Apple as slowing down calls upon investigating its technology 

performance improvement trajectories. Therefore I chose to also include the theory 

about technology s-curves. Having identified all the relevant theories for this thesis, I 

started gathering raw data. I sent a survey out to my friends and network on Facebook 

and asked them to share it with their friends to get a higher number of respondents. I 

also gathered all reviews that I needed on gsmarena.com and CNET.com and plotted 
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them as graphs. Then I analyzed this data, both primary and secondary, found patterns 

and put them against my chosen theories where matches between theory and my 

observations were discussed. Then I arrived at conclusions and thereby used these 

conclusions to develop the framework of this thesis. Finally the results were 

documented in a written form. 

3.2 Philosophical position  
As any other research, this thesis has some philosophical viewpoints. Some view reality 

as subjective while some assume that the social world exists as a distinctive and 

separate, in other words, objective reality (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2008). The approach 

taken in this thesis is the positive approach. Basically, the paradigm of positivism 

assumes that the social world is inherently knowable and objective and therefore 

everybody can all agree on the nature of social reality. This assumption allows for a 

social world with a regular order that social scientists can discover (Esterberg 2002). 

Positivists rely on empiricism, believing that observing and measuring social reality is 

the essence of scientific endeavor. Key to the paradigm of positivism is that “the 

experiment in which the operationalization of issues that are studied is the prevailing 

idea: only things that are measureable can be dealt with” (Eriksson & Kovalainen 

2008). Social scientists who work within the paradigm of positivism emphasize that 

social research is value-free and objective. Thus these researchers must maintain an 

objective view by freeing themselves from the social and cultural values that govern 

human activity. “They must transcend personal biases, prejudices, and values and 

remain neutral toward their object of study” (Esterberg 2002).  

 

In order to be able to draw conclusions that can be used across the whole smartphone 

industry, I need to have a fixed variable, and I chose that variable to be, how my raw 

data is interpreted. The positivism paradigm allows me as a researcher to generalize and 

get a universal truth that would hold across the whole smartphone industry. Thus the 

positive viewpoint is a perfect lens to see the world through in such an analysis. Having 

chosen the positive viewpoint means that if any other researcher is to carry out this 

analysis using the same methodology, the results will be more or less the same.  
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3.3 Methods 
The two main approaches for academic writing are qualitative and quantitative methods. 

Qualitative research methods are usually based on unstructured or semi-structured 

techniques such as questionnaires, interviews, and observations. Qualitative research 

primarily has the aim of exploring the world by gaining understanding of underlying 

motivations, thoughts and opinions, and reasons. In contrast quantitative research 

methods are based on structured techniques such as surveys and other numerical data. 

Quantitative research primarily has the aim of formulating facts and discovering 

patterns in the researched field. 

 

To carry out this thesis I will make use of quantitative research methods. I have divided 

my quantitative research methods into primary and secondary data. I have chosen to 

carry out a survey as my primary data, and use reviews from the Internet, key figures 

from annual reports, and product information as my secondary data. Thus empirical 

context is described with the following three methods: 

3.3.1 Primary data 

Primary data are first hand data gathered by the researcher carrying out the research. 

Thus the data is not only gathered specifically for the research at stake but also is 

gathered by the researcher him-/herself. Primary data can consist of qualitative and 

quantitative research methods such as surveys, interviews, questionnaires, and 

participant observation. As my primary data, I have carried out an online survey. The 

reasons why I chose to base my primary data on an online survey was mainly because it 

gives me as a researcher access to even more information within my limited time. 

Furthermore it is a cheap way of accessing and collecting data; it is automated and gives 

the researcher real-time access to data. Online surveys also give the respondents the 

flexibility to answer the survey when they have time and at the pace they want. They 

also provide the researcher with design flexibility, which makes it possible for the 

researcher to control the respondents’ answers. This is good for cutting down on errors. 

Finally, online surveys give the respondents more willingness to share personal 

information or express themselves more freely because they are not disclosing the 

information directly to the researcher or anyone else. However, online surveys also have 

their disadvantages. There is no interviewer, so if the respondent misunderstands a 
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question, there is no way the researcher can correct that. Another drawback is that the 

respondents are constantly bombarded my messages and emails, and therefore are not so 

happy about another mail they have to answer, and therefore could easily go through it 

very quickly or even ignore it. 

 

The survey took the respondents through a number of questions that would help me 

support my claims. The survey has been distributed to friends and friends’ friends on 

Facebook via a link. What this means for this thesis is that the respondents are from 

different countries (but primarily Denmark) and different ages ranging from 16 to 50 

years. The survey was based on 7 short questions to avoid boring the respondent and 

ending up with just “whatever” answers. The survey has been designed in a way that 

allowed the respondents to answer the questions by commenting. This means that there 

were no answers to choose between and be inspired by. The respondent thus 

commented what came to his/her mind when he/she read the questions. These answers 

were all gathered and put into a new survey where the respondents’ comments given for 

each respective question where turned into multiple-choice answers. I then took all the 

answered surveys and manually typed them in to this new survey. In that way I could 

have answers as structured as possible and as little biased as possible. The survey the 

respondents answered was anonymous in order to ensure a higher level of honesty, as 

the respondent’s answers might be biased otherwise. This ensured a higher level of 

validity. The survey has been answered by 113 previous or current iPhone users, which 

ensured a higher level of reliability.  

3.3.2 Secondary data 

Secondary data are second-hand data gathered by someone else than the original 

collector. The data is thus utilized by that “someone else” for another purpose than what 

it originally was utilized for. In this thesis I have made use of four types of secondary 

data, being reviews by users, reviews by a leading magazine within tech, key figures 

from annual reports, and product specifications. 

 

Reviews by users 

Here opinions about the product in question expressed in terms of a score from 1-10, 

where 1 is poor and 10 is excellent. These reviews are found on the Internet on a review 
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website called gsmarena.com where the reviewers had to rate the iPhone with respect to 

three aspects – design, features, and performance. I have composed these reviews into a 

single table where the eight iPhones are compared with the Samsung Galaxy S series. 

This will allow me to evaluate the iPhone’s performance with respect to some kind of 

benchmark, rather than stating the performance of the iPhone alone. In that way one can 

see if iPhone is keeping up with its environment. The good thing about using such data 

is that the number of reviewers is significant, which ensures higher reliability. 

 

Reviews by the leading magazine within tech 

CNET is the world's leader in tech product reviews. It would thus be interesting to see 

what their opinion is about each product included in the analysis, and how the products 

were accepted. Therefore its ratings of the iPhone and the Galaxy S series were looked 

up and compared to the users’ reviews found on gsmarena.com. 

 

Key figures from annual reports 

Key figures from Apple’s annual reports were gathered to analyze Apple’s performance 

in terms of product sales.  

 

Product information for comparing performance 

Information about the products analyzed in this thesis was gathered from 

gsmarena.com. The information was used to plot the iPhone’s and the Samsung Galaxy 

S series’ technology performance improvement trajectories in the analysis. The 

information was checked for errors by visiting a website named everymac.com. 

3.4 Limitations and delimitations 

3.4.1 Limitations 

I acknowledge that this thesis is not the perfect guide for investors to evaluate whether 

they should invest in Apple, neither is it the perfect guide for companies operating in 

the smartphone industry to evaluate how ambidextrous their company is. There will 

always be other factors than those covered in this thesis that can influence such 

conclusions. Rather, the framework developed in this thesis has the aim of giving the 

company a small toolbox that works as a step towards evaluating how ambidextrous it 
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is. In other words, this framework does not cover all possible areas influencing a 

company’s ambidexterity, but works as a beginning where a company can start with 

evaluating how ambidextrous it is.  

 

This thesis as any other, poses some limits on how deeply a study can be carried out. 

The limited number of allowed pages imposes limits on the comprehensiveness of this 

thesis. Limited time also limits the number of answered surveys. I am also aware of the 

fact that the nature of the research question does not allow for 100% conclusive 

answers. The nature of the research question demands that it is handled with modesty, 

and therefore limits the possibilities for 100% conclusive answers.  

3.4.2 Delimitations 

A research has both external and internal delimitations. External delimitations are 

limitations the researcher puts to him-/herself with regards to the relationship between 

the study object and its environment. “It is necessary to delimit the study object in 

relation to its environment, while at the same time noting its relations to and from this 

environment” (Arbnor & Bjerke 1997). This thesis will be delimited to an analysis of 

Apple Inc. The analysis is a relative one, and will thus be making comparisons with 

rivals at some point in the analysis. As Samsung ranks number 3 as the world’s most 

innovative company of 2014 (The Boston Consulting Group 2014), it is the most 

suitable consumer electronics company to compare Apple with. It is also Apple’s main 

rival with respect to its big market share. Other companies have also been brought in to 

the analysis to analyze market share trends. As for internal delimitations, the limitations 

a researcher puts to him-/herself with regards to how much detail can be considered, I 

have chosen to focus only on Apple’s smartphone line, the iPhone. The framework 

could as well have been aimed at the whole company, but as that will require a more 

extensive study beyond that of a Master’s Thesis, the framework will only be aimed at 

the smartphone industry.  

For the sake of convenience, I have also chosen to delimit the study to Apple’s eight 

smartphones, the first generation iPhone, 3G, 3GS, 4, 4S, 5, 5S, and 6, excluding the 

two additional iPhones, iPhone 5C and 6+. The reason why iPhone 5C and 6+ are 

excluded from the analysis is that they are alternatives to iPhone 5S and iPhone 6 

respectively. These alternative iPhones were launched the same date as the conventional 
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iPhone. This makes it sufficient enough to include only one of the two at-the-same-

time-launched iPhones in the analysis. To delimit the locus of time, I have chosen to 

focus on Apple between 2002 and 2015, as the products included in the analysis are 

products launched in that time period.  

3.5 Generalizability 
Generalizability questions how applicable the findings of a research are in other 

research settings. In other words, can the findings of a certain research be used to 

predict patterns and behaviors in a different context? This is an important thing to take 

into account as not all research findings can be applied to all research settings. The 

framework developed in this thesis can easily be applied to other companies operating 

in the smartphone industry, such as Samsung, Nokia, and HTC. However, it cannot be 

used in other settings such as how ambidextrous companies such as H&M, Novo 

Nordisk, or IBM are. The framework is only applicable for companies operating in the 

smartphone industry, where the industry is defined by a high speed of technological 

advances and emphasis on adapting to evolving technologies. One important thing to 

take into consideration is that Apple launches only one iPhone a year, which is not the 

case for most of the other smartphone brands. This can result in difficulties for such 

companies. To deal with these difficulties, the company in question can evaluate only 

its most advanced smartphones, leaving out the low-end smartphones of its smartphone 

business (if applicable). 

Chapter 4: Why be ambidextrous? 
As O’Reilly and Tushman (2013) put it, “different structural alignments are associated 

with different strategies and environments” (O'Reilly & Tushman 2013). Some 

industries have stable environments and therefore firms operating in such industries 

have developed so called “mechanistic management systems” characterized by rigid 

hierarchical structures, strictly defined roles, responsibilities and job descriptions. Other 

industries have unstable environments, forcing firms operating in such industries to 

develop “organic” systems where tasks are informally defined, coordination 

mechanisms more lateral, and where there was less reliance on formalization and 

specialization. Building on this, research on organizational adaptation have suggested 
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that for organizations to have long-term success in changing environments and 

technologies, it is required by these companies to change these structural alignments 

(O'Reilly & Tushman 2013). “James March noted that the fundamental adaptive 

challenge facing firms was the need to both exploit existing assets and capabilities and 

to provide for sufficient exploration to avoid being rendered irrelevant by changes in the 

markets and technologies” (O'Reilly & Tushman 2013). Without effort to be 

explorative, organizations are likely to fail in the face of change. Thus being explorative 

is key for long-term survival of organizations. Exploration is based on search, 

discovery, and the persuasion of discontinuous innovation; it is the persuasion of new, 

technologies that are very likely to be disruptive to the industry. This means that the 

persuasion of disruptive innovation is key for long-term organizational success. In the 

following I will argue for why a company should disruptively innovate, by also taking 

Nokia as a good example for what could happen if a company operating in the 

smartphone industry takes emerging markets for granted. 

 

What appears to be the case is, despite the fast pace of technological change and the 

huge interest in creating radical shifts in how the world works – the ability, and maybe 

even the willingness of humans to make sense out of it all and change the way they are 

used to use technology, may not be increasing at the same rate as innovation activity 

overall (Marsh 2014). What is happening is that consumers get overwhelmed by 

technologies with performance far beyond the required/needed level. Christensen 

(1997) talks about what happens when technology performance exceeds consumers’ 

demands. He says that technology supply may not equal market demand, and that high 

performance attributes make disruptive innovations unattractive in established markets 

(Christensen 1997). Here, disruptive technology clearly has an advantage over 

sustaining technologies. Christensen (1997) said, “A product whose performance 

exceeds market demands suffers commodity-like pricing, while disruptive products that 

redefine the basis of competition command a premium” (Christensen 1997). The reason 

why a product whose performance exceeds market demands suffers commodity-like 

pricing is due to the buying hierarchy effect. The buying hierarchy is like a product 

evolution model that builds on the premise that consumers’ decision-making is based on 

four aspects. However, these four aspects are not taken into consideration at once, but 
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rather in a hierarchical manner. The four aspects are, functionality, reliability, 

convenience, and price. “Initially, when no available product satisfies the functionality 

requirements of the market, the basis of competition, or the criteria by which product 

choice is made, tends to be product functionality” (Christensen 1997).  Once more than 

one product credibly satisfy the market’s demand for functionality, however, customers 

can no longer base their choice of products on functionality, but rather tend to choose a 

product based on reliability.” But when two or more vendors improve to the point that 

they more than satisfy the reliability demanded by the market, the basis of competition 

shifts to convenience.  Finally, when multiple vendors offer a package of convenient 

products and services that fully satisfies market demand, the basis of competition shifts 

to price. The factor driving the transition from one phase of the buying hierarchy to the 

next, called performance oversupply varies from industry to industry and from product 

category to another. Thus this pretty much explains why it pays to be disruptively 

innovative. Disruptive innovations, by redefining the basis of competition, command 

premium margins as long as they haven’t emerged into a dominant design. Therefore, 

no company should undermine the attractiveness of emerging markets. The Nokia case 

is a very good example of such undermining. Finland's Prime Minister Alexander Stubb 

told CNBC in an interview that the iPhone killed Nokia, following the country's then 

recently downgraded credit rating (The Australian 2014). Apple was certainly not the 

only one behind Nokia’s failure in the mobile phone industry, but it was certainly a 

main reason. This shows how several of the major boom industries have seen their 

fortunes slip in the face of a changing marketplace. According to the prime minister, the 

iPhone knocked out Nokia (The Australian 2014), and he is certainly not the only one 

who thinks so. Now Nokia is a sweet old memory that is hard to imagine ever becoming 

a dominant player again. Underneath Nokia’s great failure was an even greater company 

with a long history of innovation and tremendous growth. The following story should 

explain why Nokia’s collapse should scare Apple and every successful innovative 

company. To make a long story shorter, lets have a look at Nokia from late 1980’ies and 

beyond. 

 

It was not so long ago that Nokia was the disrupter when the at that time dominant 

global mobile phone provider, Motorola experienced a collapse in its global market 
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share from 45% to 15% due to Nokia’s growth into a 31% market share. Motorola was 

“described by a senior consultant at A. T. Kearney as “the best-managed company in 

the world” — not so different from Apple today” (Barwise & Meehan 2011). Nokia was 

an innovative company that bravely focused 100% on mobile communications despite 

once being a struggling conglomerate. Nokia was an early adopter and driver of the 2G 

technology and it quickly became recognized as a world leader in both supply chain 

management and branding (Barwise & Meehan 2011). It was “the first handset 

manufacturer to target the bottom two-thirds of the global income pyramid as well as 

the top one-third” and it was among the first to understand the importance of operating 

system (OS) user-friendliness, “aesthetic product design, and that handsets were as 

much lifestyle as technology products” (Barwise & Meehan 2011). It was here Motorola 

fell behind and became a classical victim of the innovator’s dilemma. But just as Nokia 

entered the market, Asian competitors began to drive prices down. Notwithstanding, 

Nokia moved boldly into Western markets. However, Nokia's rapid growth was not 

without a price. In 1988, the company's profits dropped, under pressure from severe 

price competition in the consumer electronics markets, despite the tremendously 

growing revenues. As if that wasn’t enough the chairman Kari Kairamo committed 

suicide in December of that year. Here, Simo S. Vuorileto took over as chairman and 

began streamlining operations and divided Nokia into six business groups: consumer 

electronics, data, mobile phones, telecommunications, cables and machinery, and basic 

industries. Vuorileto continued Kairamo's focus on high-tech divisions, and therefore 

divested Nokia's flooring, paper, rubber, and ventilation systems businesses and entered 

into joint ventures with companies such as Tandy Corporation and Matra of France. 

These joint ventures were two separate agreements to produce mobile phones for the 

U.S. and French markets. Nokia experienced a loss of $102 million in 1991, but despite 

these difficulties, it remained committed to its high-tech orientation. Late in 1991, the 

company strengthened that dedication by promoting Jorma Ollila from president of 

Nokia Mobile Phones Ltd. to group president. Ollila transformed Nokia from a money-

losing bunch of companies into one of telecommunications industry’s most profitable 

companies (Reference for Business 2015). He achieved success in the cellular phone 

segment by being quick in bringing innovative products to market with a focus on ever 

smaller and easier-to-use phones featuring sleek Finnish design. Nokia began selling 
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digital cellular phones in 1993 after the acquisition of the United Kingdom's 

Technophone Ltd in 1991. Nokia gained global recognition and its sales more than 

doubled from FIM 15.5 billion in 1991 to FIM 36.8 billion in 1995. Nokia was now 

leading the telecommunications revolution and by late 1998, Nokia had surpassed one 

of its main rivals, Motorola, and claimed the top position in cellular phones worldwide. 

One of the main contributions to the surge was the November 1997 introduction of the 

6100 series of digital phones. The 6100 line proved to be a popular line because of the 

phones' slim size, light-weight, and superior battery life. The 6100 series soon became a 

worldwide phenomenon contributing to selling nearly 41 million cellular phones in 

1998. Nokia did not stay content with conquering the mobile phone market and thus 

began aggressively pursuing the mobile Internet sector in the late 1990s. There was 

already the Nokia 9000 Communicator on the market, a personal all-in-one 

communication device that worked as a phone, and included Internet, e-mail and fax 

retrieval services. Nokia launched the Nokia 8110 mobile phone, which included the 

capability to access the Internet. Nokia was the first company to launch a cellular phone 

that could be connected to a laptop to transmit data via mobile network.  
 

To help develop further products, Nokia began acquiring Internet technology 

companies. One year later, Nokia acquired Vienna Systems Corporation, a Canadian 

firm focusing on Internet Protocol telephony. Nokia's global market share of the cellular 

phone market increased from 22.5% in 1998 to a whole 26.9% by 1999. By the end of 

the 1990’ies, Nokia had ascended to the top of the wireless world. This was attributed to 

the company’s ability to consistently, over and over again, launch high-margin products 

that were superior to those of its competitors and up to date with market demands. 

However, the continuation of this trend into the new millennium was by no means 

certain as the increasing convergence of Internet technologies and the development of 

the 3G were predicted to open Nokia up to new and formidable competitors. 

Chipmakers such as Intel could turn mobile phones into commodities just as they 

previously turned personal computers into commodities.  

 

The 21st century started off by the development of mobile communications along two 

broad fronts, both of which played to Nokia's advantage, and thereby would ensure the 
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company that it would remain the leader of its industry (Reference for Business 2015). 

The evolution of mobile phones into multimedia devices meant that Nokia could 

continue to sell expensive and sophisticated mobile phones. The success of the $500 

Nokia phone opened up to increasingly more expensive phones, such as the Nokia N90, 

a mobile phone with among other features a camera with Carl Zeiss optics, video-

recording, 3G, and Wi-Fi. Nokia was in a position where it could count on a significant 

share of the high end of the market, however, the company's key capabilities was more 

in the favor of the low-end market. The high demand for the inexpensive mobile phones 

was even higher in countries such as China, Brazil, and India. Analysts expected half a 

billion of the one billion mobile phones sold between 2005 and 2010 to be sold in 

developing economies. “Industry observers believed there were only two companies in 

the world that could seriously compete for the estimated 800-million-unit-per year 

market for inexpensive handsets: Motorola and Nokia. Rivals such as Samsung, Sony 

Ericsson, and LG Electronics preferred to confine their activities to the high end of the 

market, while emerging low-cost producers lacked the manufacturing efficiencies 

enjoyed by Nokia and Motorola” (Reference for Business 2015). Nokia’s greatest 

challenge was competing with Motorola for the low-end market and beating back 

competitors for control of the high-end market (Reference for Business 2015). Despite 

spending tremendous sums of money on R&D, Nokia failed to take some emerging 

trends seriously. Nokia was more a hardware innovator and not so much in to how the 

software looked, functioned and how user-friendly it is to use. In other words, Nokia 

underestimated the importance of the software part of a smartphone. Just three years 

before the iPhone, it rejected a proposal to develop its own Nokia online applications 

store (Barwise & Meehan 2011). Nokia also underestimated the importance of the 

transition from mobile phones to smartphone. For Nokia it looked very risky to divert 

its resources to the high-end low-volume (the characteristics of the touch-screen 

smartphone business back in 2007). The emergence of the new dominant design for the 

mobile phone was nothing Nokia planned for. Nokia’s reluctance to transition into the 

new era of mobile phones, the smartphone, was what caused it to loose its 

organizational ambidexterity (Surowiecki 2013).  
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Chapter 5: Analysis 
The analysis has been divided into four sections. The four sections answer the four sub-

questions of the second sub-question respectively. The first section analyzes how 

explorative Apple is with its three latest disruptive innovations, and how innovative its 

iPhone users perceive it as a company. The second section analyzes how well the 

iPhone is keeping up with its main rival, the Samsung Galaxy S series. The third section 

analyzes what iPhone users think of the iPhone. The fourth section analyzes Apple’s 

market share from 2012 to 2015 compared to its rivals on the smartphone market. 

5.1 Exploitative or explorative? 

This section takes a look at Apple’s overall financial performance, and analyzes the 

three once disruptive Apple products, the iPod, iPhone and iPad, in terms of exploitative 

vs. explorative innovation and competence enhancing vs. competence destroying 

innovation. The three products will be compared to each other in order to spot 

similarities that will indicate the exploitation of existing competencies, and differences 

that can reveal explorative behavior. They will be compared based on sales figures such 

as product net sales and product unit sales, and product specifications and design.  

5.1.1 Financial figures  

Apple has experienced ever-increasing sales numbers (Apple Inc. 2001) (Apple Inc. 

2002) (Apple Inc. 2006) (Apple Inc. 2010) (Apple Inc. 2014). To get a deeper look into 

the numbers, the change in net sales was calculated. The following formula was used: 

 

∆!= !!! − !!!!!!
!×!100 

 

..where Yn stands for value in the previous year, and Yn+1 stands for value in the 

following year.  

 

For example, the change in net sales between year 2001 and 2002 would be calculated 

as follows: 

∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !,!"#!!,!"#!,!"# !×!100 =  7% 
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See appendix 1 for the rest of the calculations. 

 

The change in net sales (see appendix 1) was 7% between 2001 and 2002, 8% between 

2002 and 2003, 33,4% between 2003 and 2004, 68,3% between 2004 and 2005, 38,6% 

between 2005 and 2006, 24,3% between 2006 and 2007, 56% between 2007 and 2008, 

14% between 2008 and 2009, 52% between 2009 and 2010, 65% between 2010 and 

2011, 44,5% between 2011 and 2012, 9,2% between 2012 and 2013, and 6,9% between 

2013 and 2014. The change in net sales was the highest between 2004 and 2005, 

between 2007 and 2008, and between 2010 and 2011, highlighting that something might 

have happened between these three time periods that have boosted sales.  

 

Having now looked at Apple’s overall financial performance, we can now break the 

figures down to sales by product. In that way we can get a closer look at what is behind 

the numbers. In the following, the three once disruptive products will be analyzed, 

starting with the iPod, then the iPhone and finally the iPad. 

 

iPod  

Apple’s “iPod line of portable digital music and media players includes three models, 

iPod Touch, iPod nano and iPod shuffle” (Apple Inc. 2014). iPod Touch, is based on 

Apple’s iOS Multi-Touch operating system, and is a flash-memory-based iPod with an 

integrated photo and video camera. iPod Touch also includes a dictation system called 

Siri, which is described by Apple as a “voice activated intelligent assistant” (Apple Inc. 

2014). The iPod Touch also works with the iTunes Store, the App Store and the iBooks 

Store, and is compatible with both Mac and Windows, and Apple’s iCloud services. On 

the newest models, iLife and iWork are available as free downloads (Apple Inc. 2014).  

 

If we look at the iPod sales, we see from table 2 below that the iPod sold 381.000 units 

in 2002 increasing to 939.000 in 2003, 4.416.000 in 2004, 22.497.000 in 2005, 

39.409.000 in 2006, 51.630.000 in 2007, 54.828.000 in 2008 decreasing to 54.132.000 

in 2009, 50.312.000 in 2010, 42.620.000 in 2011, 35.165.000 in 2012, 26.379.000 in 

2013, and 14.377.000 in 2014. Thus the pattern is that iPod sales have been increasing 
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since its debut in 2002 up until 2008 where it has been decreasing ever since. This 

points towards a decreasing level of adoption. 

 

Table 2: iPod net- and unit sales and adoption rates 
Units sales in thousands 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Units 

sold 

381 939 4,416 22,497 39,409 51,630 54,828 54,132 50,312 42,620 35,165 26,379 14,377 

Rate of 

adoption 

     558        3477       18.081       16.912      12.221         3198         -696         -3820        -7692        -7455        -8786       -12.002 

 

 

                     Source: Apple annual reports 2002-2014 

 

In fact, if we look at the rate of adoption (see appendix 2 for calculations), we see from 

table 2 that it was 558 between 2002 and 2003, increasing to 3477 between 2003 and 

2004, and 18.081 between 2004 and 2005, decreasing to 16.912 between 2005 and 

2006, 12.221 between 2006 and 2007, 3198 between 2007 and 2008, -696 between 

2008 and 2009, -3820 between 2009 and 2010, -7692 between 2010 and 2011, -7455 

between 2011 and 2012, -8786 between 2012 and 2013, and -12.002 between 2013 and 

2014. Thus the rate of adoption of the iPod has been decreasing since 2006, and become 

negative since 2009. 

 

iPhone 

The iPhone is what became the new era of mobile computing that changed the way we 

use mobile phones. The iPhone is Apple’s line of smartphones that combines a phone, 

camera, Internet device, music player, and much more in one sleekly-designed product. 

The iPhone is based on Apple’s IOS Multi-Touch operating system, and includes Siri. 

The iPhone also works with the iTunes Store for purchasing and playing music, movies, 

TV shows, and podcasts, the App Store for downloading apps, and the iBooks Store for 

purchasing, organizing and reading books. The iPhone is compatible with both Mac OS 

X and Windows and can be connected to iCloud, which is a service that provides 

synchronization of mail, contacts, notes, calendars, apps, music, photos and videos, 

documents and more across users’ devices. The iPhone has been the one product to take 
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Apple to a whole other level. Admired by people around the world, the iPhone has 

managed to hit record sales debut after debut. Let us have a closer look at the iPhone in 

numbers.  

 

When the first iPhone was launched in 2007, it sold 1.390.000 units in that year. Unit 

sales continued to increase hitting 11.630.000 in 2008, 20.730.000 in 2009, 39.990.000 

in 2010, 72.293.000 in 2011, 125.046.000 in 2012, 150.257.000 in 2013, and 

169.219.000 in 2014. The rate of adoption (see appendix 3 for calculations) between 

2007 to 2008 was 10.238. The adoption rate decreased to 9104 between 2008 and 2009, 

increasing to 19.258 between 2009 and 2010, 32.304 between 2010 and 2011, 52.753 

between 2011 and 2012, falling to 25.211 between 2012 and 2013, and 18.962 between 

2013 and 2014. What this means is that while the iPhone has been selling more and 

more, the adoption rate has not been following the same pattern, and points towards a 

flattening of the level of adoption.  

 

Table 3: iPhone unit sales and adoption rates 
Unit sales in thousands 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Units sold 1389 11.627 20.731 39.989 72.293 125.046 150.257 169.219 

Rate of 

adoption 

         10.238            9104        19.258         32.304        52.753         25.211        18.962 

 

       

         Source: Apple annual reports 2007-2014 

 

iPad 

The iPad is Apple’s line of multi-purpose tablets. It is based on the Apple IOS Multi-

Touch operating system. iPad has an integrated photo and video camera, and on the 

latest versions, also includes Siri. The iPad, like the iPhone, also comes with the iTunes 

Store, iBooks Store and the App Store, and is compatible with both the Mac’s OS X and 

Windows. To give the iPad users the opportunity to backup data, the option of having 

iCloud is available on iPad as well. The latest versions of the iPad are the iPad Air 2 
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and the iPad mini 3 that both feature Retina display, Touch ID and support for Apple 

Pay.  

 

In table 4 below, we see that in 2010 where the iPad debuted, the iPad sold 7,458 

thousand units, increasing to 32,394 thousands in 2011, 58,310 thousands in 2012, 

71,033 thousands in 2013, decreasing to 67,977 thousands in 2014. 

 

Table 4: iPad unit sales and adoption rates 

Unit sales in thousands 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Unit sales 7,458 32,394 58,310 71,033 67,977 

Rate of adoption                    24.936                   25.916                  12.723                    -3056 

 

          Source: Apple annual report 2010-2014 

 

If we calculate the adoption rates (see appendix 4 for calculations) between 2010 and 

2011, between 2011 and 2012, between 2012 and 2013, and between 2013 and 2014, we 

find that the adoption rate for the iPad has not been increasingly changing as Apple 

would wish for. Table 4 above shows that the iPad’s adoption rate was 24.936 between 

2010 and 2011. Its adoption rate increased to 25.916 between 2011 and 2012, decreased 

to 12.723 between 2012 and 2013, and became a negative 3056 between 2013 and 2014. 

This illustrates that fewer and fewer people are adopting the iPad for each new 

generation of the iPad since 2013.  

 

If we compare the three product categories we just had a look at in the context of how 

big a proportion a given product accounts for of total net sales, we see that the sales 

performance for the iPod has been decreasing from being 39,7% of total net sales in 

2006 to 34,6% in 2007, 24,4% in 2008, 18,9% in 2009, 12,7% in 2010, 6,9% in 2011, 

3,6% in 2012, 2,6% in 2013, and 1,2% in 2014. This shows that the iPod is not as 

popular as it once used to be, and it probably never will, now that every iPhone user has 

a built in iPod in his/her iPhone. Apple is maybe therefore no longer reporting its iPod 

unit sales as a separate product category, but will instead put iPod sales together with 
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the Apple TV, Beats headphones, and the Apple Watch, as a single category when 

reporting sales in the future (Lowensohn 2015).  

 

If we look at the iPhone’s sales performance, we see that it has increasingly become a 

bigger proportion of total net sales. The iPhone started with accounting for 0,5% of 

Apple’s total net sales in 2007, increasing to 5% in 2008, 30,4% in 2009, 38,6% in 

2010, 43,5% in 2011, 50,3% in 2012, 53,4% in 2013, and 55,8% in 2014. In contrast if 

we look at the iPad’s sales performance we see that it only became an increasingly 

bigger proportion of Apple’s total net sales up to 2012, after that it started becoming a 

smaller proportion of total net sales. The numbers in table 5 were conceived, using 

Apple’s annual reports, by dividing the product category’s unit sales by total net sales 

for each respective year and multiplying it by a hundred. 

 

Table 5: product percentage sales of total net sales  
 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

iPod 39,7% 34,6% 24,4% 18,9% 12,7% 6,9% 3,6% 2,6% 1,2% 

iPhone - 0,5% 5% 30,4% 38,6% 43,5% 50,3% 53,4% 55,8% 

iPad - - - - 7,6% 18,9% 19,8% 18,7% 16,6% 

 

5.1.2 iPod, iPhone, iPad and product specifications 

This analysis is a more rough analysis of the commonalities and differences between the 

iPod, iPhone and iPad. Thus it does not cover all functions and specifications of the 

devices. The table 6 below presents the iPod, iPhone and iPad organized after launch 

date. For simplicity reasons only the most important devices have been presented. The 

table covers the first iPod launched. It also covers the first iPhone launched, with the 

latest iPod release before the 1st generation iPhone was launched (to its left side) and the 

first iPod release after the launch of the 1st generation iPhone (to its right side). The 

table then covers the first iPad launched with the latest iPhone release (to its far left 

side) and the latest iPod Touch release (to its near left side) before the 1st generation 

iPad was launched. The table finally covers the latest iPhone (iPhone 6), the latest iPod 

Touch, (6th generation iPod Touch) and the latest iPad (iPad Pro). 
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Table 6 is self-explanatory. Apple launched its first MP3 player (the iPod) in 2001, 

which only could play music. It then launched a smartphone (the 1st generation iPhone) 

that had a built in iPod, could browse the internet, check and write emails, and a little 

more (most significant specification shown in the  “Other specifications” row in table 6. 

After that Apple launched an iPod Touch, which looked very similar to the 1st 

generation iPhone (see appendix 5) and had the same specs except from the “phone” 

part of the iPhone. Apple then launched its first tablet (iPad) which was very similar to 

the iPhone 3GS, having almost the same specifications (see “Other specifications” row).  

Apple also launched the 3rd generation iPod Touch, which also was pretty similar to the 

iPhone 3GS, lacking the video camera, Bluetooth, speaker, microphone, proximity 

sensor, a GPS and the “phone” part. The newest releases for the three product lines have 

also shown to be very similar in specifications. Apple launched an iPhone 6, which as 

usual is the best of both worlds, the iPod and iPad. While the 6th generation iPod Touch 

lacked the proximity sensor, Touch ID fingerprint sensor and the “phone” part found in 

an iPhone 6, the iPad Pro only lacked the phone, and proximity sensor.  

 

Table 6: iPod, iPhone and iPad specifications  

 
 2001 2005-2007 2009-2010 2014-2015 
 1st 

gen. 
iPod 

5th gen. 
iPod 

1st gen. 
iPhone 

1st gen. 
iPod 
Touch 

iPhone 
3GS 

3rd gen. 
iPod 
Touch 

iPad iPhone 
6 

6th gen. 
iPod 
Touch 

iPad 
Pro 

Storage 
capacity 
(GB) 

5/10 30/60 4/8/16 8/16/32 8/16/32 32/64 16/32/6
4 

16/64/1
28 

16/32/6
4/128 

128 

Screen 
pixels 

160×1
28 

320×240 320x480 320x480 320x480 320x480 1024x76
8 

1920x10
80 

1136x64
0 

2732x20
48 

Screen 
size 
(inch) 

2 2.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 9.7 5.5 4 12.9 

Connecti
vity 

FireW
ire 

FireWire
, USB 

USB, 
Wi-Fi 

USB,  USB, 
Wi-Fi, 
3G, 
GSM 

USB, 
Wi-Fi 

USB, 
Wi-Fi, 
3G, 
GSM 

USB, 
Wi-Fi, 
LTE, 
GSM, 
CDMA 

USB, 
Wi-Fi 

USB, 
Wi-Fi, 
LTE, 
GSM, 
CDMA 

RAM 
(MB) 

32 32/64 128 128 256 256 256 1000 1000 4000 

CPU 
(MHz) 

90 80(x2) 412 400 600 800 1000 1400 1100  
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Other 
specificat
ions 

Audio Audio, 
Photo 
gallery, 
video 
playing, 

Audio, 
Photo 
gallery, 
video 
playing, 
multi-
touch 
screen, 
internet 
connecti
vity, 
accelero
meter, 
calendar
, 
contacts, 
clock, 
calculat
or, 
notes, 
camera, 
Bluetoot
h, 
speaker, 
microph
one, 
proximit
y 
sensor, 
phone, 

Audio, 
Photo 
gallery, 
video 
playing, 
multi-
touch 
screen, 
internet 
connecti
vity, 
accelero
meter, 
calendar
, 
contacts
, clock, 
calculat
or, 
notes,  

Audio, 
Photo 
gallery, 
video 
playing, 
multi-
touch 
screen, 
internet 
connecti
vity, 
accelero
meter, 
calendar
, 
contacts, 
clock, 
calculat
or, 
notes, 
video 
camera, 
Bluetoot
h, 
speaker, 
microph
one, 
proximit
y 
sensor, 
GPS, 
phone, 

Audio, 
Photo 
gallery, 
video 
playing, 
multi-
touch 
screen, 
internet 
connecti
vity, 
accelero
meter, 
calendar
, 
contacts
, clock, 
calculat
or, 
notes, 
camera, 

Audio, 
Photo 
gallery, 
video 
playing, 
multi-
touch 
screen, 
internet 
connecti
vity, 
accelero
meter, 
calendar
, 
contacts, 
clock, 
calculat
or, 
notes, 
video 
camera, 
Bluetoot
h, 
speaker, 
microph
one, 
proximit
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Other aspects that can be compared are the different types of connectivity, the RAM 

memory, and CPU. Here it is clear that Apple has been exploiting its competencies and 

through time and generations enhancing them.  

5.1.3 Customer’s perception of Apple 

I wanted to get a picture of what aspects of a consumer electronics company are of most 

importance to its costumers when it comes to product innovation. I therefore asked the 

respondents if they think that Apple is less innovative today and why they think so, if 

that is the case according to them. In that way I could enable the respondents to speak 

what is on their minds about Apple in general. This question also reflected what they 
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understand by the word “innovative”. The following answers were given (see appendix 

6 for chart).  

 

62 out of 113 (54,9%) said that Apple is less innovative today compared to what it used 

to be, while the remaining 51 (45,1%) said that they don’t think that that is the case. If 

we start with the respondents who think that Apple is less innovative today, we see from 

figure 13 above that 41 out of 62 (66,1%) said that the reason why Apple is less 

innovative today is that it is less disruptive compared to what it used to be; this was the 

most mentioned reason. The next most mentioned reason with a number of respondents 

of 30 (48,4%), was that Apple only makes small changes and updates to its products. 

The third most mentioned reason, with a number of 23 (37,1%) respondents, was that 

Apple has a slow performance improvement trajectory. The fourth most mentioned 

reason, with a number of respondents of 19 (30,6%), was that Apple does not move in 

to new eras of technology. The fifth most mentioned reason, with a number of 

respondents of 14 (22,6%), was that Apple is stuck in its existing capabilities, not 

thinking outside the box. The sixth most mentioned reason, with a number of 

respondents of 12 (19,3%), was that Apple failed to offer the usual originality. Other 

less mentioned reasons were that competitors are catching up (8 respondents, i.e., 

12,9%), that Steve Jobs died (7 respondents, i.e., 11,3%), that Apple is relying on old 

working recipes (7 respondents, i.e., 11,3%), that Apple only is selling design (7 

respondents, i.e., 11,3%), and no breakthroughs since the iPad (6 respondents, i.e., 

9,7%). Even less often mentioned reasons were that Apple is not keeping up with 

competitors (5 respondents, i.e., 8%), that all Apple cares about is profit (3 respondents, 

i.e., 4,8%), that Apple is starting to imitate competitors (3 respondents i.e., 4,8%), that 

Apple can’t fix the battery (2 respondents, i.e., 3,2%), that Apple produces what the 

mainstream market needs (1 respondent, i.e., 1,6%), that Apple is focusing on how to 

compete with rivals instead of making them irrelevant (1 respondent, i.e., 1,6%), and 

that the market structure is built in a way that is based on cycles (1 respondent, i.e., 

1,6%). 

 

If we look at the reasons why some respondents said that Apple is not less innovative 

today compared to what it used to be, we see that the most mentioned reason was that 
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Apple always has something new to offer the market; 16 respondents (31,3%) claimed 

that. 6 respondents (11,7%) said that the market structure is built in a way that is based 

on cycles, and therefore Apple is not less innovative. 3 respondents (5,8%) said that the 

Apple watch brings it back, while 1 respondent (1,9%) said that Apple is not less 

innovative due to the fact that it is imitating its rivals (I assume that must mean that by 

imitating rivals, Apple is keeping up with new technologies). 1 (1,9%) respondent said 

that Apple is not less innovative, due to the fact that it produces what the mainstream 

market needs, while also 1 respondent (1,9%) said that Apple is not less innovative, due 

to the fact that it is always a first-mover.  

 

Some of the respondents also did not comment why they think whether Apple is less 

innovative or not. Only 2 respondents (1,8%) said that Apple is less innovative but did 

not have any comment to why it is so, while 23 (20,3%) said that Apple is not less 

innovative and did not have any comment to why. 

5.2 How well is the iPhone keeping up with its main rival? 

In this section I will make an in depth analysis of the iPhone that will cover all eight 

generations, the first generation iPhone, iPhone 3G, 3GS, 4, 4S, 5, 5S, and 6. This in 

depth analysis will allow me to draw conclusions about how innovative Apple has been 

with its iPhone over the years. The factors that will be looked at are iPhone’s 

technology diffusion s-curve, the iPhone’s performance improvement trajectory, 

consumer opinion about the iPhone, and Apple’s smartphone market share. 

5.2.1 The iPhone’s technology diffusion  

According to theory, the rate at which a technology is adopted in a marketplace has 

repeatedly shown to conform to an s-shaped curve (Schilling 2013). The iPhone’s 

diffusion curve has thus been plotted to see if it conforms to an s-shaped curve. 

Figure 1 below shows the number of iPhones sold over the years, from the launch of its 

first generation till 2014. The figure does not indicate what sales are attributed to what 

generation of the iPhone, rather it shows sales of the iPhone in general during through 

time. I therefore looked the launch dates up for each iPhone generation to spot where a 

new s-curve kicks in. The first generation iPhone was launched in Q3 2007, the iPhone 

3G was launched in Q3 2008, the iPhone 3GS was launched in Q2 2009, the iPhone 4 
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was launched in Q2 2010, the iPhone 4S was launched in Q4 2011, the iPhone 5 was 

launched in Q3 2012, the iPhone 5S was launched in Q3 2013, and the iPhone 6 was 

launched in Q3 2014.  

 

 

Figure 1: iPhone technology diffusion curve  

 

         Source: Statista.com 

 

If we plot Figure 1 into a graph showing the diffusion of the individual eight iPhones, 

we get Figure 2 below. Figure 2 shows that the first generation iPhone conforms to an s-

shaped curve, while iPhone 3G had a relatively small time period on the market before 

the iPhone 3GS was launched, and therefore its diffusion was not fully stretched. The 

iPhone 3GS also conformed to an s-shaped curve, but that was not the case for the next 

four generations. The diffusion curves for iPhone 4S, 5, 5S and 6 started with relatively 

high numbers of adopters that would then decrease and then sharply increase. It makes 

no sense that the “innovators” are more than the early adopters. This must mean one 

thing, and that is that the high initial diffusion of each of the last four diffusion curves is 

a combination of laggards adopting the previous generation of the iPhone, and 

innovators adopting the generation in question. For example, the first point in the 
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diffusion graph for the iPhone 5S is very likely to be a combination of laggards 

adopting the iPhone 5 and innovators adopting the 5S. 

 

Figure 2: Individual diffusion curves for the respective eight iPhones  

 

 
 

If we plot the numbers in Figure 1 into one single curve, where sales are divided into 

years rather than quarters, we get the following figure, Figure 3. Indeed, we see one big 

s-curve as shown in Figure 3 below. Figure 3 shows that Apple has managed to renew 

its iPhone’s s-curve. However, it is obvious from the curve in Figure 3 that the rate of 

adoption is slowing down. Notice the steeper slope between 2011 and 2012 compared to 

the slope between 2013 and 2014. 
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Figure 3: iPhone Technology S-curve 

  

Source: Own creation using numbers from Statista.com 

5.2.2 A comparative analysis for performance trajectory 

According to theory, also the rate of a technology's performance improvement has 

repeatedly shown to conform to an s-shaped curve (Schilling 2013). Also, according to 

theory sustaining technologies tend to maintain a rate of improvement, while disruptive 

technologies introduce a very different package of attributes from the one mainstream 

customers usually value, often performing far worse along at least one attribute 

particularly valued by mainstream customers (Bower & Christensen 1995). I will thus 

based on a comparison between the iPhone and the Samsung Galaxy S series, plot a 

technology performance trajectory graph for each technology and compare the two 

phones’ rate of improvements for each key performance technology. I will as mentioned 

earlier include the first generation iPhone, iPhone 3G, 3GS, 4, 4S, 5, 5S and 6 in the 

analysis. The Samsung Galaxy S series includes Galaxy S, Galaxy SII, Galaxy SIII, 

Galaxy S4, and Galaxy S5. However, the Samsung Galaxy S series launched in 2010, 

which means that it does not have an equivalent to the first generation iPhone, iPhone 

3G and 3GS. The equivalent to the iPhone 4 is the Galaxy SI, the equivalent to the 

iPhone 4S is the Galaxy SII, the equivalent to the iPhone 5 is the Galaxy SIII, the 

equivalent to the iPhone 5S is the Galaxy S4, and the equivalent to the iPhone 6 is the 

Galaxy S5.  
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A smartphone has a number of key performance technologies. These are: 

- Camera megapixels  

- Storage capacity 

- RAM 

- CPU 

- Battery life 

 

These attributes are what smartphone users value the most when buying a new 

smartphone. It is important that the smartphone has sufficient storage, a good RAM 

memory, a powerful processor, a good battery life, and a camera with as many 

megapixels as possible to get good quality pictures and videos. However, other key 

performance attributes could have been added to the analysis, but due to the limited 

scope of this thesis, only the five most important attributes will be analyzed. I will start 

with analyzing the camera performance, then look at storage capacity, the RAM, the 

CPU and finally the battery life. 

All specifications of the five key performance attributes analyzed were found on 

gsmarena.com. 

 

Camera megapixels 

The camera is a key specification in a smartphone. Smartphones today have both a rear- 

and front camera. However the most important one is the rear camera, and that is where 

consumers want the most megapixels. Therefore I have chosen to focus on the rear 

camera in this analysis.  

 

If we look at the camera megapixels for the iPhone, we see in Figure 4 below that the 

iPhone started with having a 2 megapixels camera in 2007. Its successor, the iPhone 3G 

launched in 2008 still had a camera with only 2 megapixels, its successor, the iPhone 

3GS launched in 2009 had a slightly better camera with 3,15 megapixels, its successor, 

the iPhone 4 launched in 2010 had a camera with 5 megapixels. From there on, the next 

four generations of the iPhone, iPhone 4S, 5, 5S, and 6 had a camera with 8 megapixels. 

In other words, Apple did not improve the camera of its iPhone for four consecutive 

years. 
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Figure 4: Rear Camera Performance Trajectory 

 
 

If we look at the camera megapixels for the Samsung Galaxy S series, we see in Figure 

4 that the Galaxy S series started with having a 5 megapixels camera in 2010. Its 

successor, the Galaxy SII launched in 2011 had a camera with 8 megapixels, and so did 

the successor the Galaxy SIII, which was launched in 2012. Its successor the Galaxy S4 

launched in 2013 had a camera with 13 megapixels, while the successor the Galaxy S5 

had a camera with 16 megapixels. 

 

This shows that the Galaxy S series was constantly improving its camera megapixels 

while the iPhone has been standing still for four consecutive years. 

 

Storage capacity 

A smartphone is also defined by its big storage capacity, the more gigabytes (GB) the 

better. However, the two smartphones, the iPhone and the Galaxy S series give the 

consumer different options when it comes to storage capacity. The iPhone gives the 

consumer a built in storage capacity, while the Samsung Galaxy S series gives the 

consumer the option of expanding the built in storage capacity by using a memory card. 

However, both Apple and Samsung offer their smartphones with a range of storage 

capacity to choose between; for example, you can get an iPhone with 16, 32 or 64 GB, 

and the like for a Samsung Galaxy S series. 
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If we look at the storage capacity performance trajectory, we see in figure 4 that the 

iPhone started with having a maximum of 16 GB followed by the iPhone 3G also with a 

maximum of 16 GB. The iPhone 3GS had a maximum of 32 GB, as well as the iPhone 

4. Apple did not change the storage capacity of the iPhone 4S, the iPhone 5, and the 

iPhone 5S. It remained the same, a maximum of 64 GB throughout three iPhone 

generations. However, in 2014 Apple increased the storage capacity to a maximum of 

128 for its iPhone 6. 

 

Figure 5: Storage Capacity Performance Trajectory 

 

 

If we look at the storage capacity trajectory for the Samsung Galaxy S series, we see 

that the Samsung Galaxy S had a maximum of 48 GB in 2010, while the Samsung 

Galaxy SII had a maximum of 64 GB. The Samsung Galaxy SIII had a maximum of 96 

GB, while the Samsung Galaxy S4 had a maximum of 128 GB. Finally the Samsung 

Galaxy S5 had a maximum of 160 GB. 

 

Thus from Figure 5 above we can see that the Galaxy S series was improving at a faster 

rate with better performance than the iPhone as well. 
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RAM 

RAM, which stands for Random-Access Memory, is a form of data storage that allows 

data items to be accessed in approximately the same amount of time irrespective of the 

physical location of the data stored in the device’s memory. The RAM is measured in 

megabytes (MB) or gigabytes (GB). The bigger the memory, the faster is the 

smartphone to access stored data. 

 

In Figure 6 below, we see that the iPhone started with having a RAM of only 128 MB 

in 2007. The successor the iPhone 3G also had a RAM of 128 MB, while the iPhone 

3GS had a slightly bigger RAM of 256 MB. The iPhone 4 and 4S both had a RAM of 

512 MB. Finally the iPhone 5, 5S and 6, all three had a RAM of 1000 MB. Thus Apple 

has not improved its RAM memory for three consecutive years. 

 

Figure 6: RAM Performance Trajectory  

 
If we look at the Galaxy S series, we see that it started with having 512 MB in 2010. 

The Galaxy SII had a RAM of 1000 MB, while the Samsung Galaxy SIII and Samsung 

Galaxy S4 both had a RAM of 2000 MB. Finally, the Samsung Galaxy S5 had a RAM 

of 3000 MB.  

 

Thus from Figure 6 above we can see that the Galaxy S series had a much steeper curve 

than the iPhone. 
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CPU 

CPU, which stands for Central Processing Unit is a processor responsible for 

interpreting and executing most of the commands from the device. The CPU’s 

performance is measured in megahertz (MHz) or gigahertz (GHz), the higher the 

number of hertz, the more powerful is the processor. One more thing about the CPU is 

that the processor can consist of more than one core, the more cores, the more powerful 

the processor is.  

 

In Figure 7 below, we see that the iPhone started with having a 412 MHz Single-core 

processor. Notice, the unlabeled points are single-cored, while the ones labeled DC and 

QC are Dual-cored and Quad-cored respectively. Apple’s next generation iPhone, the 

iPhone 3G, also had a 412 MHz processor Single-core, while the iPhone 3GS was 

upgraded to a 600 MHz Single-core processor. The iPhone 4 had a 1000 MHz Single-

core processor, while the iPhone 4S had a 1000 MHz Dual-core processor. The iPhone 

5 and 5S were both upgraded to a 1300 MHz Dual-core processor. The iPhone 6 was 

upgraded to a 1400 MHz Dual-core processor. 

 

If we look at the Galaxy S series, we see that the Galaxy S had a 1000 MHz Single-core 

processor, while its successor the Galaxy SII was upgraded to a 1500 MHz Dual-core 

processor. The Galaxy SIII was upgraded to a 1400 MHz Quad-core processor, while 

the Galaxy S4 was upgraded to a 1900 MHz Quad-core processor. Finally, the Galaxy 

S5 was upgraded to a 2500 MHz Quad-core processor. 
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Figure 7: CPU Performance Trajectory 

 
Thus while Samsung increased its processor power by two and a half times and 

quadrupled its cores, Apple only tripled its processor power and doubled its cores. 

 

Battery Life 

A durable battery life is another key aspect of a smartphone. A smartphone needs to 

survive the day without having to be put on the charger before the time we go to bed. 

Therefore it is very important today that our smartphone has as good a battery life as 

possible. I have chosen to look at the battery life when the user is making a phone call, 

i.e., how many hours of phone calling the smartphone can last. 

 

In Figure 8 below, we see that the iPhone started with having a battery life of 8 hours. 

Its successor, the iPhone 3G, had a battery life of 10 hours, while the 3GS had a battery 

life of 12 hours. The iPhone 4 had a battery life of 14 hours. Then came the iPhone 4S 

with a battery life of only 8 hours, and so did the iPhone 5. The iPhone 5S had a battery 

life of 10 hours, while the iPhone 6 had a battery life of 14 hours just like the iPhone 4 

did. 
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Figure 8: Battery Life performance trajectory 

If we look at the Galaxy S series, we see that it started with having a battery life of only 

6 hours and 30 minutes. The successor the Galaxy SII had a slightly better battery life of 

8 hours and 40 minutes. Then the Galaxy SIII was launched with a battery life of 16 

hours, the Galaxy S4 had an even better battery life of 18 hours, and the Galaxy S5 had 

a battery life of a whole 21 hours. 

 

Thus while the iPhone failed to constantly increase its battery life performance, the 

Galaxy S series managed to steepen its performance improvement curve. 

5.3 What do iPhone users think of the iPhone? 

The data gathered from reviews on gsmarena.com can be divided into two parts – one 

part is a detailed reviews part where consumers have rated three different aspects of the 

smartphone – another part is an overall performance score for the smartphones. The 

reviewers had to give the product they were reviewing a score between 1 and 10. The 

scores from the detailed reviews were gathered and turned in to a score for the 

smartphone’s overall performance.  

 

Detailed performance scores 

The detailed performance scores are based on an evaluation of three important aspects 

of a smartphone – design, features, and performance.  
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The first generation iPhone was given a score of 5,5 for design, 5,1 for features, and 5,1 

for performance. The iPhone 3G was given a score of 6,1 for design, 5,9 for features, 

and 5,9 for performance. The iPhone 3GS was given a score of 6,6 for design (despite 

having the same design as the 3G), 6,5 for features, and 6,6 for performance. The 

iPhone 4 was given a score of 6,8 for design, 6,5 for features, and 6,5 for performance. 

The iPhone 4S was given a score of 6,8 for design, 6,6 for features, and 6,8 for 

performance – so far so good. The iPhone 5 was given a score of 5,7 for design, 5,5 for 

features, and 5,8 for performance. The iPhone 5S was given a score of 5,9 for design, 

5,5 for features, and 5,8 for performance. Finally the iPhone 6 was given a score of 5,0 

for design, 4,9 for features, and 5,2 for performance. Thus the iPhone has been rated 

better from the first generation iPhone until iPhone 4S (except from when the 

performance of the iPhone 4 was rated worse than the 3GS’s), and rated worse since 

iPhone 5.  

 

The Galaxy S series on the other hand had a slightly different pattern. The Galaxy S was 

given a score of 6,5 for design, features, and performance. The Galaxy SII was given a 

score of 6,8 for design, and 6,7 for both features and performance. The Galaxy SIII was 

given a score of 6,3 for design, and 6,8 for both features and performance. The Galaxy 

S4 was given a score of 6,8 for design, and 7,5 for both features and performance. 

Finally the Galaxy S5 was given s score of 7,3 for design, 8,0 for features, and 8,1 for 

performance. Thus the Galaxy S series was rated better and better on all three aspects 

except from ones when the design of the Galaxy SIII was rated worse. 

 

Overall performance score  

Figure 9 shows two different patterns for the two rivals. For iPhone, the overall 

performance score has in overall been declining since 2011. Consumers were rating the 

iPhone increasingly better from when the first iPhone was launched in 2007 till when 

the iPhone 4S was launched in 2011. After that, the ratings started deteriorating until the 

lately released iPhone 6. However, for Samsung, the overall performance score has in 

overall been increasing since the launch of the first Samsung Galaxy S in 2010.  
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The first generation iPhone was given an average of 5,23 out of 10, while its successors 

the iPhone 3G and 3GS were given an average of 5,96 and 6,56 respectively. The 

iPhone 4 was given an average score of 6,6 while the iPhone 4S was given 6,73. The 

iPhone 5 and 5S were given an average score of 5,63 and 5,73 respectively while the 

iPhone 6 was given 5,03.  

 

The Galaxy S was given an average score of 6,5 while the Galaxy SII was given 6,73. 

The Galaxy SIII was given a lower average score of 6,63 while its successor the Galaxy 

S4 was given 7,26. Finally the Galaxy S5 was given an average of 7,8. 

 

Figure 9: Overall Performance Score from reviews for iPhone and Galaxy S series 

 

 
 

Analysis of reviews made by leading magazine within tech 

The world’s leading magazine within tech product reviews, CNET, has also reviewed 

the eight iPhones analyzed in this thesis.  
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CNET gave the first generation iPhone a score of 9,0 for design, 7,0 for features, and 

7,0 for performance. The iPhone 3G was given 9,0 for design, 7,0 for features, and 8,0 

for performance. The 3GS was given 9,0 for design, 7,0 for features, and 8,0 for 

performance. The iPhone 4 and 4S were not evaluated for these aspects individually, but 

were rather given an overall score of 8,3 and 8,8 respectively. The iPhone 5 was given a 

score of 9,0 for design, 9,0 for features, and 8,0 for performance. The iPhone 5S was 

given a score of 8,0 for design, 9,0 for features, and 9,0 for performance, while the 

iPhone 6 received the highest score of 9,0 on all three aspects. Converting the scores to 

one score for overall performance we get, 7,66 for the first generation iPhone, 8,0 for 

the iPhone 3G and 3GS, 8,3 for the iPhone 4, 8,8 for the iPhone 4S, 8,66 for the iPhone 

5 and 5S, and 9,0 for the iPhone 6. This is consistent with the pattern of the reviews that 

were made by iPhone users on gsmarena.com, except from the iPhone 6 which has been 

rated worse by iPhone users on gsmarena.com but rated better by CNET.  

 

CNET also rated the Galaxy S series. The Galaxy S was given a 9,0 design, features and 

performance. Its successor the Galaxy SII was not given any detailed score, but rather 

an overall score of 8,8, and the same for the Galaxy SIII. However, both the Galaxy S4 

and S5 were given a score of 9,0 for design, features, and performance. This means that 

the Galaxy S had an overall score of 9,0, the Galaxy SII a score of 8,8, the Galaxy SIII a 

score of 8,8, the Galaxy S4 a score of 9,0, and the Galaxy S5 a score of 9,0. These 

figures are not consistent with the reviews on gsmarena.com 

 

Analysis of survey 

The survey I made was aimed at former/current iPhone users and asked them seven 

short questions about their respective experiences with the iPhone, if they have switched 

to other brands, and how innovative they find Apple today. 

 

First the respondents were asked to list all generations of the iPhone they have owned 

and for how long time they have been using iPhone. Four of the respondents have had 

an iPhone 5c, but I have chosen not to include this phone in the analysis, so we just 

disregard it. Figure 10 below shows that only 2,65% have had an iPhone 2G, 23,01% 
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have had an iPhone 3G, 17,70% have had an iPhone 3GS, and 36,28% have had an 

iPhone 4. Most respondents (46,02%) have had the iPhone 4S while 38,94% have had 

the iPhone 5. 32,74% have had the iPhone 5S, 26,55% have had the iPhone 6, and 0% 

have had the iPhone 6+.  

 

Figure 10: Distribution of iPhone models owned by respondents 

 

 
If we look at how many people are still using iPhone, we see that 87,61% of the 

respondents are still using iPhone. The respondents were asked why they were still 

using iPhone, and the following distribution shown in Table 7 occurred. The three most 

mentioned reasons were because the iPhone is user-friendly, because they love its 

design, and because they are used to it. Other reasons such as the iPhone’s features, that 

it is a good phone, that they prefer iOS, and that it gives the consumer a status 

fulfillment were also mentioned. Other less mentioned reasons were that it can 

synchronize with their other Apple products, that it is still functioning, that it has good 

performance, that it has good quality, that it is the most successful/exclusive phone, that 

they tried other brands but they were not as good as iPhone, that they got it for free, that 

it is a powerful phone, that there are no real alternatives on the market yet, that they cant 

afford a new one, and that they are proud of owning one. Reasons such as that the 

iPhone has a good battery performance, that they have it temporarily, and that they are 

afraid to change to something else than iPhone were only mentioned ones each. 
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Table 7: Reasons why respondents still were using iPhone 
Reasons for having iPhone % Respondents 

Can synchronize with my other devices 9,09% 9 

Tried rivals’ products and they were not as good as iPhone 5,05% 5 

User-friendly 47,47% 47 

I’m used to it 22,22% 22 

I prefer iOS 12,12% 12 

Can’t afford a new one 2,02% 2 

I love its design 24,24% 24 

I’m proud of owning one 2,02% 2 

The most successful/exclusive phone 6,06% 6 

Good performance 7,07% 7 

Brand-image 11,11% 11 

Because of its features 19,19% 19 

It’s a good phone 10,10% 19 

Because it is still functioning 9,09% 9 

I got it for free 4,04% 4 

A powerful phone 3,03% 3 

I like the size of it 2,02% 2 

Good quality 6,06% 6 

I have it temporarily 1,01% 1 

It has a good camera 2,02% 2 

There are no real alternatives on the market to choose between yet 3,03% 3 

Because of its good battery performance 1,01% 1 

Afraid to change to something else 1,01% 1 

 

Total respondents: 99 

  

 

The remaining 12,39% of iPhone users, which switched to another brand, were asked to 

name what phone they switched to and why. The answers given are presented in Figure 

11 below.  
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Figure 11: distribution of reasons for switching from iPhone to a rival 

 
 

Samsung was the brand that was mentioned the most. Reasons for switching from 

iPhone to Samsung were that has a better performance than iPhone, because it is better 

than iPhone, and because the operating system gives the user more opportunities. Other 

reasons were that the person had dropped his/her iPhone in a lake, that it was offered to 

him/her by his/her workplace, and that the person wanted to try something different.  

 

People have also switched to other brands like SONY, HTC, and OnePlus. The reasons 

for switching from iPhone to SONY were that it is a better phone, because the operating 

system gives the user more opportunities, that it is as good as other phones but cheaper, 

better performance, and that it has better/more innovative features. The reasons for 

switching from iPhone to HTC was that is as good as other phones but cheaper, while 

the reasons for switching to OnePlus were that it is better, its operating system gives the 

user more opportunities, that it is as good as other phones but cheaper, that it has better 

performance, and that it has better/more innovative features. 

 

Figure 11 shows what reasons for switching were the most prominent. We see that 8 out 

of 14 people have said that the rivals’ phones were in general better than iPhone while 6 

out of 14 have said the operating system gives the user more opportunities than what 
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iPhone. These reasons went for Samsung, OnePlus, and SONY as better alternatives to 

iPhone. 

 

The respondents were also asked to rate the iPhone’s relative performance since the first 

iPhone they have used on a scale from minus 5 to plus 5, where minus 5 is deteriorated 

extremely and plus 5 is improved extremely. From Figure 12 below we see that nobody 

gave the iPhone a relative score of -5. 3.5% of the respondents gave the iPhone a 

relative score of -4 while 7.1% gave it a -3. 7.1% of the respondents gave it a -2 while 

11.5% gave it a -1. We see that most of the respondents (20.4%)gave the iPhone a 

relative score of zero. This is highly attributed to the fact that 31 of 113 respondents 

have had only one iPhone, and therefore could not compare. However, 20 out of these 

31 respondents gave the iPhone a zero while 11 of these respondents chose to actually 

give the iPhone a score despite not having had more than one iPhone. They could, 

despite not having had more than one iPhone, evaluate whether they think that the 

performance/quality of the iPhone has deteriorated or improved. Maybe they were 

doing that out from what their friends and family have told them about their experience. 

Moving on, we see that 3.5% gave the iPhone a 1, 7.1% gave it a 2, and a whole 19,5% 

of the respondents gave the iPhone a score of 3. 12,4% of the respondents gave it a 4 

while 8.0% have given it a 5. If we disregard the 20.4% who gave it a zero, most of the 

respondents think that the iPhone’s performance/quality has improved with a factor of 

three. Thus the distribution in Figure 12 illustrates that the performance/quality of the 

iPhone according to its users has improved a lot or deteriorated a little. 
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Figure 12: iPhone’s assigned score relative to earlier generations 

I wanted to know why 29.2% (11.5+7.1+7.1+3.5%) of the respondents think that the 

performance/quality of the iPhone has deteriorated, so I asked the respondents what 

aspects of the iPhone they think have deteriorated in quality. The answers are shown in 

Figure 13 below. The respondents mentioned aspects such as battery life, hardware, 

slower performance, the phone freezing, there are more bugs, screen has become more 

fragile, the “lock phone” button has become worse, screen resolution, the camera, the 

iPhone was more outstanding from the crowd before, they break more often, the fluency 

of the OS, not vibrating when SMS is received, no new features since iPhone 4-5, and 

overheating in no time. The most frequently mentioned aspects were battery 

performance, phone becoming slow when updated, hardware quality, and software 

malfunction. 58,8% said that they think that the battery performance have deteriorated, 

26,5% think that the phone becomes slower when updated to a newer software version, 

29,4% think that the hardware quality have deteriorated, and 32,4% have experienced 

that the software has been malfunctioning sometimes. If we look at the less frequently 

appearing reasons, we see that only 2.9% of the respondents have experienced that their 

iPhone easily gets overheated, while also 2.9% think that no extra features after iPhone 

5 have been a reason for a deterioration in performance/quality. 5.9% have mentioned 

that the iPhone breaks more easily, while also 5.9% think that the cameras 

performance/quality has deteriorated. 2.9% think that the iPhone’s screen resolution has 

become worse, while 11.8% think that the iPhone has become too expensive compared 

to the slow addition of new features. 2.9% have stated that the iPhone now cant run 

most new apps while 5.9% have said that the signal on the iPhone has deteriorated in 

performance/quality.  
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Figure 13: Aspects of the iPhone that the users think have deteriorated the 

iPhone’s performance/quality 

 
 

5.4 Market share 
Market share is a strong indicator of whether things are going the right or wrong way 

for a company. Being able to compare your company’s market share internally across 

quarters and to competitors is of big help when the company needs to know how well a 

given product has done compared to other launches in the same product category, as 

well as compared to your rivals. Let us look at Apple’s smartphone market share from 

2012 till 2015 compared to its main rivals. 
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2015. Apple started with a market share of 22.9% in Q1 of 2012, decreasing to 16.9% 

and 15.2% in Q1 of 2013 and 2014 respectively, and increasing again to a market share 

of 18.3% in Q1 of 2015. This means that in 2013 Apple had lost 6 percentage points of 

its smartphone market share. In 2014 it lost an additional 1,7 percentage point and in 

2015 it gained 3,1 percentage points. Samsung on the other hand has experienced an 

increasing market share up until 2014, and decreasing market share in 2015. It started 

with having a market share of 28.9% in Q1 of 2012, increasing to 31.5% in Q1 of 2013, 

and decreasing again to 30.7% and 24.6% in Q1 of 2014 and 2015 respectively. This 

means that in 2013 Samsung gained 2,6 percentage point of market share, 0,8 

percentage point in 2014, and lost 6,1 percentage points of market share in 2015.  

If we look at Lenovo, we see that its market share has decreased from being 5.0% in Q1 

of 2012, to being 4.7% in Q1 of 2013, increasing to 6.6% in Q1 of 2014, and decreasing 

to 5.6% in Q1 of 2015. 

If we look at Huawei, we see that it has been increasing its market share ever since 

2012. Starting with a market share of 3.4% in Q1 of 2012, and increasing to 4.2%, 4.7% 

and 5.2% in Q1 of 2013, 2014 and 2015 respectively. 

If we look at LG Electronics, we see that it has increased its market share from 3.2% in 

Q1 of 2012, to a market share of 4.7% in Q1 of 2013. Its market share then decreased to 

4.3% in Q1 of 2014, and increased again to 4.6% in Q1 of 2015. 

 

The rest of the smartphone market has together experienced an ever-increasing market 

share, going from 36.6% in Q1 of 2012, to 38.1% in Q1 of 2013, to 38.6% in Q1 of 

2013, to 41.7% in Q1 of 2015. This is another sign that there are some other players 

than Apple and Samsung, and even Lenovo, Huawei and LG Electronics, are gaining a 

foothold in smartphone the industry. 

Chapter 6: Discussion 
The analysis pointed towards some very interesting trends. Apple has had the highest 

changes in net sales between 2004 and 2005, between 2007 and 2008, and between 

2010 and 2011. In the analysis we noticed that the two last mentioned time periods are 

when the iPhone and iPad were launched respectively. Apple did not launch any 

breakthrough product in 2004, but it did launch the iPod in 2001, which had a very slow 
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initial phase of adoption until a boost of sales in 2005 took place. The boost of iPod 

sales together with a boost of sales of other music related products and services (see 

appendix 8) enabled the 68,3% change in net sales between 2004 and 2005 for Apple 

that we saw in the analysis when we looked at Apple’s overall economic performance. 

Thus Apple managed to increase its net sales by higher rates than usual by launching the 

once disruptive products the iPod, the iPhone and the iPad in 2001, 2007 and 2010 

respectively. Based on these figures, Apple managed to successfully offer the world 

disruptive products that could renew the company’s life cycle respectively. The 

interesting thing was that Apple managed to launch three consecutive lines of disruptive 

innovations that all built on each other’s knowledge bases. As we saw in the analysis 

(Table 6), Apple has used the same competencies as a base for the next disruptive 

product and made simple adjustments to put it in to a different product category. In 

other words, Apple has been exploiting its current competencies when it launched every 

new disruptive innovation. The iPhone was a big step from the iPod as it had to gain 

new competencies such as how to develop a mobile phone and a web-browsing device. 

However, when Apple launched the iPad, it was building on the same competencies, the 

main difference being the size of the device and leaving out the “phone” part of the 

iPhone. Apple did not have to destroy any of its competencies in order to be disruptive. 

This is pretty much spectacular. However, with time, the once disruptive products 

(iPod, iPhone and iPad) showed declining rates of adoption. This illustrates two 

important things. First of all it illustrates that the iPhone has disrupted and substituted 

the iPod to a great extend, shown in the ever-declining and even negative rate of 

adoption of the iPod. The iPhone has a built in iPod, and therefore it is useless for most 

of the people to have both an iPod and an iPhone, which is a sad reality of the 

convergence effect. Second, the declining rate of adoption of the iPhone from 2010 on, 

that we saw in table 3, might illustrate that the iPhone is not living up to people’s 

expectations, and therefore, some iPhone users might be switching to a rival’s product. 

This is supported by Raisch & Birkinshaw’s claim that sales growth rates have ben 

found to be negatively related to the relative imbalance between exploitative and 

explorative innovation strategies (Raisch og Birkinshaw 2008). Lets take this issue from 

the very beginning.  
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According to theory a technology’s rate of adoption conforms to an s-shaped curve, and 

so did the iPhone’s on an aggregate level. This trend is normal when you look at the 

diffusion of a single product (for example the iPhone 4), but is undesirable when you 

look at the diffusion of the whole line of a product category (all iPhone generations). 

When the diffusion curve of a whole product category slows down, it means that not as 

many additional people are adopting your product as what previously was the case. This 

was reflected in table 3 where the rate of adoption of the iPhone was decreasing. The 

iPhone’s rate of adoption after having increased up to between 2011 and 2012 started 

falling all the way to 2014. This leveling off illustrated a rate of adoption approaching 

maturity. This is consistent with the theory about s-shaped technology adoption 

suggesting that eventually the adoption of a product slows down. 

 

To get a closer look at the iPhone’s decreasing adoption rate, I carried out a survey. The 

survey showed among other things that 12,38% of the respondents said that they have 

switched from iPhone to another brand. I believe this number could have been higher if 

the demography of the respondents was more diverse. It must be said that most of the 

people who answered the survey are people between the age of 18 and 28 who have 

become used to the iPhone (after all being used to the iPhone was the third most 

mentioned (22,22%) reason for using iPhone), and therefore might not be as criticizing 

as older people in their 30-40’ies who do not have the same dependence on a specific 

brand as younger iPhone users do. Also, most people who answered the survey live in 

Denmark and are therefore not exposed to the same variety of options of smartphones as 

in other countries. When the 12,38% of the respondents were asked why they switched 

from iPhone, the most mentioned reasons for switching were that the rival’s smartphone 

was better, had better performance and it offered the user more opportunities than the 

iPhone’s operating system does. These figures were taken to another level when the 

surveyed were asked to state what aspects of the iPhone they think have deteriorated in 

performance/quality. There we saw that 58,8% mentioned poor battery performance, 

32,4% have experienced that the software has been malfunctioning sometimes, 29,4% 

think that the hardware quality have deteriorated, 26,5% think that the phone becomes 

slower when updated to a newer software version, 11.8% think that the iPhone has 

become too expensive compared to the slow addition of new features, 5.9% have said 
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that the signal on the iPhone has deteriorated in performance/quality, 5.9% have 

mentioned that the iPhone breaks more easily, 5.9% think that the cameras 

performance/quality has deteriorated, 2.9% have experienced that their iPhone easily 

gets overheated, 2.9% think that no extra features after iPhone 5 have been a reason for 

a deterioration in performance/quality, 2.9% think that the iPhone’s screen resolution 

has become worse, and 2.9% have stated that the iPhone now cant run most new apps. 

In fact almost 30% of the respondents think that the iPhone’s overall performance has 

deteriorated. This issue was investigated further by analyzing the iPhone’s technology 

performance improvement trajectories compared to its main rival Galaxy S series. 

According to theory, a technology’s rate of performance improvement should conform 

to an s-shaped curve. This was investigated in the analysis by analyzing five key 

performance attributes of a smartphone, namely camera mega pixels, storage capacity, 

RAM memory, CPU, and battery life. The figures for the iPhone showed that four of the 

five key performance attributes analyzed in this thesis conformed to an s-shaped curve. 

However, one key performance attribute, the battery life, did not conform to an s-

shaped curve, but rather had a “z-shaped” curve, illustrating performance improvements 

followed by a decrease in performance that then were improved. When the same 

analysis was done on the Samsung Galaxy S series, also four of the five key 

performance attributes conformed to an s-shaped curve. The key performance attribute 

not conforming to an s-shaped curve for the Galaxy S series was the RAM memory – it 

had a straight increasingly steepening curve. The technology performance improvement 

rates of the iPhone and the Galaxy S series were then compared to see which brand was 

improving the fastest, and the Galaxy S series outperformed the iPhone on all five key 

performance attributes. This is not surprising, as the figures from the reviews on 

gsmarena.com support the Galaxy S series’ high performance relative to the iPhone. 

The reviews on gsmarena.com showed that the Galaxy S series was rated better and 

better while the iPhone was rated worse from the iPhone 5 and on. More specifically, 

the iPhone was rated equally as good as the Galaxy S series in back in 2011 and from 

that point on rated worse than the Galaxy S series. In contrast, figures from the survey 

suggest that most respondents have experienced that the iPhone has been improved by a 

factor of three, on a scale from zero to five, compared to their first iPhone, which was 

not consistent with the figures from the survey. However, the reviews of the iPhone 
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made by the leading tech magazine, CNET.com had the same pattern as the pattern for 

reviews on gsmarena.com, except from that CNET.com rated the iPhone 6 better than 

its predecessor in contrast to gsmarena.com reviews rating it worse than its predecessor. 

The reviews made by CNET.com for the Galaxy S series did not have the same pattern 

as the ones on gsmarena.com. However, CNET.com rated the Galaxy better than the 

iPhone. The reviews reflected among other things relatively slow and small changes and 

adjustments for each new iPhone generation (CNET.com 2007) (CNET.com 2008) 

(CNET.com 2009) (CNET.com 2010) (CNET.com 2012) (CNET.com 2012) 

(CNET.com 2014) (CNET.com 2015). This was further supported by figures from the 

survey I carried out, where some respondents expressed that Apple is heavily exploiting 

its competencies instead of engaging in more explorative practices. According to theory, 

exploitative innovation is based on launching new innovations by exploiting existing 

competencies, while explorative innovation is based on launching new innovations by 

exploring new competencies in the firm’s external environment. And as mentioned 

earlier, the theory on organizational ambidexterity emphasizes the persuasion of 

explorative innovation as that enables the company in question to adapt to changes in its 

external environment. The surveyed were thus asked if they think that Apple is less 

innovative and why. Of the respondents who think that Apple is less innovative today, 

36,3% think that Apple is less disruptive, 26,5% think that Apple only gives small 

changes and updates, 20,4% said that Apple has a slow performance improvement 

trajectory, and 16,8% said that Apple is not moving into new eras of technology. 22,6% 

said that Apple is stuck in its existing capabilities, not thinking outside the box, 12,9% 

said that competitors are catching up, 11,3% said that it is due to Steve Jobs’ death, 

11,3% said that Apple is relying on old working recipes, 11,3% said that Apple is only 

selling design, 9,7% said that Apple has not launched any breakthrough products since 

the iPad, 8% said that Apple is not keeping up with competitors, 4,8% said that Apple is 

starting to imitate competitors, and 1,6% said that Apple is focusing on how to compete 

with rivals instead of making them irrelevant. This low level of exploration and high 

level of exploitation was further reflected in the analysis of the iPod, iPhone and iPad, 

which had similar specs and even looks (see appendix 9). But despite the fact that the 

iPhone was getting pretty advanced by 2010, the iPad performed worse along at least 

one key performance attribute. The iPad had for instance very poor camera resolution, 
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and it was slower than the iPhone.  This a typical act by Apple by which it aims at 

extending a product’s life cycle as much as possible by starting with very basic features 

and relatively low performance.  

 

However, despite the iPhone’s shortcomings, 87,6% of the surveyed are still using the 

iPhone. Based on the survey, what is holding iPhone users back from switching to 

another rival is the iPhone’s nice design, that it is user-friendly, and that they have 

gotten used to it. Tim Cook highlighted in the second quarter report for 2015 that Apple 

is seeing a higher rate of people switching to iPhone than it has experienced in previous 

cycles (Apple 2015). This might illustrate that the launch of the iPhone 6 helped Apple 

gaining back some of its lost market share. The reason why this is probable is that the 

launch of the iPhone 6 together with the 6+ gave smartphone users much bigger screens 

than ever seen in an iPhone. That might have appealed to smartphone users who value 

big-screened smartphones. This can be explained by looking at Apple’s smartphone 

market share. We saw that Apple has experienced a sharp decline in its smartphone 

market share from 2012 to 2014 followed by an increase in market share in 2015. It 

started with having a 22,9% market share in Q1 of 2012 to having a market share of 

15,2% in Q1 of 2014. Its market share then increased to 18.3% in Q1 of 2015. Maybe if 

Apple didn’t go in to a smartphone with a relatively big screen, it might not have 

experienced an increase in its market share but rather an even lower market share than 

what it had in 2014. We also saw that Samsung was increasing its market share from 

2012 to 2013; after that it started decreasing. Samsung started with a market share of 

28,8% in 2012 that then increased to 31,5% in 2013 and then decreased to 30,7% in 

2014 and 24,6% in 2015. Other players such as Huawei have constantly been increasing 

their market share during that same time period. The rest of the smartphone market has 

on an aggregate level also been increasing its market share also. To support the market 

share analysis, the survey also required the respondents to state what smartphone they 

switched to, and the figures showed that iPhone’s main rival is Samsung. However, the 

figures also showed that there were a couple of respondents who actually have switched 

to a totally new rival on the market - OnePlus, a Chinese smartphone company founded 

in 2013. This newly established smartphone company has sold 1.5 million smartphones 

within fifteen months (Lai 2015) (compared to 6.2 million sold iPhones within fifteen 
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months after its first debut) and is obviously gaining some foothold in the smartphone 

market.  

 

When the surveyed were asked why they don’t think Apple is less innovative today, the 

three most mentioned reasons were that Apple always has something new to offer, that 

the market structure is simply built that way, and that the Apple Watch brings it back. 

These reason are rather shallow. First of all, the respondents are measuring 

innovativeness in terms of number of new releases, which is not the best way of 

indicating degree of innovativeness. Second of all, the respondents seem to be indirectly 

claiming that Apple is less innovative but that it is normal due to the structure of the 

industry. Third of all, the respondents find Apple still innovative due to the fact that it 

launched the Apple Watch, which in reality isn’t new to the competitors, nor the 

consumers (as Samsung launched a watch itself before Apple did), but only to Apple.  

 

The above discussion has thus established the foundation of a framework built on the 

analysis of exploitative vs. explorative behavior, technology trajectories, consumer 

opinion, and market share. This is done in the next chapter. 

Chapter 7: The assessment framework 
Based on the analysis, I have arrived at some relevant factors for a company operating 

in the smartphone industry to take into consideration when evaluating its organizational 

ambidexterity. My findings suggest that the company should look at four aspects of its 

business – its degree of explorative innovation, its products’ technology trajectories, its 

market share, and its customers’ opinions about its products. The four dimensions are 

discussed in turn below. 

 

Dimension 1: Explorative or Exploitative? 

Based on the discussion, it was found that Apple’s customers value explorative 

behavior, and that the lack of explorative behavior can change Apple’s customer’s 

perception of Apple, i.e., Apple’s image. The discussion discussed that iPhone users 

would like Apple to be more explorative and not hold too much to its existing 

competencies, as that is not really bringing any much different products to the market. 
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That combined with theory on explorative innovation supports the persuasion of 

explorative innovation in the case of companies operating in the smartphone industry. I 

have arrived at 3 relevant questions the company can ask itself when evaluating this 

dimension of the framework. The first question asks how often the company is 

introducing innovation by making major adjustments to existing its technology? The 

second question asks how often innovation is rendering obsolete the expertise that was 

required to master the older technology. The third question asks how often innovation is 

built on technical know-how that did not exist widely among firms competing in the 

smartphone industry. I have chosen to evaluate this dimension on a scale from 0 to 4, 

where 0 stands for never, 1 stands for rarely, 2 stands for mediocre, 3 stands for often, 

and 4 stands for always.  

 

Dimension 2: Technology Trajectories 

My findings also suggest that a company should look at its products’ diffusion curves to 

see if they are approaching the flattening or declining part of an s-curve. This alone is 

not enough as products usually have such a pattern of adoption, but sure a declining 

curve tells a lot about how enthusiastic people are about your product. Because the rate 

of diffusion of your products is not enough, I added the dimension of technology 

performance improvement. The rate of your company’s products’ technology 

performance improvement also says a great deal about your ambidexterity. It shows 

how well you are keeping up with competitors and whether you are ahead of them with 

regards to product attributes. This dimension asks the company two questions. The first 

question is whether the company’s smartphone’s technology diffusion curve is not 

approaching the maturity/declining stage. The second question asks the company how 

often its product’s rate of technology improvement is faster than its main rivals’. The 

question asking whether your product’s technology diffusion curve is approaching the 

maturity/declining stage is answered by a “yes” or “no”, where “yes” gives a score of 1 

and “no” gives a score of zero. The question asking how often the company’s product’s 

rate of technology improvement is faster than its main rival’s is answered using the 

scale from 0-4 mentioned earlier.  
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Dimension 3: Market Share 

The discussion highlighted interesting trends in the iPhone’s market share with respect 

to Samsung’s smartphone market share. We saw how the iPhone’s market share has 

been decreasing since 2012 until 2015 where it increased again after the launch of the 

iPhone 6 and 6+. This reflects how well the company is meeting the consumers’ needs. 

Thus market share is a good indicator to add to such a framework as it captures the 

company’s ability to retain customer and/or attract new ones. This dimension asks the 

company two questions. The first question is whether the product’s market share has 

been increasing. The second question asks whether the product’s market share is 

increasing constantly. This dimension is evaluated using the “yes” and “no” scale.  

 

Dimension 4: Customer Opinion 

My findings based on my survey, suggest that the iPhone’s performance compared to its 

predecessors has improved with a factor of three out of five, while my findings based on 

iPhone reviews on the Internet suggest a totally different pattern – they suggest that the 

iPhone’s performance has been decreasing since the iPhone 4S. The inconsistency 

between these findings is hard to explain, but could be explained by the fact that the 

survey was mainly answered by people located in Denmark, while the reviews analyzed 

were made by people from different countries (probably mainly from the U.S.). I see it, 

however, worthwhile to add the dimension of analyzing consumer opinion, as it is a 

very important factor to take into consideration when evaluating how well you are 

meeting the demands of the future, which is key to organizational ambidexterity. Thus it 

is important to listen to customers’ opinions reflected as needs and expectations. 

Consumers can easily tell what is missing in or what should be improved in a product. 

Thus consumers can act as very good signals of tomorrow’s demands. Here, Apple can 

use its customer feedback to incorporate it into this assessment framework. However, it 

needs to use the same scale as is used by other people for evaluating the main rival’s 

product. For instance, if reviews made by Samsung users are expressed using a scale 

from 1-10, where 1 is really bad and 10 is excellent, Apple needs to ask its customers to 

review the iPhone using that same scale. After that, Apple can draw conclusions about 

whether its smartphone has been rated better than the main rival’s smartphone, by using 

the scale from 0-4.  
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The four above-mentioned dimensions have been gathered and turned into the table 

below. The aim is to reach a maximum score of 20. In other words, the higher the score, 

the more ambidextrous the company being analyzed is. Dimensions 2, 3 and 4 are 

especially the most important dimensions to score the highest on, as they weigh much 

more than dimension 1. 

 

Figure 14: Proposed assessment framework 

 
The framework has a time frame. There is no way a company can evaluate how 

ambidextrous it is if there is no set limit as to how far back in time it should look at its 

practices. This is especially relevant for the first dimension, the Exploring or 

Exploiting? part. There is simply no point in evaluating how organizationally 

ambidextrous a company is with respect to 30, 40, 50 years back in time. What is 

important is to see the short- to medium run picture of a company’s ambidexterity. 

Dimension 1: Exploring or Exploiting?  

Q1. How often is our company introducing innovation by making major 

adjustments to existing technology? 

 

 

Q2. How often is innovation rendering obsolete the expertise that was 

required to master the older technology? 

 

 

Q3. How often is innovation built on technical know-how that did not 

exist widely among firms competing in this product category? 

 

 

Dimension 2: Technology Trajectories   

Q4. Is our smartphone’s technology diffusion curve approaching the 

maturity/declining stage? 

 

 

Q5. How often is our product’s rate of technology improvement faster 

than our main rivals’? 

 

 

Dimension 3: Market Share  

Q6. Is our market share increasing?  

Q7. Has our market share increased for the past three years?  

Dimension 4: Customer Opinion  

Q8. Are our smartphones rated better than what our main rival’s 

smartphones are? 
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Therefore I find it reasonable to evaluate a company’s ambidexterity with a ten years 

period time frame. In other words, the company should evaluate its performance for the 

past ten years. A time period of ten years is neither too long, nor too short.  

 
If we evaluate Apple’s organizational ambidexterity, we get the results below. 

 

Q1. How often is our company introducing innovation by making major 

adjustments to existing technology?  

We saw how 48,4% of the respondents who think that Apple is less innovative think 

that Apple makes small adjustments and changes to its products. This is also supported 

by the analysis of Apple’s iPod, iPhone and iPad, which showed that Apple makes very 

small adjustments to its products, even across product categories. This was also 

supported by the technology trajectory analysis of the iPhone, which showed that a new 

innovation (a new version of the iPhone) was introduced by making small adjustments 

to the predecessor. The answer is thus rarely, giving it a score of 1. 

 

Q2. How often is innovation rendering obsolete the expertise that was required to 

master the older technology?  

We saw that Apple makes small adjustments for each new iPhone release. We also saw 

that Apple adds new features to its iPhone, but these new features are complementary, 

not substituting older features. However, improvements such as advancing the 

smartphone’s processor to a Dual-core instead of a Single-core, and the switch from 3G 

to 4G Internet connectivity does mean that older technologies were rendered obsolete. 

However, such transitions have happened less often than the incremental adjustments 

that worked as complementary features. The answer to this question is thus rarely, 

giving it a score of 1. 

 

Q3. How often is innovation built on technical know-how that did not exist widely 

among firms competing in this product category?  

We saw that the iPhone was outperformed by its main rival the Samsung Galaxy S 

series on all five key performance attributes. Furthermore, the iPhone rarely included 

features that did not exist widely among companies operating in the smartphone 
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industry as reflected on CNET’s website. The answer to this question is thus rarely, 

giving it a score of 1. 

 

Q4. Is the iPhone’s technology diffusion curve not approaching the 

maturity/declining stage yet?  

No, it is approaching the maturity stage. If Apple does not launch a new iPhone soon, it 

will not be able to renew its s-curve. Furthermore, this new iPhone must be including 

new features that can appeal to more smartphone users than what it has done lately. 

Also the performance improvements must be bigger in order to steepen the performance 

improvement trajectory and thereby attract new customers. Thus this question is given a 

score of zero. 

 

Q5. How often is the iPhone’s rate of technology improvement faster than our 

main rivals’?  

The iPhone has never had faster rates of technology improvements than its main rival, 

the Samsung Galaxy S series. Thus the answer to this question is never, giving it a score 

of zero. 

 

Q6. Is our iPhone’s market share increasing?  

Yes, the iPhone’s market share has increased in 2015. This gives it a score of 1. 

 

Q7. Has our iPhone’s market share increased for the past three years?  

No, the iPhone has in fact experienced a decreasing market share for three years only to 

be followed by one year of an increase in market share. This gives it a score of zero. 

 

Q8. Is our iPhone rated better than what our main rival’s product is?  

No, it is not. The analysis showed that the Samsung was rated better than the iPhone. 

This gives it a score of zero. 

 

Together this gives Apple’s iPhone a score of 4 out of 20. Converting this to a 

percentage it means that Apple’s iPhone business is 20% ambidextrous. This is a rough 
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evaluation of Apple’s iPhone business and should therefore be handled with 5% of 

uncertainty (what corresponds to a score of 1/20). 

Chapter 8: Conclusion 
It was found that Apple’s customers value explorative behavior, reflected in the iPhone 

users’ wish that Apple could be more explorative and not hold too much to its existing 

competencies, as that is not really bringing any much different products to the market. 

Combining this with theory on exploitative vs. explorative and competence enhancing 

vs. competence destroying innovation, I have arrived at three relevant questions the 

company can ask itself when evaluating this dimension of the framework. The first 

question asks how often the company is introducing innovation by making major 

adjustments to its existing technology. Here it is rarely the case for Apple’s iPhone, 

giving it a score of 1 out of 4. The second question asks how often innovation is 

rendering obsolete the expertise that was required to master the older technology. Here 

it is rarely the case for Apple’s iPhone, also giving it a score of 1 out of 4. The third 

question asks how often innovation is built on technical know-how that did not exist 

widely among firms competing in the smartphone industry. Also here it was rarely the 

case for Apple’s iPhone, giving it a score of 1 out of 4. My findings also suggested that 

a company should look at its smartphones’ diffusion curves to see if they are 

approaching the flattening or declining part of an s-curve. My findings also suggested 

that the company should look at its smartphones’ rates of key technology performance 

improvements. Thus I arrived at two relevant questions the company can ask itself when 

evaluating this dimension of the framework. The first question asks whether the 

company’s smartphone’s technology diffusion curve is not approaching the 

maturity/declining stage. Here it was not the case as we saw that Apple’s iPhone was in 

fact approaching the maturity stage of its diffusion s-curve, giving it a score of zero out 

of 1. The second question asks the company how often its product’s rate of technology 

improvement is faster than its main rivals’. Here, it was never the case for Apple’s 

iPhone compared to its main rival the Galaxy S series, giving it a score of zero out of 1 

as well. Furthermore, we saw how the iPhone’s market share has been decreasing since 

2012 until 2015 where it increased again after the launch of the iPhone 6 and 6+. This 

strongly indicated that the release of an iPhone with a significantly bigger screen 
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appealed to new customers, maybe even Samsung’s customers (supported by both the 

high substitution potential of the iPhone 6 and 6+, and the decrease in Samsung’s 

market share). Thus market share was found to be a good indicator to add to such a 

framework as it captures the company’s ability to retain customers and/or attract new 

ones. I arrived at two questions the company can ask itself when evaluating this 

dimension. The first question is whether the product’s market share has been increasing. 

Here it was the case for Apple’s iPhone, giving it a score of 1 out of 1. The second 

question asks whether the product’s market share has been increasing for the last three 

years. Here that was not the case for Apple’s iPhone, giving it a score of zero out of 1. 

Last, the analysis supported the addition of a customer opinion dimension. The figures 

from customer reviews on the Internet together with reviews by the leading magazine 

within tech showed a consistent pattern. However, the figures given by iPhone users in 

(mainly) Denmark were not consistent with these reviews. Nonetheless, the patterns 

from the reviews on the Internet and the leading magazine within tech pretty much 

explained Apple’s iPhone’s decreasing market share between 2012 and 2014. Thus a 

customer opinion dimension was included in the framework. This dimension asks the 

company one question and that is whether its smartphone is rated better than its main 

rival’s. Here it was not the case for Apple’s iPhone, giving it a score of zero out of 1. 

The four dimensions have been gathered and turned into a framework. Using this 

framework should give the company a score of 20/20, i.e., 100% if it is the most 

ambidextrous on all four dimensions. Dimension 2, 3 and 4 were said to be the most 

important dimensions to score the highest on, as they weigh more than Dimension 1. 

Apple’s iPhone scored in total 4/20, which in other words gives it a score of 20% 

ambidextrous. Apple’s iPhone scored the highest on Dimension 1 rather than 

Dimension 2, 3 and 4. This concludes that Apple needs to innovate at a higher rate and 

with higher performance improvement rates in order to not to be disrupted or even 

outpaced by rivals. It needs to sense what is new out there and adopt that before it 

becomes a hit that rivals have adopted. This thesis focused on Samsung’s Galaxy S 

series as Apple’s iPhone’s main rival, and we from that saw how Samsung’s Galaxy S 

series is theoretically performing way better, consumers have rated it way better, and it 

improves at relatively fast rates. This might leave Apple behind. However, other 

potential rivals have shown to be increasing their market shares, such as Huawei as well 
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as the rest of the smartphone market, excluding Lenovo and LG Electronics. Therefore 

any company operating in the smartphone industry, including Apple Inc., could use this 

framework as a first step towards evaluating how ambidextrous it is. The proposed 

framework needs to be used continuously in order to spot any progresses. As for Apple, 

it should work extra hard on ensuring its iPhone business’ ambidexterity as the iPhone 

has become to account for 55,8% of Apple’s total net sales. 

Chapter 9: Further research 
According to Schilling (2013) “A firm’s new product development process should 

maximize the likelihood of projects being both technically and commercially 

successful” (Schilling 2013). This, however, has the implication that exploitative 

innovation is carried out at the expense of explorative innovation (Benner og Tushman 

2002), due to the very fact that businesses tend to prioritize what is most likely to be 

commercialized and accepted by the market. According to Christensen, sound 

managerial decisions are at the very root of well-run companies’ impending fall from 

industry leadership (Christensen 1997). Therefore it would be interesting to add a 

management style dimension to the framework, that can measure or evaluate to what 

extent the company in question is plagued by too sound management that can result in 

the company being trapped in existing knowledge bases that can lead to being disrupted 

by some newcomer or rival. 

Another dimension that could be added to the framework is patent practice. The filing 

of patents for commercialized inventions has shown to be positively correlated with 

technological innovation performance (Cao & Zhao 2013). In other words, theory 

suggests that the more patents a company files, the more innovative the company is. 

Therefore it would be interesting to find a way that could evaluate a company’s patent 

practices in a way that could indicate how innovative the company is and thus how well 

it is adapting to changes in its environment. I acknowledge the fact that patent filing is 

not a sufficient indicator of organizational ambidexterity, as some companies are 

performing far better than others despite having a lower number of patents filed. 

However, the use of figures for patents filed together with other factors such as those 

presented in the proposed assessment framework, could work as a good, more holistic 

indicator. 
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- Appendices - 

Appendix 1: Calculations for change in net sales 
 

Formula:    ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$!! = ! !!!!!!!!!
!×!100 

 

Change in net sales between years: 

Numbers expressed in millions 

 

2001 – 2002:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !,!"#!!,!"#!,!"# !×!100 =  7% 

2002 – 2003:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !,!"#!!,!"#!,!!" !×!100 =  8% 

2003 – 2004:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !,!"#!!,!"#!,!"# !×!100 =  33,4% 

2004 – 2005:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !",!"#!!,!"#!,!"# !×!100 =  68,3% 

2005 – 2006:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !",!"#!!",!"#!",!"# !×!100 =  38,6% 

2006 – 2007:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !",!!"!!",!"#!",!"# !×!100 =  24,3% 

2007 – 2008:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !",!"#!!",!!"!",!!" !×!100 =  56% 

2008 – 2009:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !",!"#!!!",!"#!",!"# !×!100 =  14% 

2009 – 2010:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !",!!"!!!",!"#!",!"# !×!100 =  52% 

2010 – 2011:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !"#,!"#!!!",!!"!",!!" !×!100 =  65%  

2011 – 2012:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !"#,!"#!!!"#,!"#!"#,!"# !×!100 =  44,5%  

2012 – 2013:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !"#,!"#!!!"#,!"#!"#,!"# !×!100 =  9,2% 

2013 – 2014:  ∆!!"!!"#!!"#$! = ! !"#,!"#!!!"#,!"#!"#,!"# !×!100 =  6,9% 

 

Net sales figures from Apple Inc. annual reports 2002 – 2014 (Apple Inc. 2002) (Apple 

Inc. 2006) (Apple Inc. 2010) (Apple Inc. 2014) 
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Appendix 2: Calculations for rate of adoption of the iPod 
 
The adoption rate between two consecutive years was calculated using the following 
formula: 
 

Δy
Δx 

 
…where delta y is change in unit sales between the two time intervals, and delta x is 
change in time. 
 

Adoption rate for the iPod between years:  

Unit sales numbers expressed in thousands 

 

2002 – 2003:  !"!!!"#
!""#!!""! = 558 

2003 – 2004:   !!"#!!"!
!""#!!""# = 3477 

2004 – 2005:   !!.!"#!!!"#
!""#!!""#  = 18.081 

2005 – 2006:   !".!"#!!!.!"#
!""#!!""#  = 16.912 

2006 – 2007:   !".!"#!!".!"#
!""#!!""#  = 12.221 

2007 – 2008:   !".!"!!!".!"#
!""#!!""#  = 3198 

2008 – 2009:   !".!"#!!".!"!
!""#!!"!"  = -696 

2009 – 2010:   !".!"#!!".!"#
!"#"!!""#  = -3820 

2010 – 2011:   !"#"$!!"#$%
!"##!!"#"  = -7692 

2011 – 2012:   !".!"#!!".!"#
!"#!!!"##  = -7455 

2012 – 2013:   !".!"#!!".!"#
!"#$!!"#!  = -8786 

2013 – 2014:   !".!""!!".!"#
!"#$!!"#$  = -12.002 

 
 

Unit sales figures from Apple annual reports 2002 – 2014 (Apple Inc. 2002) (Apple Inc. 

2006) (Apple Inc. 2010) (Apple Inc. 2014)  
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Appendix 3: Calculations for rate of adoption of the iPhone 
The adoption rate between two consecutive years was calculated using the following 

formula: 

 
!"
!" 

 

…where delta y is change in unit sales between the two time intervals, and delta x is 

change in time. 

 
Adoption rate for the iPhone between years:  

Unit sales numbers expressed in thousands 

 

2007 – 2008:  !!.!"#!!"#$
!""#!!""#  = 10.238 

2008 – 2009:   !".!"#!!!.!"#
!""#!!""#  = 9104 

2009 – 2010:   !".!"!!!".!"#
!"#"!!""#  = 19.258 

2010 – 2011:   !".!"#!!".!"!
!"##!!"#"  = 32.304 

2011 – 2012:   !"#.!"#!!".!"#
!"#!!!"##  = 52.753 

2012 – 2013:   !"#.!"#!!"#.!"#
!"#$!!"#!  = 25.211 

2013 – 2014:   !"#.!"#!!"#.!"#
!"#$!!"#$  = 18.962 

 
 

Unit sales figures from Apple annual reports 2007 – 2014 (Apple Inc. 2010) (Apple Inc. 

2014)  

 

 

 
!

!

!
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Appendix 4: Calculations for rate of adoption of the iPad 
 
The adoption rate between two consecutive years was calculated using the following 
formula: 
 

Δ!
Δ! 

 
…where delta y is change in unit sales between the two time intervals, and delta x is 
change in time. 
 
 

Adoption rate for the iPad between years:  

Unit sales numbers expressed in thousands 

 

2010 – 2011:  !".!"#!!"#$
!"##!!"#"  = 24.936 

2011 – 2012:  !".!"#!!".!"#
!"#!!!"##  = 25.916 

2012 – 2013:               !".!"!!".!"#!"#$!!"#!  = 12.723 

2013 – 2014:               !".!""!!".!""!"#$!!"#$  = -3056 

 

 

Unit sales figures from Apple annual reports 2010 – 2014 (Apple Inc. 2010) (Apple Inc. 

2014)  

 

Appendix 5: iPhone, iPad and iPod design evolution through the years 
 

 

 

iPhone    iPhone 3G & 3GS  iPhone 4 & 4S 
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iPhone 5    iPhone 5S    iPhone 6 

 
 

 
iPad Air  
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Appendix 6: Why Apple is less innovative today 
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Appendix 7: Global smartphone market share distribution 
 
 

 
 

 
 

     Source: idc.com 2015 
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Appendix 8: Survey Questions 
NB! This is an example of the survey that was sent out to the respondents, where they 

were free to answer the questions by commenting. 
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NB! This is the same respondent’s answers, but put into a structured survey layout, 

where all the answers given in the survey sent out to the respondents were listed as 

options, and thereby ticked off. In that way it was easier for me to analyze the results, as 

SurveyMonkey did not provide the option of analyzing commented responses. 
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Appendix 9: Survey statistics overview 
NB! The following are screenshots of the overview of the survey after being plotted into 

a structured multiple-choice layout.  
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Q5 was edited further into the process of writing. Notice that I have listed all the kinds 

of smartphones the respondents said that they now are using instead of the iPhone. 

Further in the writing process I realized that it would be better to categorize them into 

brands only, and not phone models. Therefore I chose to edit the survey and put the 

brands of the smartphones Samsung, HTC, OnePlus and SONY as possible answers to 

make it simpler and to get a better overview over which brand was the most mentioned 

one. The reason why there is a screenshot of the one before the editing is that my 

upgrade on SurveyMonkey has expired, and gaining access to it again would require me 

to pay for an additional month.  
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