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Abstracts 

Purpose – The purpose of this research is to investigate how branding is applied in an industry entering into 

co-branding.  It analysing the importance for building and strengthening a brand for effective brand 

positioning in the market space.  

Design/Methodology/Approach – Our qualitative research is developed according to the approach which 

seeks to understand the aspects of brandings.  This research will be conducted as an abductive approach; 

the validity of present knowledge will be demonstrated.  Qualitative approach is applied for identifying the 

aspects in a successful launching of a brand. 

Findings – This research demonstrates that branding has been involving in launching of brands.  The case 

study indicates that brand portfolio, brand identity and brand positioning are essential in extending brands. 

Practical Implications – It serves as supplementary and reference information for brand management in 

marketing plan for global markets, especially in corporate. 

Originality/Value – The originality of this paper lies in its knowledge area of branding, which uses brand 

portfolio, brand identity and brand positioning literatures and journals to examine the role of branding in 

practical case. 
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CHAPTER 01 

 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter I have discussed with the background of the subject studied and followed by problem discussion 

with the thesis purpose. The Theoretical and empirical delimitations are also presented. 

1.1 Background 

A brand can be defined as ―a name, term, sign, symbol, or design, or a combination of them, intended to identify 
the goods or services of one seller or group of sellers and to differentiate them from those of competitors‖ 

(Kotler and Keller (2007). This basic definition however doesn‘t reveal the value of a brand to its ―brand holder‖ 

or to the consumer. Kotler & Keller further discusses how brand knowledge becomes beneficial where its 
awareness influence consumers in making their decision to buy a product or not. The brand therefore acts in 

favour for the company if the brand knowledge is positive, while the vice versa is also true. The Brand equity is 

the estimation of the value the brand knowledge provides for a product in question.  

 
Our world in exclusive of many choice and we are given plenty of offers and discounts to choose. Top 

companies are continuously investing huge amounts in order to present themselves to the customers and making 

their brands strong. The brands go for branding according to the customer‘s needs and choice to make them stick 
on to their brands. The customers respond to the brands too. The market situation in today‘s situation is very 

much unpredictable and is changing. Hence brands are forced to adapt to the situation in positioning themselves 

in the market. In context with the above statements brands are entering into alliance with other firms for a strong 
positioning.  

The most effective in alliance is co-branding. Co-branding, from its name derives as combining themselves 

(between firms towards a common goal or alliance formed regard to a new product) to a more successful 

positioning. The above can be achieved by creating a different logo or a common logo to the product by which 
the consumers get to know that this product is from particular brand (Rooney, J. 1995). Co-branding refers to 

terms such as endorsing the product for cooperation in between the brands (Aaker, D. A. 1996). This strategy 

helps in between the brands to use all the features of the partners in well suitable positioning in the market.  

Entry of new competitors has made the existing brands to stabilize themselves in more fashioned, costly in 

producing new products. Companies are investing a huge sum on advertising their products in markets. In 
consideration of these investments made the companies to go in for co-branding by which not only the costs, but 

also the consumers reach of the partners, accessing partners markets, technology and a new market reach would 

be achieved. Further it helps each other in innovative and high quality/performance products in combination of 

expertise in reaching the customers satisfaction.  

1.1.1 Theoretical Background 

The Thesis is about the theories on co-branding with the main focus on the defining of the boundaries between 

partners in respect to intrusion of partners into each other‘s territories in such cases the brands has to collaborate 

in every aspect to make the new product a more successful with keeping in mind the brand position and Image. 
In other hand, being partners doesn‘t mean in exposing/collaborating in every part since the brand might be the 

rival brand. In that case boundary line has to be drawn in deciding the partnership limits. For example Google, 

Apple and Microsoft are the partners in which Google is the main search engine in Microsoft and Apple 

Operating system. In the other hand Google is trying to launch its mobile and Operating system which seems to 
be controversial in the perspective of partnership. Whereas Microsoft search engine Bing uses Google‘s search 

option as its top 10 search option as displayed as Google. The brands positioning (Rivalry Vs. Partnership) of 

between partners when such comes to existence. Since Google, Microsoft, Apple would be having their own 
research teams involved when launching their brand along with their partners. In such case the partners 

positioning in collaborating with the partners their motive (Co-branding).  
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1.1.2 Empirical Background 

In the Empirical point of view we have taken into consideration the boundaries between two brands and how its 

partners are going to position leverage to strengthen themselves. For Example Google, Apple and Microsoft are 
the leading brands in the industry and how they are in a positioning them in the co-branding strategy in the 

market to come. Brands are neither dependent on each and can withstand individually in the market. When it 

comes to the aspect of partnership all the companies should be more committed and must be dedicative in 

positioning themselves as partner then. Previously they might have been individual brands dominating the 
industry as Google as the famous search engine, Apple famous for its Mac, Iphone and Ipod and Microsoft as a 

dominating Operating system producer. But when coming to branding themselves in the market as partners 

previously differs now in positioning themselves as Individual products competing within partners with whom 
they shared their brand positioning.  

This aspect seems to be critical since to my knowledge before in the case of endorsing themselves as partners 
they showed that they are the market leaders and when they decide to accomplish partnership certain criteria‘s 

would have been discussed as either of them shouldn‘t interfere in each other‘s territory of market dominance. 

But now Google which has eliminated this barrier and trying to launch its Operating system in the market against 

its partner Microsoft and already have launched its successful Mobile application operating system Android 
(HTC Mobile) against Apple. Apple as a brand has restricted its users to install only applications which are 

authorized by them in usage whereas Android (HTC Mobile) application comes in with installing all types of 

application nevertheless where it comes from which is appreciated by the customers as a user friendly move of 
Google. Least these are the facts will be considered in the due course of the discussion in the thesis and further 

research with respect to other products can be discussed in future. 

1.2 Problem discussion 

Co-branding involves combining two or more well-known brands into a single product. Used properly, it‘s an 
effective way to leverage strong brands (Creswell John W. 2009). The problem faced in co-branding is clear 

enough to specify as when entering into partnership the brands positioning plays a vital role in defining the 

boundaries which is to be discussed and analyzed. Since as a partner both the brands can collaborate to a certain 

extent and can share their expertise in bringing up the product at the customer end. But still there is a hidden 
boundary as which aspects has to be shared and not. Both the brands are marker rivals in competing each other 

in positioning themselves and tends prove their market leadership. This strategy changes when entering into 

partnership or so called co-branding.  
 

1.3 Aim and Research Questions 

The aim of this study is to determining the Co-Branding strategy of the brands and their market positioning to 

succeed in the implementation of this strategy. This aim is further clarified with the research questions which 

will be analyzed in the later part of the discussions. 

Research question 1: 

Does Co-Branding strategy affects/defines the boundaries between partners? 

Research question 2: 

What are the key factors required for a taken into consideration while entering into partnership? 
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1.4 Delimitation 

1.4.1Theoretical limitation 

The theoretical limitations of this study can be answered by taking necessary literature reviews and articles 

related to co-branding and industrial marketing. This case study covers various theories and approaches that help 
to understand and derive a better vision of co-branding and allowing analyzing the role of co-branding strategies.  

1.4.2 Empirical delimitation 

The Empirical delimitation discusses about the most successful co-branding strategy of famous brands such as 

Google, Microsoft, and Apple. I would be focussing on the internal perspectives of the chosen companies, and 

an overview on external perspectives of host brands or final costumers.   

1.5 Research outline 

Research outline of this case study will be based on as: 

Aim and Reason of this thesis study will be explained in the initial chapters. 

A detailed study (history and background) on the brands and their positioning in the markets 

Methodologies 

Reviews from the literatures and articles 

Empirical discussions about co-branding 

Theories and concepts relating to empirical discussions 

Conclusion 
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CHAPTER 02 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

2.1 Brand Alliance 

According to Rao et al. (1999) a brand alliance can be defined as ―all circumstances in which two or more brand 

names are presented jointly‖. These circumstances can be found whether engaged brands are promoted in a final 

product or just physically integrated in the final product.  In any case, the brand alliances are one of the most 

important brand leverage strategies among the brand portfolio management in addition to brand building and 

repositioning (Uggla, 2009).  

In the case of joint promotion within a brand alliance, it is interesting to note that if the brands have 

complementary benefits. Then the brand alliance strategy will be more useful and effective than both the brands 

having a strong position in the market. There are many examples for such successful brand alliances. Brand 

alliance between Nestle and L‘Oreal, Ford and Harley Davidson, Adidas and Yamamoto are some of the 

examples.  

Brand alliance mostly deals with brand leveraging by co-branding, licensing and cross marketing. Among these 

three, the most common is the co branding. It is the technique of leveraging the brand benefits by making an 

alliance with the carefully selected strategic partner. A classic example of this kind of co- branding alliance is 
Sony and Ericsson. This brand alliance proves to be very effective, since Sony sees Ericsson in its brand 

portfolio. The strong position of Ericsson in the telecommunication market in combination with the Sony‘s brand 

image provided a unique winning combination.  

 
Brand licensing is another type of brand alliance, in which the company allows the use of its brand image, logo 

etc on other products for a licensing fee. The most common form of brand licensing is franchising. The 

companies will leverage their well established brand name to less experienced franchisees, thereby increasing 
their global presence. The best example for this category is 7-Eleven convenience stores. It has franchise stores 

in more than 39000 locations all around the globe. 

 
The third technique of brand alliance is called as marketing cooperation or cross marketing, since the main deal 

of the alliance lies with the marketing of the products. The major factor to be considered for these kinds of 

alliances is the complementary benefits that the customer can receive because of the alliance. In such cases, the 
company has to bind with a partner so that it makes some useful and meaningful benefits to the customer. An 

example for this category is the alliance between Nike and Apple. Since it‘s a trend to use iPods during 

exercising, there is a meaningful alliance between Nike and Apple to develop a ―Nike + iPod Sports kit‖ which 

displays the pace, calories burned etc on the iPod. 
 

Some of the potential benefits of brand alliances are:  

• To allow consumers to assume that high-quality products will only partner with other high-quality products  
• To contribute to the development of favorable attitudes towards the brand combination that may trigger the 

transfer of consumer affect from a high-quality brand to a low-quality brand 

• To improve the image of one or both the partners and may signal greater product quality  
• To influence consumers‘ quality perceptions of unobservable product attributes of a partner brand (Washburn, 

2004) 

 

However, there is some evidence that brand alliances also create asymmetries that risk the brands involved. For 
instance customers could blame the wrong brand for dissatisfaction or the halo effect could translate unfavorable 

attitudes from one brand to another. In this way, it is important to highlight that there is a big impact on how 
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customers are exposed, first time to the individual brands to ensure the success of the brand alliance (Washburn, 

2004). 

 

2.2 Co-branding 

Co-branding defines itself as combination of two brands to create a common brand name for an existing/new 

product (Park 1996). But Kohili (2002) describes it as combination of two brands to create an unique single 

product to the market. Co-branding becomes successful when the partners add their brand image and value to the 

product. This is achieved by assessing the brand image of the each brand their existing market value, potential 
customer base for entering into such co-branding (Kohli 2002). Co-branding becomes strong and complementary 

when the impact becomes much more expected after entering into co-branding (Aaker 2004). This move makes 

the co-branding a much more successful formula for most of the corporate to enter into co-branding.  

Co-branding has many strategic uses (Kapferer 2004) as can be used for creating a new innovation product, or 

used an extension (vise line extension) for a product by enhancing the quality or value for the product. For better 
understanding and getting a clear view on Co-branding concept, Uggla‘s brand association base model and 

Kohli‘s co-branding strategy model would be sufficient as in this thesis.  

 

Figure 2.1 Table Strategic uses of co-branding (Kapferer, 2004) 

 

2.2.1 Uggla’s Brand Association Base Model 

 
“ The brand associations managed by a leader brand (category), extended through identity transfer or leveraged 

through image transfer via partner brands (categories and/or institutional associations that contribute in a 

positive/negative way to customer-derived meaning for the brand (image) and value (equity) (Uggla 2004)” 
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Ugglas‘s Brand association base model is very unique and is designed in taking into considering the aspects of of 

brand extension and co-branding. This is done to achieve the brand‘s territories expansion and the meaning 

between two brands or a brand category and product. (Uggla 2004) 
 

 
Fig 2.2 The Brand association base with image and identity transfer between brands (Uggla 2004) 

 

 

2.2.1.1 Leader Brand 

 
The leader brand is the most downstream brand in brand alliance. It is considered to be the primary brand in 

association with the secondary brand (Uggla 2004). The leader brands are defined and delimit by four important 

contexts in brand alliance/co-branding context. They are as category driver which has control over the market 
and its distributing channels with modified brand and customer base (Uggla 2004). ‗Identity Transfer‘ is the tag 

by which the leader brand connects with larger association base. The critical path is how the leader brand 

alliances with the partners in terms of transparency, and how it is co-positioned in brand alliance. The leader 
brand is much balanced and positioned in case of product co-branding and it differs if it is in the case of 

distribution where the Leader brand is used as an Umbrella (Uggla 2004). 

 

2.2.1.2 Partner Brand 

 

Uggla (2004) defines partner brand association as the associations next to the identity and more immediate of the 

Leader brand. Uggla (2004) also states that partner brands can be in any forms as products, peoples but should 
be with high reputations and brand image. Nestlè and General Mills is an example of partner brand. Nestlè has 

got high level of brand awareness and reputation worldwide whereas General Mills is known in United States 

and Canada. When combining together into partnership as co-branding, dominate the market. In general (Uggla 
2004) states as the partner brands contributes to their Leader brand either by symmetrical or asymmetrical 

collaborations wise Leader brand dominates in all aspects nor would it be a balanced relationship between each 

other brands.  

 

2.2.1.3 Institutional Associations 

 

Uggla (2004) describes institutional associations as a societal or cultural meaning without explicit commercial 
character. The associations are general outcomes of the culturally embedded meaning transforming to value and 

meaning for a unique brand with recognition in cultural context. The Institutional rules and regulations are 

determined by these powerful associations.  
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2.2.1.4 Brand Image 

 

Uggla (2004) crafts brand as symbol, an icon or an index which are combined together to form a brand 
association base in an individual consumer‘s brand image perspective. A symbol is an arbitrary sign based on 

convention. A symbol of a brand is based on similarity and looks like an object. It inherits the link between the 

brand and the product (Uggla 2004). In short the leader brand is the symbol/image and the partner brand would 
be the endorsing brand. 

 
 

2.3 Partner brand associations from the consumer perspective (Uggla 2004) 

 

 

2.2.2 Kohli’s Co-branding Strategy Model 

 

This co-branding strategy model has two dimensions that distinguish the different types of co-branding 

arrangements in the model as the first dimension based on nature of the complementarities of the parent brand 
and the other is the complementarities between the parent brands. The brand contributes to the value but could 

vary a great deal (Kohli, 2002). In a co-branding strategy the brands makes a significant importance in co-brands 

core benefits representing the core complementarities. It would be tough in determining as co-brand involves 
core complementarities but in a nutshell both the brands contributes to the attributes thus proving the existence 

of core complementarities. (Kohli 2002) 

 

The core complementarity assures the success when the partner contributes. If it fails then comes to existence is 
the extended complementarity which brands lends its good name for the success of the co-brand. But core and 

extended complementarities are mutually exclusive in the context of classifications. The co-branding partners 

could possibly contribute at both the levels of complementarities (Kohli 2002). 
 

The next dimension is the Target marker dimension which shows as it could explore access to new markets 

offering various opportunities by enhancing co-branding thus allowing partners to access to each other‘s 
markets. (Kohli 2002). The general dimensions are explained in context with Kohli‘s perspectives. The other 

strategies in reference with the dimensions can be explained below.  

 

2.2.2.1 Reaching In 
 

This strategy involves core product complementarity, with the objective of reaching in to achieve greater market 

share in the current target market. (Kohli 2002) 
 

 



  

8 | P a g e  
 

2.2.2.2 Reaching Out 

 

This strategy involves core complementarity with the objective of reaching out to serve a new market. Retail co-
branding is an increasingly popular method of accomplishing this. By providing access to each partner‘s 

customer base, retail co-brands can substantially increase the sales and profit potential of a single location 

without a proportionate increase in investment (Kohli 2002) 
 

 

2.2.2.3 Reaching Up 

 
This strategy involves extended complementarity, with the objective of reaching up to achieve greater market 

share in the partner‘s current target market. Reaching up is essentially an image-enhancement strategy, in which 

co-brand is chosen primarily for the positive associations linked to the brand, rather than for particular product 
attributes incorporated into the co-brand (Kohli 2002). 

 

2.2.2.4 Reaching Beyond 

 
This strategy involves extended complementarity, with the objective of reaching up and out- reaching beyond 

(Kohli 2002). 

 

2.3 Advantages and Disadvantages of Co-branding 
 

Generally, when entering into co-branding companies face many issues which go the either way of co-branding. 
They might have some access to new markets but certainly there are positive side and negative side of co-

branding which Kotler in 2006 describes as: 

 

According to Kotler (2006), he explains the advantage of co-branding as: 
 

“This main advantage of co-branding is that a product may be convincingly positioned by virtue of the multiple 

brands involved. Co-branding can generate greater sales from the existing target market as well as open 
additional opportunities with new consumers and channels. Co-branding can also reduce the cost of product 

introduction because two well known images are combined, accelerating potential adoption. And co-branding 

may be a valuable means to learn about consumers and how other companies approach them (Kotler 2006)” 

 

Kotler (2006) adds to disadvantages as: 

 

“The potential disadvantages of co-branding ar the risks and lack of control from becoming aligned with 
another abrand in the minds of consumers. Consumer expectations about the level of involvement and 

commitment with co-brands are likely to be high, so unsatisfactory performance could have negative 

repercussions for the brands involved. If the other brand has entered into a number of co-branding 
arrangements, there may be a risk that overexposure will dilute the transfer of any associations. It may also 

result in a lack of focus on existing brands. Kotler (2006)” 
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CHAPTER 03   
 

METHODOLOGY 
 
 

The methodologies related to this thesis study are elaborated in this chapter. 

 

3.1 Qualitative or Quantitative approach 

Qualitative approach is a much precise and clear point to the research where the observations of the researcher 
are validated based on the way it is presented. The report must enhance the view of the researcher in bringing out 

the core ideas and intensions of the researcher for choosing the case study. As said by Nachmias, the research 

must be focused on the topic chosen and precise in explaining the concepts and theories related. It should 
not be discussing other details which might be relevant but not making too much data adding to the study. 

Quantitative approach is the method which is prominently used and it is a type of statistical report format 

which has to be calculated and validated from the beginning of the study. The evaluation is done at every 

stage of the study to ensure the data relevancy and accuracy. But the disadvantage in opting of quantitative 

approach is the aim of the approach. The quantitative approach mainly focuses on proving the existing/new 
concepts for which the data might be manipulated or falsified to ensure the accuracy of the study.  

Both the approaches when combined again leads to the dominance of the quantitative approach and finally 
leading to a manipulated research work (Creswell 2009). 

3.1.2. Inductive and Deductive Coding 

 

There are different methodologies followed in describing this research more reliable and accurate. Taking into 
consideration the topic of the thesis it would be much better to proceed with Deductive Coding and Inductive 

Coding. Both the methodologies vary slightly depending on the perspective they are dealt with.  

 

3.2.1 Inductive Coding 

 

This coding implies when there is some theory relating to the research on the response to expect. The theme of 
this coding system is on a representative sample questions and data from the documents or the data collected by 

mere observations by the participants
5
.  

 

3.2.2 Deductive Coding 
 

This coding is typical which uses the ―pretest‖ the concept on a sample basis on the interest and later can be 

altered depending on the suggestions and feedbacks gained. This coding is a closed-end question
5
. 

 

Hence accordance with the study made and the aim of this thesis it would be much opt in proceeding with the 

deductive coding methodology. Even then, some exploratory research/observations between co-branding, brand 
positioning are also done.  

 

3.3 Data Collection Method 

As per the present situation and globalization the details relevant to the research are available from many 

sources in which particularly the press provides valuable source of information. Newspapers, Magazines 

provide the researcher with up to date information. In this case, the value of the newspaper or magazine for 

the research will stem from one or a combination of the expertise, the specialism of the publication, the 
insider information which the correspondents can uncover. (Denscombe, 2007) 
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3.4 Data Verification 

Data verification is a general process carried out by the researcher to enhance the credibility/support to his 

arguments/stand. It is good to verify the data the researcher provides in proving his point. For case studies 
in generally, the data verification is through the journals/articles submitted by the researcher.  

There are four major aspects covered in data verification as follows: 

3.4.1 Validity: The accuracy and precision of the data provided. This can be approached with reference to the 
appropriateness of the data in terms of the research question being investigated. The basic question is ―Are the 

data the right kind for investigating the topic and have they been measured correctly? (Denscombe, 2007) 

  
3.4.2 Reliability:  A research instrument is neutral in its effect and consistent across multiple occasions of its 

use. This is frequently translated as the question ―Would the research instrument produce the same results on 

different occasions (all other things being equal)? (Denscombe, 2007)  
 

3.4.3 Generalizability (External validity):  The prospect of applying the findings from research to other 

examples of the phenomenon. It concerns the ability of research findings to explain, or occur in, similar 

phenomena at a general or universal level rather than being something that is unique to the particular case(s) 
used for the research. (Denscombe, 2007)  

 

3.4.4 Objectivity: The absence of bias in the research. It denotes research that is impartial and neutral in terms 
of the researcher‗s influence on its outcome, and it denotes processes of data collection and analysis that are fair 

and even –handed. (Denscombe, 2007) 
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CHAPTER 04 

EMPIRICAL DISCUSSIONS 

This chapter deals with the history and background of the brands which I have taken for case study wise Google, 

Apple, Microsoft, Intel and Nokia. The details provided here are from the websites of the companies, articles, 

magazines from web sources. This might give the Brand image, positioning and other relevant details of Brand. 

4.1 Brand identity, Brand Positioning, history of the company 

4.1.1 Brand identity 

Brand identity is one of the fundamental elements of brand building. It can be associated when a consumer 

asks ―who are you?‖ (Keller, K.L. 2003) Brands are not products but they generate product identities and 

meanings. (Kapferer, J-N.(2004). There are two widely used models nowadays. One is developed by Aaker 

and the other one is built by Kapferer. Aaker defines a group of unique brand associations by presenting the 

brand meaning as brand identity. This set of associations creates and maintains promise to the consumers. 

Furthermore, brand identity can be a communication channel between the brand and consumers through building 

a value proposition related to emotional, self-expressive and functional benefits. (Aaker, D.A., 1996) 
 

4.1.1 Brand Positioning 

 

Brand positioning is a crucial process to create proper brand image. It can be described as the heart of marketing 

strategy.(Keller, K.L. 2003). Positioning is a necessary concept because it differentiates your product among the 

product category. Furthermore, through brand positioning, it creates perception into consumer‟s mind, which is 
normally the objective in marketing. (Kapferer, J-N., Azoulay, A. 2003) 

 

4.2 Google 

Google was found in January 1996 as a research project by Larry Page and Sergey Brin who were 

research students at Stanford University in California. During the time the conventional search engines ranked 
depending on how much their search options ranked. The founders decide to theorize a better system that 

analyzed the relationships between websites.
 
They called this new technology Page Rank, where a website's 

relevance was determined by the number of pages, and the importance of those pages, that linked back to the 

original site. A small search engine called "RankDex" from IDD Information Services designed by Robin 
Li was, since 1996, already exploring a similar strategy for site-scoring and page ranking.

 
The technology in 

RankDex would be patented and used later when Li founded Baidu in China. 

Page and Brin originally nicknamed their new search engine "BackRub", because the system checks back links 
to estimate the importance of a site. Eventually, they changed the name to Google, originating from a 

misspelling of the word "googol",
 
the number one followed by one hundred zeros, which was picked to signify 

that the search engine wants to provide large quantities of information for people.
 
Originally, Google ran under 

the Stanford University website, with the domain google.stanford.edu. The domain name for Google was 
registered on September 15, 1997, and the company was incorporated on September 4, 1998. It was based in a 

friend's (Susan Wojcicki ) garage in Menlo Park, California. Craig Silverstein, a fellow Ph.D. student at 

Stanford, was hired as the first employee 
 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/PageRank
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robin_Li
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robin_Li
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robin_Li
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Baidu
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Googol
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Menlo_Park,_California
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/California
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Fig 4.1 Google 

 

4.3 Apple 

Apple was established on April 1, 1976 by Steve Jobs, Steve Wozniak, and Ronald Wayne, to sell the Apple 
personal computer kit. They were hand-built by Wozniak and first shown to the public at the Homebrew 

Computer Club.  The Apple I was sold as a motherboard (with CPU, RAM and basic textual-video chips) less 

than what is today considered a complete personal computer.  The Apple I went on sale in July 1976 and was 
market-priced at $666.66. Apple was incorporated January 3, 1977

 
without Wayne, who sold his share of the 

company back to Jobs and Wozniak for $800. Multi-millionaire Mike  Markkula provided essential business 

expertise and funding of $250,000 during the incorporation of Apple.  

The Apple II was introduced on April 16, 1977 at the first West Coast Computer Fare. It differed from its major 

rivals, the TRS 80 and Commodore PET, because it came with color graphics and an open architecture. While 

early models used ordinary cassette tapes as storage devices, they were superseded by the introduction of a 

5 1/4 inch floppy disk drive and interface, the Disk II.  

The Apple II was chosen to be the desktop platform for the first ―Killer Application‖ of the business world - the 

VisiCalc spreadsheet Program. VisiCalc created a business market for the Apple II, and gave home users an 

additional reason to buy an Apple II—compatibility with the office. According to Brian Bagnall, Apple 
exaggerated its sales figures and was a distant third place to Commodore and Tandy until VisiCalc came along.  

By the end of the 1970s, Apple had a staff of computer designers and a production line. The company introduced 

the ill-fated Apple III in May 1980 in an attempt to compete with IBM and Microsoft in the business and 
corporate computing market.  

Jobs and several Apple employees including Jef Raskin visited Xerox PARC in December 1979 to see the  

Xerox Alto.  Xerox granted Apple engineers three days of access to the PARC facilities in return for the option 

to buy 100,000 shares of Apple at the pre-IPO price of $10 a share.
 
 Jobs was immediately convinced that all 

future computers would use a graphical user interface (GUI), and development of a GUI began for the Apple 

Lisa. When Apple went public, it generated more capital than any IPO since Ford Motor Company in 1956 and 

instantly created more millionaires (about 300) than any company in history. 
 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mike_Markkula
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Commodore_PET
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Floppy_disk
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Fig 4.2 Apple Logo 

 

4.4 Microsoft  

Bill Gates and Paul Allen were interested in the field of Computer programming, thought of making successful 

business by using their skills. In 1975 a popular electronics featured Micro Instrumentation and Telemetry 

Systems introduced a processor called Altair 8800 microprocessor. Allen noticed that they could do some 
BASIC program for the device. Since they didn't actually have one, Allen worked on a simulator for the Altair 

while Gates developed the interpreter. Although they developed the interpreter on a simulator and not the actual 

device, the interpreter worked flawlessly when they demonstrated the interpreter to MITS in Albuquerque, New 

Mexico in March 1975; MITS agreed to distribute it, marketing it as Altair BASIC. They officially established 
Microsoft on April 4, 1975, with Gates as the CEO. In August 1977 the company formed an agreement with 

ASCII Magazine in Japan, resulting in its first international office, ―ASCII Microsoft‖. The company moved to a 

new home in Bellevue, Washington in January 1979.  

Microsoft entered the OS business in 1980 with its own version of UNIX, called Xenix. However, it 

was DOS (Disk Operating System) that solidified the company's dominance. After negotiations with Digital 

Research failed, IBM awarded a contract to Microsoft to provide a version of the CP/M OS, which was set to be 
used in the upcoming IBM Personal Computer (IBM PC). For this deal, Microsoft purchased a CP/M clone 

called 86-DOS from Seattle Computer Products, branding it as MS-DOS, which IBM rebranded to PC-DOS. 

Following the release of the IBM PC in August 1981, Microsoft retained ownership of MS-DOS. Since 

IBM copyrighted the IBM PC BIOS, other companies had to reverse engineer it in order for non-IBM hardware 
to run as IBM PC compatibles, but no such restriction applied to the operating systems. Due to various factors, 

such as MS-DOS's available software selection, Microsoft eventually became the leading PC OS vendor.  The 

company expanded into new markets with the release of the Microsoft Mouse in 1983, as well as a publishing 
division named Microsoft Press.  

While jointly developing a new OS with IBM in 1984, OS/2, Microsoft released Microsoft Windows, a graphical 

extension for MS-DOS, on November 20.  Microsoft moved its headquarters to Redmond on February 26, 1986, 
and on March 13 the company went public; the ensuing rise in the stock would make an estimated four 

billionaires and 12,000 millionaires from Microsoft employees. Due to the partnership with IBM, in 1990 

the Federal Trade commission set its eye on Microsoft for possible collusion; it marked the beginning of over a 

decade of legal clashes with the U.S. Government. Microsoft announced the release of its version of OS/2 
to Original Equipment Manufacturer (OEM) on April 2, 1987;  meanwhile, the company was at work on a 32-bit 

OS, Microsoft Windows NT, using ideas from OS/2; it shipped on July 21, 1993 with a new modular kernel and 

the Win32 application programming interface, making porting from 16 bit (MS-DOS-based) Windows easier. 
Once Microsoft informed IBM of NT, the OS/2 partnership deteriorated.  

Microsoft introduced its office suite, Microsoft Office, in 1990. The software bundled separate office 

productivity applications, such as Microsoft word and Microsoft Excel. On May 22 Microsoft 

launched Windows 3.0 with a streamlined user interface graphics and improved protected mode capability for 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Simulation
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Altair_BASIC
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bellevue,_Washington
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/IBM_Personal_Computer
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seattle_Computer_Products
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/PC-DOS
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Copyright
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/BIOS
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reverse_engineering
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/IBM_PC_compatible
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Microsoft_Press
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/OS/2
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Microsoft_Windows
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_company
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Collusion
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Original_equipment_manufacturer
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/32-bit
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Microsoft_Windows_NT
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Porting
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Microsoft_Excel
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Windows_3.0
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the Intel 386 processor.  Both Office and Windows became dominant in their respective areas. Novell, a Word 

competitor from 1984–1986, filed a lawsuit years later claiming that Microsoft left part of its APIs 

undocumented in order to gain a competitive advantage.  

On July 27, 1994, the U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division filed a Competitive Impact Statement that 

said, in part: "Beginning in 1988, and continuing until July 15, 1994, Microsoft induced many OEMs to execute 

anticompetitive "per processor" licenses. Under a per processor license, an OEM pays Microsoft a royalty for 
each computer it sells containing a particular microprocessor, whether the OEM sells the computer with a 

Microsoft operating system or a non-Microsoft operating system. In effect, the royalty payment to Microsoft 

when no Microsoft product is being used acts as a penalty, or tax, on the OEM's use of a competing PC operating 

system. Since 1988, Microsoft's use of per processor licenses has increased.  

 

 

 

Fig 4.3 Microsoft Logo 

 

4.5 Co-Branding conditions, and factors affecting (internal and external)  

 
Generally, a company entering into co-branding it is being considered as a formula for success of entering into 

new market venture without much investment. But the factors affecting or the factors influencing this co-

branding are not considered or might not seems to be vigilant. This part of the thesis discuss about the factors 
affecting both internal and external of the companies.  

 

4.5.1 Internal factors 

 
Co-branding involves both the companies to explore a new innovative product or a modification of an existing 

product with their brand image and a brand identity. In terms of technical and other services to be rendered for 

the success of product is highly dependent on both the firms whether it‘s a leader brand or not. In that case, the 
firm‘s technical or expertise tends to enter into certain other driving factors leading to failure of the product. The 

technical team or the expert team generally gets into trouble as which are the factors to be discussed with the 

partner‘s expertise since both the brands are market competitors on the other hand.  

 
This factor has an adverse effect in the organizational level and the leads to institutional confusions. In that case, 

the brands draw up a conclusion before entering into alliance or co-branding. The guidelines are being fixed as a 

matter of fact that up to which level the motion of confidence has to be shared and helps the expert to draw a 
conclusion for their confusions.  

 

4.5.2 External factors 
 

As two top brands emerge into co-branding the customers are to be clarified as in what perspective the brands 

entered into partnership. Both the brands have a strong image and customer base it becomes vital for the brands 

in explaining their strand before entering into such partnership. 
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4.6 Company’s Co-branding strategy 

 

4.6.1 Apple 
 

Apple is known worldwide for their manufacturing of I pod, I Mac and software making them the market leader. 

The company was found in 1976 and has its corporate office in United States. Apple has a strong customer base 
because of its Brand Image and Brand Identity in the market. Apple is famous for their loyalty and innovative 

products. Apple enters into co-branding to enhance their market dominance further. This aim of Apple leads to 

co-branding as a success tool with Google, which is in other hand the prominent leader in search engines and 

would allow apple to explore the customer base of Google and define their market dominance.  
 

4.6.2 Google 

 
Google gives its customer a sound and perfect image and proves that their customer can rely on Google search as 

a best one. This makes Google to acquire many companies like YouTube, Keyhole Inc. Google‘s innovative 

approach and partnership with most of the corporate like Microsoft, Apple‘s operating system gives a platform 

for its users a strong belief that they are the best in the market even having the market rivals such as Microsoft 
Bing, Ask.com and so on. Google has its market segments in the areas of Mobile phones, Mobile Operating 

systems. But still it has the co-branding with other companies either.  

 

4.6.3 Microsoft 

 

Microsoft the leader in Operating system holds the market with the strong customer base and Brand image by 
launching their Innovative products such as Windows 7. It is consistently working on with their research and 

development team in defining their market. Microsoft entered in co-branding with Google even having its search 

engine Bing since it doesn‘t want its users to opt for other operating system which gives preferences to Google 

because of its strong customer base. Uggla‘s brand association base model proves this strategy of Microsoft in 
co-branding with Google. 

 

4.7 Future and Scope of Brands 

 

All these brands in one or the other hand have to be in co-branding, the successful tool to access the customer 

base of its partners and have to be innovative in defining their product with their partners. This approach of the 
brands allows them to be the market leaders without any further investments in their product development. 

Either of the brand act as a driving brand and the other as a leader brand in the market. Uggla might define 

further his brand association model in the future with the research done and that model might be utilized by these 

companies for their co-branding strategy.  
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CHAPTER 05 

ANALYSIS 

This chapter involves in analysis of the theoretical and empirical frameworks done and the findings from it are 

discussed. Initial analysis will be based on the research question as exploring into partner’s territories as co-

branding as a strategy and further analysis would be on models associated with Uggla’s brand association base 
model and Kohli’s model of co-branding.   

5.1.1 Co-branding strategy in exploring partner’s territories 

Co-branding strategy helps the large firms in breaking the conventional marketing strategy and is used for 

innovative product development helping the firms stay ahead in the competition, exploiting the partner‘s or 

new market opportunities for the firms. Co-branding strategy has an advantage by creating a new market or 
product adding value to the partnership.  

The success of co-branding depends on the brand image which has a strong impact on the minds of the 

customers and their quality of service rendered by the brands. These key points help the firms to enter into 

co-branding in motive of launching new or an innovative product in satisfaction of the customers. 

Positioning and segmenting the product is very vital. Individual perceptions are very much importance for 
the success of the product and the growth of the product increases along with it.  

When two top brands combine together and entering to co-branding, it has much impact on the customers 

keeping in mind the brand image and brand position of the product. This opinion varies in regard to the new 

product launched by the small firms, lagging in brand image. This proves that brand image and co-branding 
are perceived by reputation of the brand.  

Exploring into partner‘s territories gives firms a new idea or a new marker opportunity considering the size 

of the market, profitability, estimated profit. When all these factors prove to be worthy the firms enter into 

partnership with the company in enhancing their chance of exploration into partner‘s territories. Co-

branding a successful tool is most prominently used by top corporate in proving the market dominance. It breaks 

the conventional marketing strategy and used as a successful tool for new product development by innovative 
approach or developing an existing product with entering into co-branding. The strategic thinking of co-branding 

is creating a value to the brand partnership. This has a strong co-relation in co-branding.  
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5.1 Co-branding strategy of companies into partner’s territories 

5.1.2 Co-branding Strategy of the Companies 

The typical co-branding strategy of the companies can be viewed on better perspective as how the companies 

behave in existence of co-branding. For this it would be better to combine the co-branding base models 
discussed before for the analysis. 

Uggla‘s brand association bade model and Kohl‘s model for co-branding share many things in common as 
collaborations, compatibility, and structure in co-branding and fit. Uggla‘s brand association base model is a 

combination of leader brand, partner brand, brand image and institutional associations. Kohl‘s base model‘s 

strategies as reaching in, reaching out, reaching up and reaching beyond and his dimensions according to his 

principle as product complementarity and target market.  The base model of Uggla‘s has a complementary in 
Image transfer (Leader brand transferring the identity and partner brand similar to institutional associations). 

Whereas Kohli‘s model co-branding specifies about the strategies and preference is given to the type of partners. 

Uggla‘s brand association model describes partner brands as secondary brands with linkage to leader brands. 
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5.2 Uggla’s brand association base model in combination with Kohli’s co-branding strategy 

 

5.1.3 Analysis of co-branding 

5.1.3.1 Co-branding strategy  

This part of the analysis discuss about the co-branding strategy of the firms.  

5.1.3.2 Microsoft and Google 

Microsoft an innovative firm famous for its operating system attracts a lot of people by their performance. The 

company can itself go in for launch (as Bing is used). But the firm is need for the product which has more 

market dominance and used mostly by it‘s or general customers. As a result, Google is being chosen as a partner 

brand for search engine option. The expertises of Google in providing search options are combined with the 
operating system of Microsoft. The Microsoft is the main downstream brand in the alliance, category driver. 

Marketing and distribution of the product (since Google is an option in Operating system) is looked after by 

Microsoft. Google gives a strong image and access to Microsoft users because of its strong performance. 
Microsoft obtains a core product complementarity and reaches out new target market in building a partnership 

with Google.  

5.1.3.3 Google and Apple 

Apple product offers more wide diversity in their performance and has attractive market dominance. Both Apple 
and Google have strong brand image and perception among customers. Both the brands are at their best in their 
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attributes and entered to co-branding. Apple in one hand has strong customer base, and Google in the other hand 

has the similar customer base through their mobile application operating system. This partnership is an example 

f reaching up strategy of Kohli‘s brand model.  

5.1.3.4 Microsoft and Apple 

Microsoft and Apple are the direct opponents in the market in their operating system. But recently the Apple has 

entered a co-branding strategy with Microsoft allowing the Apple‘s product Mac user‘s to use Microsoft 

platform in their notebooks and net books. This move of Apple and Microsoft seems to be critical since both the 

product has their strong customer base and neither dependent on each other. But this access of Apple user‘s for 
Microsoft would enhance Apple‘s market dominance further without much investment in one hand and in other 

Microsoft would have its access on Apple‘s customer base also. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

I have summarised my finding in reference to the articles of Uggla‘s in drawing conclusion to this thesis. 

The large corporate firms prefer for co-branding as an innovation solution in their marketing approaches. Co-
branding as a whole gives the firms a product differentiation (which they expect normally) in combining with the 

partner brands. Co-branding is more of exploring into partner‘s territories and accessing to their customers 

without further investing much. This fact of co-branding is considered to be followed only by small firms but it 
has been proven that even larger corporate prefers co-branding strategy keeping in mind as exploring to partner‘s 

territories.  

Prevailing market dominance and tough competitive environment forces large/small firms to enter into an 

innovative/creative move of co-branding. This step is very clear as it seen in the present scenario. Large firms 

think co-branding as a tool of penetration to the new markets or current markets by utilizing the partner‘s 

resources in resolving the issues of market dominance. It would be interested to notice that two different 
companies located in different part of the world entering into co-branding utilizing their strength (brand identity 

and brand image) to a product success. Google and Microsoft example shows it very clear. Creative thinking of 

and operating system firm entering in alliance with a company which is famous for search engine (even then 
Microsoft having Bing as their main search engine in Operating system).  

The brand association model of Uggla and Kohli proves it to a greater understanding and meaning in co-
branding. But still researches on these concepts are updated regularly and many more concepts might arise in 

near future in proving the success of co-branding. Brand Image is the most important characteristics among the 

customers. The success rates of these products are totally dependent on partners in launch of an innovative 

product. If the product proves to be failure it would have adverse effect on the brand image of the leader brand 
directly.  

The risk of innovative products launched depends on individuals, since customers do not accept these innovative 
products so easily as the firms thinks. Before launching a product the firms enter for greater research, and co-

branding strategies in efficiency of the product. Uggla describes this fact in his article as ―brands becoming as 

currencies for the firms‖. Hence co-branding has become a successful strategy to implement by large firms 
enabling their market dominance, penetration to partner‘s territories without much of investment.  
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CHAPTER 7 

FUTURE STUDY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Co-branding and brand alliances are the subjects that till date more research are done for better understanding 
and implement. The observer could find many theories to position the thesis work. All this theoretical 

information relates to the research question but does not answer as how co-branding and brand positioning can 

be done in the aspect of defining the boundaries of partners. This would interest the study further by proceeding 
with the subject altogether in combining these two studies and relate them.  

Co-branding is not a small term to be defined or explained in a context. It can be further taken by involving 
companies brand managers perspective, the employees view on co-branding and if further the customer‘s base 

also can be analysed. The marketing/brand managers are the busiest persons in enhancing the company‘s brand 

image, so it was a tough task for me to approach them either through mail or personal meetings since it might be 

due to the time constraint.  

A deep research on the large firms co-branding strategy, innovation management, benefits of accessing the 

customer base, more models of researchers like Uggla can be obtained for better understanding and analysing the 
co-branding and brand alliance. The success and efficiency of co-branding as a tool with the models could be 

further the research area to be continued. Managing the innovation of new technology and Industrial creativity 

with co-branding can be done as a future research. 
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