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1 [bookmark: _Toc223106531]Task 1   Macro Marketing Environment Analysis (Pioneer vs Follower in the EV Industry)
In PESTLE, UK political/legal forces in the EV industry are market-design mechanisms that affect demand and profitability (Kotler et al., 2020), generate coercive compliance pressures (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983), and reorganize rivalry and barriers (Porter, 1980).
1.1 [bookmark: _Toc223106532]Macro Actor 1: Political & Legal Forces (Decarbonisation policy + market rules)
1.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc223106533]Why this actor matters
Political/legal forces in the EV industry do not simply affect marketing; they shape the market. Regulation, a transition period, and mandates produce a imposed demand (and non-compliance penalties), so that product portfolios, prices, and channel incentives become competitive variables that are policy-influenced. This is consistent with the sentiment that the macro-environment has the potential to transform the game by changing the attractiveness of markets and the available strategic options to firms (Kotler et al., 2020).
1.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc223106534]Evidence of the policy-driven demand shift
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc223104475][bookmark: _Toc223104551]Figure 1 UK Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Sales Targets (Cars vs Vans), 2024–2035
Source: (UK Government, 2024).
The Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) requirement in the UK was a legally formalized increase in the level of required zero-emission sales quota. Governmental messages prove the course: 80% of new vehicles and 70% of new vans are to be zero-emission in 2030, and 100% in 2035 (UK Government, 2024). The requirement that at least 22%. of new car sales must be zero-emission by 2024, as is mandated by industry and advocacy summaries (EVA England, n.d.), supports the idea that compliance is progressive and escalating.
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[bookmark: _Toc223104476][bookmark: _Toc223104552]Figure 2 UK Battery Electric Vehicle (BEV) Market Share and New Registrations, 2021–2025 (vs 2025 Mandate Target)
Source: (SMMT, 2026).
Market evidence indicates demand is responding, but not to the policy ambition completely. In 2025, Society of Motor Manufacturers and Traders registered 473,348 new BEVs, which put BEVs at 23.4% market share nearly one in four new-car sales (SMMT, 2026). SMMT marks out a mandate gap (28% target), forcing companies into discounting, fleet prioritisation and credit trading, fuelling price contention and cost of customer-acquisition, reworking incentives, budgets and positioning (SMMT, 2026; Large, 2026).
1.1.3 [bookmark: _Toc223106535]Opportunity/threat implications for Tesla (pioneer)
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[bookmark: _Toc223104477][bookmark: _Toc223104553]Figure 3 Most Popular Battery Electric Vehicles in the UK (Top 10) and Tesla’s Market Share, 2025
Source: (Tesla, 2026).
Opportunity: regulation reinforces category legitimacy and Tesla’s pioneer positioning. As a pure-EV company, Tesla is advantaged by policy that encourages category adoption its marketing initiative is no longer focused on educating the market but gaining preference in the market (Kotler et al., 2020). This is supported by demand and visibility: the Tesla Model Y has registered 24,298 in the UK in 2025, which is the most popular EV in the UK (Tesla, 2026). Competitively, positionally, this maintains the differentiation edge of Tesla (technology-driven brand meaning, EV credibility) and reinforces salience as a necessary antecedent of loyalty and price forbearance (Dreiling and Bican, 2022).
Threat: policy-driven mainstreaming increases competitive crowding and price pressure. When regulation compels every manufacturer towards EVs, Tesla will neither be an early-mover and the competitiveness will grow (Porter, 1980). Also, in case consumers demand falls short of the target, manufacturers can use heavier incentives to bridge the compliance gap (SMMT, 2026). That forces can squeeze margins, and competition can become price-led, undermining Tesla capacity to rest on innovation-based brand equity alone (Rosenberger et al., 2024).
1.1.4 [bookmark: _Toc223106536]Opportunity/threat implications for Ford (follower)
Opportunity: regulation functions as a transformation lever and legitimacy shield. To a follower of ICE legacy, coercive regulation minimises strategic drift since it pushes organisation toward electrification (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). Legacy trust (dealer support, warranties, servicing) can also be used by Ford to remove the perceived adoption risk, and it is well-placed to convert late adopters especially when charging access and affordability concerns remain (Ford UK, 2025).
Threat: compliance pressure collides with transition economics and limits strategic freedom.  The cost of both EV transition and ICE decline limits Ford in its capacity to compete. In 2025, Ford anticipates making losses of $5.0-$5.5bn in its Model e EV segment according to S&P Global (S&P Global, 2025), having incurred an EV EBIT loss of $5.1bn in 2024 (Ford UK, 2025). This is of strategic importance, as it may limit marketing flexibility at Ford (pricing headroom, promotional intensity, product refresh cadence) at a moment when the market is increasingly incentive seeking to achieve mandate trajectories (SMMT, 2026). Weakened profitability in Porterian terms exacerbates susceptibility to competition and decreases the firm capacity to maintain differentiation or cost leadership at the same time (Porter, 1980).
Competitive position outcome (Political/Legal actor):
· Tesla benefits from policy-aligned brand identity and earlier EV readiness, reinforcing a differentiated competitive position (innovation + EV credibility) (Ribo et al., 2023).
· Ford’s position is squeezed by the cost and coordination burden of transformation, even though regulation creates demand it can potentially capture if execution improves (Large, 2026).
1.1.5 [bookmark: _Toc223106537]Table: Political/Legal actor impact on competitive position (Tesla vs Ford)
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2 [bookmark: _Toc223106538]Macro Actor 2: Technological Forces (battery economics + charging infrastructure + digital capability)
Technology is a macro-PESTLE of creative destruction and new value logics (Kotler et al., 2020). With EVs, it defines value-in-use (range / charging), overall cost of ownership and software-defined experience. The higher the relative advantage and compatibility, the more mainstream adoption becomes (Rogers, 2003). The Competitiveness relies on evolving capabilities to feel, grab and reorganize quickly (Teece, 2007).
2.1 [bookmark: _Toc223106539]Evidence: ecosystem maturity and remaining “infrastructure constraint”
Instead of the repeat numbers of previous headline totals, two more indicators reflect how technology is making it easy and difficult at the same time:
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc223104478][bookmark: _Toc223104554]Figure 4 Growth of Rapid and Ultra-Rapid EV Chargers in the UK, End-2024 to End-2025
Source: (Zapmap, 2026).
(a) Faster charging network is scaling, but unevenly. Zapmap forecasts rapid + ultra-rapid chargers grow 26,378 (end-2025), and 150kW+ ultra-rapid chargers 3425 (end-2025) which is a gamechanger to the motorway and high-mileage user (Zapmap, 2026). Nevertheless, formal planning assumptions remain that there is a significant rollout gap: a revised demand figure of UK Department of Transport is 250,000-550,000 public chargepoints by 2030 (DfT, 2026). The Financial Times reports over 88,000 charge points in the UK would require approximately 32,000 installations annually to achieve the same low-end target (and much more on the high-end end), indicating an ongoing macro-level infrastructure constraint (Financial Times, 2026).
(b) Vehicle experience is becoming software defined. OEMs are also competing more aggressively through OTA updates, digital interfaces and connected services. Ford itself highlights over-the-air software updates as a continuous process of improvement of the digital experience of the company (Ford, 2023-2026). This changes the consumer expectation of the evolution of products that appear phone-like, increasing the strategic emphasis on software platforms and data capabilities (S&P Global, 2025).
2.2 [bookmark: _Toc223106540]Implications for Tesla (pioneer)
Opportunity (tech leadership → perceived superiority and faster diffusion). Ecosystem gains (increasing the speed of charging) can be translated into better perceived convenience an adoption accelerator by Tesla on the lines of Rogers so-called relative advantage and trialability attributes (Rogers, 2003). Tactically, Tesla can leverage its strength by combining vehicle + software + charging into a consistent customer promise that makes technology a brand meaning rather than a specification (Kotler et al., 2020).
Threat (technology diffusion + platform parity). Differentiation is threatened with commoditisation of Tesla as the rapid charging spreads networks and software-driven features spread (Fan, Li and Yao, 2024). Rivalry can subsequently shift to who innovates first to who is more reliable, service recovery and portfolio breadth, enhancing competition and price war particularly where infrastructure and affordability are adoption bottlenecks (Financial Times, 2026).
2.3 [bookmark: _Toc223106541]Implications for Ford (follower)
Opportunity (ecosystem maturity lowers adoption barriers). Development of rapid/ultra-rapid charging lowers one of the greatest objections of the convenience of mainstream buyers giving Ford the ability to capitalize on trust, dealer service, and financing to attract late adopters (Rogers, 2003). Marketing wise, the category loses its educative laden characteristics and has more to do with competitive positioning and perceived reduction in risk (Huang and Zhang, 2025).
Threat (dynamic capability gap in software and iteration speed). EV competitions are being more rewarding to swift learning cycles and platform integration. The legacy development architectures may have difficulty keeping up the pace and predictability of software-defined improvement, and in that case, the organisational capability renders technology a threat not only to product cost (Teece, 2007). When digital experience falls behind (OTA cadence, UI stability, connected-service reliability), Ford could face a perceived value that is less strong despite hardware parity (Liu et al., 2022).
Table: Technological impact on competitive position
[image: ]
EV competition is being transformed by political/legal and technological forces. Electrification is a rule-driving transition subject to regulations (emissions rules, EV mandates) that benefits EV leaders such as Tesla and adds to the cost and urgency of electrification to follower such as Ford (Huang and Zhang, 2025). Simultaneously, declining battery prices and a growing charging infrastructure expand the market and lower the barrier to adoption of either but also creates even greater competition as it allows more players to enter and shifts the advantage to software power, ecosystem adoption, and speed of innovation. All in all, Tesla is more in line with the current demand and category credibility, with Ford in a strained catch-up where execution speed and renewability will determine whether the mandated demand turns into sustained competitive advantage (Liu et al., 2022).
3 [bookmark: _Toc223106542]TASK 2: Strategic responses to sustain growth (Tesla as pioneer vs Ford as follower) using Porter + Ansoff
EV industry strategic responses should balance political/legal pressure (mandates, compliance routes, fines) and technological disruption (charging convenience, software-defined vehicles, platform ecoystems) (Liu et al., 2022). Based on Task 1, the following section assesses the way Tesla and Ford react to these forces and continue to grow and protect their competitive edge through the prism of Porters Generic Strategies and Ansoff Growth Matrix (Farrukh et al., 2025).
3.1 [bookmark: _Toc223106543]Tesla (pioneer): scaling differentiation into an ecosystem-based advantage
3.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc223106544]Porter: Differentiation with selective cost-leadership logic
[image: Porter's Generic Strategies EXPLAINED with EXAMPLES | B2U]
[bookmark: _Toc223104479][bookmark: _Toc223104555]Figure 5 Porter’s Generic Strategies Matrix: Competitive Advantage (Cost vs Differentiation) and Scope (Total vs Niche)
Tesla’s core posture remains differentiation: it competes on software-led user experience, felt innovation leadership, and integration of ecosystems and not on car-as-hardware alone (Kotler et al., 2020). Platform choices contributing to this distinction include the creation of switching costs and perceived convenience (e.g. integrated routing/charging) (Park and Yi, 2023). Nevertheless, Tesla also seeks a selective cost-leadership mechanism by manufacturing scale and simplification (high-volume platform strategy). The mix is important since target-delays-target policy-driven markets tend to be price-competitive, and Tesla must have both brand premium and cost-resilience (Liu et al., 2022).
3.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc223106545]Ansoff: market penetration + diversification as the growth engine
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc223104480][bookmark: _Toc223104556]Figure 6 Tesla Ansoff Matrix
Market penetration (existing markets, existing products). The primary reaction of Tesla to compliance-based markets is to ensure that high-volume models continue to flow and category salience is preserved. The scale of its operations around the globe can already be seen in its 2025 deliveries: 1,636,129 vehicles delivered in 2025 (Tesla IR, 2026). This scale enables the common pricing/offer changes and swift production allocation features which help protect share in the increasingly dense, mandate shaped markets (Park and Yi, 2023).
Product development (existing markets, new/improved products). To increase differentiation, Tesla constantly iterates the product experience through software-based innovation (updates, driver assistance, UX) (Liu et al., 2022). The strategic rationale is applicable to dynamic markets, where expectations of the customers change rapidly: Tesla can compete based on the rate of improvement rather than specs (Kotler et al., 2020).
Diversification (new markets, new products): energy + infrastructure platform. One very powerful example of a response that is macro-aligned is the diversification of Tesla into energy, beyond autos. Tesla reported 46.7 GWh of deployments of energy storage in 2025 (Tesla IR, 2026). This is also strategically pertinent to the same macro forces: electrification policy and grid constraints create a higher demand in storage and flexibility. Diversification has the potential to stabilise the growth in cases when the auto cycles turn unstable, and the competitors flock around similar EVs features (Farrukh et al., 2025).
Evaluation (effectiveness vs macro forces).
· Against political/legal forces, Tesla’s advantage is readiness + scalability: it can comply without reallocating away from ICE profitability (because it lacks ICE exposure) (Dreiling and Bican, 2022).
· Against technological forces, Tesla’s ecosystem positioning helps but diffusion threatens uniqueness. The sustainability of Tesla’s advantage therefore depends on protecting “platform differentiation” (ecosystem + software cadence + charging integration) rather than only battery/range specs (Fan, Li and Yao, 2024).
3.2 [bookmark: _Toc223106546]Ford (follower): dual-track strategy profit pools now, capability-building for EV scale
3.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc223106547]Porter: Focused differentiation (commercial) + transitional strategy discipline
The most justifiable generic strategy response that Ford can make is focused differentiation in commercial mobility (where their customers consider uptime, service, financing, and fleet productivity) (Faris, 2023). This agrees with Porter: focus strategies are successful when there are unique needs of a segment, and the firm is able to create a value chain that meets the segment needs more effectively (Porter, 1980). Ford operationalises this through Ford Pro: in 2025, Ford Pro made over $66.3bn and $6.843bn revenue and EBIT, and software subscriptions paid by consumers increased 30% in 2025 (Ford, 2026). That fact signals a shift to services-based, recurrence-based value generation, which mattered as the macro environment enhances competition and margin squeezes consumer EVs (Leibenath, 2024).
Meanwhile, the follower status of Ford dictates a transitional approach: safeguarding the profit base and investing in capability refreshing. The 2025 outcomes published by Ford formally organize the business into segments and underline connected services and always-on digital experiences as a growth logic (Ford, 2026). This is a capability answer to technological change (software-defined competition) (Rosenberger et al., 2024).
3.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc223106548]Ansoff: market development + product development enabled by ecosystem partnerships
Market development (new markets/segments, existing or adapted products). Ford broadens EV adoption by eliminating charging friction via access and partnership. Ford has developed a strategy to address the challenge of range anxiety in all-in-one charging offerings to neutralise the effect of range anxiety as a conversion obstacle to late adopters and fleet adoption in Europe (Ford, 2026; Ford UK, 2025).
Product development (existing markets, new products). The earnings story of Ford focuses on affordability of next-generation EVs and structural cost reduction, indicating a product-development trajectory that would not destroy permanent margins while responding to policy pressure (Ford, 2026). That is the major challenge: to compete in EVs, restore the cost base and software strength (Friedman and Meredeen, 2024).
Diversification (services/energy adjacencies). In 2026, capex is part of the outlook of Ford Energy (Ford, 2026). This is a strategic reflection of the industry trend where the energy + mobility ecosystem (charging, optimisation, fleet energy management) is going. It also assists Ford in reacting to technology as a platform phenomenon, rather than merely as a vehicle attribute (Rosenberger et al., 2024).
Evaluation (effectiveness vs macro forces).
· Against political/legal forces, The most favorable reaction of Ford is to compete and win by parts that could absorb the complexity of the transition (commercial/fleet) and develop the cost structure of mass EV competitiveness. Ford Pro performance indicates that this is the most powerful pillar at present, growth + resilience (Rosenberger et al., 2024).
· Against technological forces, Risk at Ford is speed of iteration. Its mitigation strategy is to servitise the relationship (subscriptions, telematics, ADAS) and develop always-on digital experience capacity that transforms technology into a recurring-value engine and not a product feature (Ford, 2026).
Comparative judgement: whose strategy better sustains competitive advantage?
Tesla has a comparative advantage in a mandate market, where it is structurally aligned to zero-emission compliance and has the capability to scale a uniform global EV brand (Yeung, 2025). Convergence is its major weakness: as competitors narrow down distances, charging access and software, the only way to differentiate is through ecosystem lock-in, service quality and ongoing innovation (Leibenath, 2024). Ford strategy that focuses on protection of cash flows and expansion of EVs based on commercial focus, partnering and building capabilities in software and services are the key strategies; this is the primary risk as capabilities need to be renewed at a high rate to prevent the sustained gap in the platform (Park and Yi, 2023).
Table: Task 2 comparison using Porter + Ansoff
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