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[bookmark: _Toc223046981]INTRODUCTION
The macro-marketing environment plays a key role in defining organisational strategy, especially within industries experiencing rapid structural renovation. Strategic marketing management requires organisations not only to respond to direct competitive pressures, but also to anticipate and adapt to the wider political, technological, economic, social, legal and environmental forces outlined in with the PESTEL analysis framework (de Sousa, Castañeda-Ayarza, 2022). In highly dynamic sectors such as the electric vehicle (EV) industry, these macro-environmental factors can redefine market limits, alter cost structures, and alter sources of competitive advantage.
This assignment critically analyses the EV industry by comparing a revolutionary organisation like Tesla Inc. with a follower organisation like Ford Motor Company. Tesla is widely recognised for speeding up the commercial viability of electric mobility through technological invention and vertical integration, while Ford represents an established optional transitioning from internal combustion engine power to electrification. The comparison provides an important context for examining how first movers and late participants act in response differently to external macro-environmental pressures.
Focusing specifically on political, legal and technological macro-marketing forces, the analysis investigates how these external actors create both opportunities and threats, influencing each organisations strategic direction and competitive placement. Additionally, the assignment gages the strategic responses put into practice by both organisations using Porter’s Generic Strategies and Ansoff’s Growth Matrix to assess how each seeks to continue growth and maintain competitive advantage in an increasingly challenged EV market.
Incorporating macro-environmental analysis with established strategic marketing frameworks, will allow this study to establish how external influences not only outline industry progression but also determine whether groundbreaking advantage can be sustained or wear away over time.
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Pioneering organisation chosen is Tesla, Inc. and the follower organisation chosen is Ford Motor Company. Tesla is widely regarded as a first mover in the modern EV market, while Ford represents a traditional automotive manufacturer transitioning into electric mobility.
Two macro-environmental forces from the PESTLE framework will be used to offer a widespread analysis, Political and Legal Forces to discuss Government regulation and incentives and Technological Forces to discuss Battery innovation and digital integration (de Sousa, Castañeda-Ayarza, 2022).
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Governments worldwide have introduced emission regulations, carbon neutrality targets, EV subsidies, and bans on internal combustion engines (ICE) as companies responsible for producing large amounts of pollution are the target of environmental policies to reduce emissions (Feng, Ji, Pardalos, 2019). These political and legal interventions directly reshape competitive dynamics within the automotive industry.
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Opportunities: Subsidies and tax credits reduce the effective purchase price of Tesla vehicles, stimulating demand for their vehicles. Barkenbus 2020, mentions government zero-emission mandates as well as lower running and maintenance costs to consumers accelerate a consumer shift away from ICE vehicles towards Tesla’s core offering. Early compliance with environmental standards strengthened Tesla’s brand positioning as a sustainability leader. Tesla has also benefited from selling carbon credits to traditional automakers needing regulatory compliance.
Threats: Increasing regulatory normalisation lowers entry barriers for traditional manufacturers with a reduction or removal of EV tax credits can disproportionately affect Tesla if pricing remains premium (Liu, Boothman, Graham, 2025). Trade restrictions and localisation policies (e.g., EU/China manufacturing requirements) increase operational complexity.
Competitive Position Effect: Political forces initially strengthened Tesla’s first-mover advantage. Nevertheless, as policies shift from market creation to market expansion, they reduce isolation and allow followers like Ford to catch up (Liu, Boothman, Graham, 2025).
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Opportunities: Government transition policies provide Ford with a structured timeline to rotate from ICE to EV (Rosenberger, et al. 2024). Subsidies make Ford’s EV models (e.g., electric pickup segments) more affordable to its traditional customer base. Regulatory pressure creates urgency internally, accelerating organisational transformation.
Threats: High upfront costs during transition to EV continues to affect Ford as mentioned by Deng, et al. 2020. Stranded assets in ICE manufacturing facilities and risk of failing to meet emission targets during the time of conversion from ICE to HV also remain.
Competitive Position Effect: Political regulation compresses Ford’s transition timeframe with some incentive only being available for a limited amount of time (Wang, Tang, Pan, 2019). While this creates financial pressure, it also reduces Tesla’s domination like advantage, enabling Ford to compete through scale, distribution networks, and brand loyalty.
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Battery innovation, autonomous driving systems, AI integration, and manufacturing automation are reshaping cost structures and value propositions within the EV market.
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Opportunities: Vertical integration (battery production, software development, charging network) strengthens cost control. Over-the-air (OTA) updates enhance product lifecycle value. Data-driven autonomous driving capabilities reinforce differentiation. Gigafactory model enables economies of scale and learning curve advantages.
Threats: Rapid technological diffusion reduces uniqueness of battery performance. There is a large concern for consumers on the range of travel of EVs as ICEs can travel over 400 miles on a full tank and this is not the case for most EVs (Xu, Arjmandzadeh, 2023). Heavy R&D investment increases financial exposure.
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Competitive Position Effect: Technological leadership has been Tesla’s primary competitive advantage. However, as battery suppliers and software platforms become accessible to competitors, Tesla must continuously innovate to maintain differentiation (Mangram, 2012).
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Opportunities: Ability to adopt proven EV technologies like Battery Electric Vehicles and Hybrid Electric Vehicles in its existing lines instead of creating new electrified vehicles (Hughes-Cromwick, 2011). Partnerships with battery suppliers reduce development uncertainty and combines EV technology with established manufacturing expertise and distribution networks.
Threats: Mechanisms and elements mean a technological dependency on suppliers (Jagani, Marsillac, Hong, 2024). Slower digital transformation compared to Tesla’s software-native model. Legacy organisational culture may hinder agility.
Competitive Position Effect Technological change and development reduce first-mover advantage by lowering knowledge and entry barriers to EV production (Wesseling, Faber, Hekkert, 2014). However, Ford’s late entry means it must compete not only on technology but also on cost efficiency and brand trust.
Critical Comparative Analysis:
Examining at what Tesla and Ford have done and evaluating how and why their responses differ and whether those responses reinforce or reduce their competitive position under the macro environmental pressures. In the EV industry political, legal and technological forces have restructured competition. Though, the pioneer-follower dynamic means these forces affect each company irregularly. The below table1 demonstrates:
	Macro Force     
	Effect on Ford                  
	Effect on Tesla                
	Market Outcome                

	Political–Legal 
	Created early growth
	Forced strategic transformation 
	Industry-wide EV acceleration 

	Technological   
	Source of differentiation 
	Opportunity to leapfrog 
	Intensified innovation race 


Table 1
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Tesla must shift from differentiation strategy to ecosystem dominance and strengthen brand beyond sustainability into performance and software leadership to prepare for price competition as the EV market matures (Anderson, et al. 2022).
Ford can position EVs as accessible and practical to its current consumers by producing their own charging network and delivering manufacturing strengths on the vehicle market, this will leverage heritage brand trust and enable for to use scale and dealership networks as marketing advantage (Anderson, et al. 2022).
The following evaluation applies Porter’s Generic Strategies (1980) and Ansoff’s Growth Matrix (1957) with the following strategic responses to political and legal forces.
Tesla climbed leadership during vertical integration by taking the following strategic actions:
1. Gigafactory expansion (US, China, Germany) to localise production and mitigate trade/policy risks (Husin, 2025). 
2. Development of a proprietary Supercharger network to reinforce ecosystem lock-in.
3. Monetisation of regulatory carbon credits such tariff exemptions (Husin, 2025).
4. Gradual price adjustments to maintain subsidy eligibility and stimulate demand.
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Tesla initially pursued differentiation through innovative battery range, software integration and autonomous driving capability. However, recent aggressive price reductions suggest partial movement toward cost leadership through economies of scale and manufacturing efficiency (Husin, 2025).
Critical Evaluation:
Tesla is attempting a hybrid strategy by maintaining differentiation while driving down cost. According to Porter, hybrid strategies risk being “stuck in the middle,” but Tesla’s vertical integration reduces that risk (Pertusa‐Ortega, Molina‐Azorín, Claver‐Cortés, 2009). Political incentives accelerated early demand, but Tesla’s response aims to reduce dependence on subsidies by improving cost structure.
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	Strategy
	Evidence                              

	Market Penetration
	Price reductions to increase adoption

	Market Development 
	Expansion into China and Europe       

	Product Development 
	Continuous software updates           

	Diversification
	Energy storage (Powerwall), solar     


Table 2
As demonstrated in the above table 2, Tesla actively operates across three quadrants (penetration, development, diversification), demonstrating aggressive growth orientation (Meyer, Thu Tran, 2006). Tesla uses macro-policy pressure as a platform for rapid global expansion rather than defensive compliance (Chu, et al. 2021).
Ford accelerated transition strategy by taking the following strategic actions:
1. Launch of high-demand EVs like F-150 Lightning (Wallcraft 2022).
2. Reorganisation into dedicated EV division (Model e).
3. Strategic battery partnerships (Sperling, 2001).
4. Leveraging dealer network for distribution scale.
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Ford’s strategy aligns with cost leadership with differentiation elements uses scale manufacturing efficiencies, competes on affordability within familiar vehicle segments and differentiates through brand heritage and reliability.
Critical Evaluation:
Unlike Tesla, Ford cannot rely solely on differentiation. Its competitive strength lies in supply chain scale and trusted brand equity and political pressure forced strategic urgency rather than voluntary transformation.
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	Strategy
	Evidence                             

	Product Development
	Electric versions of existing models

	Market Penetration
	Targeting existing Ford customers

	Market Development 
	Expanding EV sales globally          

	Limited Diversification
	Less aggressive beyond automotive


Table 3
As demonstrated in the above table 3, Ford’s approach is more conservative, focused primarily on product development within existing markets and consumer base. Ford is managing transition risk rather than pursuing disruptive expansion.
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According to Porter (1980), firms must pursue either cost leadership, differentiation, or focus (Porter, 1980). Tesla’s positioning challenges this binary framework. Tesla’s primary position is differentiating through technological innovation (battery density, AI, OTA updates), integrated software ecosystem, sustainability-driven brand identity, autonomous driving development and proprietary charging infrastructure.
Tesla’s value proposition extends beyond vehicle performance to technological superiority and ecosystem integration, creating high perceived value (Streloke, Franke, 2024).
Tesla’s secondary position is emerging cost leadership simultaneously by pursuing cost efficiency via gigafactory scale economies, vertical integration of battery production, direct-to-consumer sales (reducing dealership margins) and manufacturing process innovation.
While Porter warns against being “stuck in the middle,” Tesla mitigates this risk because innovation simultaneously enhances differentiation and reduces costs (Pertusa‐Ortega, Molina‐Azorín, Claver‐Cortés, 2009).
Tesla’s competitive position is not static. It depends on continuous renewal with dynamic capabilities Teece, et al. 1997 explain Tesla’s ability to sense regulatory and technological shifts, seize opportunities (Gigafactory expansion, AI integration) and transform operations rapidly.
Tesla’s rapid iteration cycles and vertical integration allow faster adaptation than legacy automakers burdened by organisational inactivity (IEEE Staff Corporate Author, 2009). Despite its strong position, Tesla faces structural risks with margin compression from price competition, technological convergence as competitors, regulatory volatility and high capital intensity. Its hybrid model requires continuous innovation to prevent commodification.
Tesla’s strategic position can be summarised as a vertically integrated, innovation-led differentiation strategy reinforced by scale-driven cost efficiency and ecosystem-based competitive lock-in. It is best described as differentiation-dominant hybrid strategy with a platform-integrated mobility ecosystem with a dynamic capability-driven competitive architecture.
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According to Porter (1980), firms need to choose between cost leadership, differentiation, or focus. Ford’s EV strategy aligns primarily with differentiated focus, supported by scale efficiencies (Porter, 1980).
Ford’s primary position is segregated through focus on strong brand heritage (e.g., F-Series trucks, Mustang), customer loyalty in high-margin segments (trucks, SUVs, commercial fleets) and electrification of established models. Instead of creating entirely new EV categories, Ford electrifies existing high-volume models, reducing consumer switching resistance.
Ford’s secondary position is to transition cost efficiency as Ford’s EV division currently faces margin pressures due to high capital expenditure, battery procurement costs and reconfiguration of manufacturing facilities (Amefia, 2024). However, Ford seeks cost equality through platform sharing, battery joint ventures and manufacturing restructuring.
Unlike Tesla, Ford is not yet positioned as cost leader in EVs, it is transitioning toward competitive cost efficiency while preserving differentiation through brand.
Ford also use strategic strength with deep brand loyalty, manufacturing scale, commercial fleet relationships and distribution networks. Ford risks high EV division losses during transition, organisational inactivity, dependence on battery partnerships and potential lag in their software integration capability.
Ford’s competitive logic is defensive adaptation combined with selective innovation. Unlike Tesla’s ecosystem-based model, Ford competes by preserving legacy strengths while transitioning toward electrification (Amefia, 2024).
Its long-term competitive sustainability depends on achieving EV cost equality through enhancing exclusive software capabilities leading to successfully managing organisational transformation.
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The macro marketing environment does not impact all organisations equally. Political, legal and technological forces initially favoured Tesla by enabling first-mover advantage and differentiation. However, as the EV industry matures, these same forces create convergence, enabling traditional manufacturers like Ford to narrow the competitive gap.
Therefore, macro-environmental actors are dynamic, they create opportunities for pioneers but later redistribute advantage toward adaptive followers. Strategic marketing management requires continuous environmental scanning and agile repositioning to sustain competitive advantage.
Both organisations demonstrate strategically coherent but fundamentally different responses to macro-environmental forces.
Tesla leverages political and technological change to pursue aggressive expansion across Ansoff’s matrix while reinforcing a differentiation-based competitive strategy.
Ford adopts a more incremental strategy, focusing on product development and cost efficiency to protect market share during transition.
Tesla seeks to reshape the industry, while Ford seeks to remain competitive within it. The long-term competitive advantage will depend on whether ecosystem control (Tesla) or industrial scale and brand legacy (Ford) proves more defensible in a maturing EV market.
Using Porter’s Generic Strategies, Tesla can be characterised as pursuing differentiation reinforced by scale-driven cost efficiency, while Ford adopts a differentiated focus strategy grounded in brand equity and gradual restructuring (Porter, 1980). Ansoff’s Growth Matrix further highlights Tesla’s broader strategic scope, particularly in related diversification into energy ecosystems, compared to Ford’s concentration on product development and market penetration within core automotive markets (Hako, 1972).
Sustainable competitive advantage in the EV industry depends less on initial positioning and more on continuous capability. Tesla’s future leadership will require maintaining innovation velocity and defending ecosystem integration against technological convergence and margin compression (Zhao, Luethje, 2025). Ford’s long-term competitiveness will depend on achieving cost parity, strengthening digital capabilities, and successfully managing organisational transformation without eroding financial stability.
The broader strategic implication is that macro-marketing actors do not merely create external opportunities and threats; they reshape the very foundations of competition. Firms that internalise regulatory and technological change as sources of capability development rather than treating them as external constraints are more likely to sustain competitive advantage. In structurally turbulent industries such as electric mobility, strategic success is therefore determined not only by market positioning, but by the dynamic alignment between organisational capabilities and macro-environmental evolution.
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