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Abstract 
This study investigates how strategic partnerships are utilized across the value chain of infant 
industries, with the European battery value chain as a case study. The study addresses how these 
partnerships are utilized beyond firm-level benefits to drive value creation and critically shape 
emerging institutional structures. By viewing the findings with an institutional theory lens, 
particularly focusing on institutional work, the research explores how partnerships enable actors 
to navigate and co-construct the infant market’s rules, norms, and cognitive frameworks. The 
qualitative case study of the European battery industry, including semi-structured interviews with 
key stakeholders and a thorough document analysis, shows that partnerships are not solely 
strategic alternatives but are rather crucial for survival, knowledge acquisition, and capability 
development in this emerging sector. Key factors driving the industry are the urgent European 
need for scaling, technological advancements, and geopolitical and regulatory challenges. 
Various partnership models, such as supply agreements and joint ventures, even among 
competitors, are fundamental for establishing the industry. The research demonstrates that these 
partnerships are forms of institutional work, most actively shaping market norms, identities, and 
the overall institutional framework. This study highlights that partnerships are a determining 
means through which firms co-create markets in infant industries.​
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Introduction  

Research Problem 

Infant industries are those that are emerging or still in their early stages of development. The 
European battery industry serves as a prime example of an industry in its infancy; it is 
experiencing a significant transformation, adapting to support the energy transition, improve 
industrial competitiveness, and reduce dependency on external suppliers (European Commission 
& EIB, 2024; Fraunhofer ISI, 2025). However, with a rapid increase in global battery demand, 
especially for electric vehicles and renewable energy storage, European companies are now 
facing challenges in scaling production and promoting technological innovation in an 
ever-changing and unpredictable landscape (International Energy Agency, 2024; World 
Economic Forum, 2024). 

In this context, the call to “go big or go home,” articulated by Peter Carlsson, then CEO of 
Northvolt, captures the prevailing strategic imperative: firms must rapidly build capabilities, 
secure critical resources, and establish positions in emerging markets, or risk marginalisation. 
However, markets consist not only of competing firms but are embedded within broader social 
structures, shaped by historical processes, institutionalized norms, and regulatory systems 
(Polanyi, 1944; Scott, 1995). Given the relative newness and infancy of the European battery 
industry, its institutional framework remains in a state of significant transition and construction.  

Strategic partnerships, including joint ventures, supply chain collaborations, and alliances, have 
become critical organizational forms for firms navigating dynamic and uncertain environments 
(Dyer et al., 2001; Hagedoorn, 2002; Kale et al., 2002). While these partnerships traditionally 
enable resource sharing and risk mitigation, they also serve as structures through which actors 
engage in institutional work, that is, the deliberate efforts by actors to create, maintain, or disrupt 
institutional structures (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006).  

Despite the recognized strategic importance of partnerships, research to date has insufficiently 
addressed how the actors within these collaborations are embedded within, and contribute to, the 
development of institutional frameworks, particularly in infant industries. Prior studies have 
emphasized mainly firm-level outcomes such as knowledge transfer, innovation, or competitive 
positioning (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Lavie, 2007), while overlooking the broader institutional 
consequences of inter-organizational collaboration and the dimension of an emerging and infant 
industry. This thesis addresses this gap by investigating how strategic partnerships are utilized 
and managed in infant industries and by studying the European battery value chain as a case 
study. Therefore, the study adopts an institutional theory perspective, focusing on their role in 
creating value and shaping emerging institutional structures.  
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Aim and Scope  

This study examines how strategic partnerships drive market development, innovation, and 
sustainable growth within an infant industry, such as the rapidly evolving European battery value 
chain. It explores how these partnerships align with and diverge from traditional value creation 
and strategic collaboration theories, particularly in fostering technological advancement, 
facilitating resource sharing, and mitigating risk.  

The research aims to understand partnerships in infant and emerging industries by looking at the 
European battery industry, including partnerships across different value chain stages, including 
raw material sourcing, cell manufacturing, system integration, recycling, and research institutes. 
By adopting a qualitative, case-based approach, the thesis aims to provide insights into how 
partnerships serve as both adaptive responses and proactive elements in the evolution of 
collaboration and institutional development. Accordingly, the research question guiding this 
study is: 

How are strategic partnerships utilized across the value chain in infant industries? 

In addressing the research question, the study demonstrates how strategic partnerships constitute 
institutional work that shapes governance, decision-making, and collaboration, helping firms 
navigate and influence evolving regulations and industry standards in an emerging sector. It also 
shows how such partnerships create new markets by establishing norms, practices, and 
structures. Beyond the firm level, the findings inform broader debates on industrial policy, 
supply chain resilience, and sustainability in the battery ecosystem. 

Theory and Previous Research 

Literature Review 

Strategic partnerships can be defined as voluntary cooperative arrangements between firms that 
involve the sharing or exchange of resources, capabilities, or activities to achieve mutually 
beneficial objectives while maintaining organizational autonomy (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Kale & 
Singh, 2009). Partnerships, therefore, serve as governance structures that enable actors to access 
complementary strengths, enter new markets, and innovate more effectively than they are able to 
alone. These arrangements can be categorized by ownership form, strategic commitment, 
functional scope, and underlying purpose, ranging from transactional partnerships to integrated, 
innovation-driven alliances (Gulati, 1998; Kale & Singh, 2009; March, 1991). 

This section proceeds in three parts. First, it reviews traditional perspectives on partnerships, 
focusing on resource acquisition and governance efficiency. Second, it examines contemporary 
views highlighting relational value creation, knowledge integration, and ecosystem coordination. 
Finally, it explores the relationship between partnerships and the creation of new markets and 
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institutions, particularly in emerging and sustainability-driven industries across the battery value 
chain. 

Traditional Perspectives on Drivers for Partnerships 

Early research primarily frames strategic partnerships as agreements for accessing scarce 
resources, minimizing transaction costs, and mitigating operational risks. The Resource-Based 
View (RBV) of the firm (Barney, 1991; Wernerfelt, 1984) conceptualizes partnerships as ways 
for acquiring valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable resources that are not available 
internally to the firm. Firms collaborate primarily to complement internal resource bases and 
strengthen sustainable competitive advantage through external resource leverage. 

Transaction Cost Economics (TCE) (Williamson, 1985) further provides a governance-oriented 
explanation for partnerships. TCE claims that firms organize activities to minimize transaction 
costs associated with opportunism, asset specificity, and uncertainty. Hence, TCE conceptualizes 
partnerships as governance structures that balance the benefits of market-based transactions and 
hierarchies, particularly under technological or market volatility conditions. 

Beyond resource access and governance efficiency, traditional perspectives emphasize strategic 
partnerships as arrangements for facilitating market entry, sharing investment burdens, and 
accelerating product development cycles (Child & Faulkner, 2005). However, these early views 
largely portray partnerships as pragmatic, efficiency-driven arrangements, focused on achieving 
narrowly defined economic objectives.  

Contemporary Perspectives on Drivers for Partnerships  

More recent scholarship expands the understanding of strategic partnerships, highlighting their 
dynamic, relational, and institutional dimensions. Rather than static agreements for resource 
exchange or cost reduction, partnerships are recognized as dynamic structures for relational 
value creation, knowledge integration, ecosystem orchestration, and institutional shaping. 

The Relational View (Dyer & Singh, 1998) argues that competitive advantage may emerge from 
relational rents, unique value created through inter-organizational collaboration. Trust, 
relation-specific investments, and governance routines are seen as critical enablers of superior 
outcomes. Gulati (1995, 1998) emphasizes the role of relational embeddedness, demonstrating 
that prior ties and network relationships facilitate alliance success by reducing uncertainty. 
Poppo and Zenger (2002) similarly show that relational governance, based on trust and informal 
norms, may complement or even substitute for formal contracts in volatile environments. 

The Knowledge-Based View (KBV) (Grant, 1996) extends the RBV by positioning knowledge 
as the most significant resource. According to KBV, partnerships enable the transfer, integration, 
and co-creation of both explicit and tacit knowledge (Inkpen, 2000), fostering dynamic 
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capabilities (Teece, 2007) that enhance agility and innovation in rapidly changing settings. 
Central to this theoretical view is the argument that knowledge is distributed and complex, 
making collaboration essential for accessing diverse knowledge bases and generating insights 
that firms cannot achieve alone. 

Contemporary research also underscores the rise of ecosystem strategies. Firms operate within 
complex, interdependent ecosystems composed of suppliers, customers, regulators, and even 
competitors (Adner, 2006, 2017). Jacobides, Cennamo, and Gawer (2018) conceptualize 
ecosystems as modular systems of complementary activities and assets, where orchestration and 
strategic coordination become new sources of competitive advantage. 

Further, the Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008) reframes partnerships 
as arrangements for continuous value co-creation across organizational boundaries. Rather than 
viewing value as embedded in discrete transactions, SDL emphasizes the dynamic integration of 
operant resources, knowledge, skills, and relational capabilities, through ongoing multi-actor 
collaboration. Partnerships emerge as adaptive, co-evolving mechanisms that foster innovation 
and drive ecosystem development. 

Recent studies support this shift in academic understanding. Strategic partnerships are widely 
recognized as essential drivers of innovation, performance, and sustainable growth, particularly 
amid technological disruption, intense competition, and evolving consumer demands (Praveena 
& Balajee, 2024; Rezaei, 2024; Sutaria & Mallne, 2022). Rezaei (2024) identifies International 
Strategic Alliances (ISAs) as “crucial” for capturing global opportunities, while Praveena and 
Balajee (2024) highlight their “vital” role in navigating uncertainty and accessing new markets. 
Sutaria and Mallne (2022) characterize modern partnerships as “game-changers,” positioning 
collaborative ecosystems as foundational to future business success. Finally, trust is repeatedly 
identified as a critical success factor within partnerships, particularly in complex, multicultural 
environments, enabling firms to co-create value and deliver superior customer outcomes (Poppo 
& Zenger, 2002). 

Partnerships as Institutional Actors and Market Shapers 

In volatile industries, partnerships enable firms not only to navigate institutional uncertainty but 
also to participate in the creation of new markets. Recent studies (Bidmon & Knab, 2018; Deken, 
Berends, Gemser & Lauche, 2018; Pahnke, Katila & Eisenhardt, 2015) demonstrate that strategic 
partnerships often serve as collective structures for establishing new normative frameworks, 
stabilizing emerging technologies, and building field-level legitimacy. Through such institutional 
work, organisations engaging in partnerships move beyond firm-level resource sharing to 
become critical actors in shaping the very industries they inhabit. 

Moreover, strategic partnerships contribute to establishing shared meaning systems, category 
boundaries, and normative expectations essential for market stabilization (Garud, Jain & 
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Kumaraswamy, 2002; Navis & Glynn, 2010; Santos & Eisenhardt, 2009). Collaborations, 
therefore, are crucial in institutional change, enabling actors to collectively define industry 
architectures and field identities (Fligstein, 2001; Hardy & Maguire, 2008). In infant and 
dynamic industries, partnerships become fundamental structures for managing institutional 
complexity, shaping socio-technical transitions, and co-creating new economic fields (Dorado, 
2005). 

Empirical studies from other infant industries further highlight how strategic partnerships act as 
institutional actors and market shapers. In the hydrogen sector, alliances such as Hydrogen 
Europe and the Green Hydrogen Catapult play a central role in developing certification schemes, 
aligning infrastructure investment, and shaping international policy agendas. As Lentschig, 
Patonia, and Quitzow (2024) emphasize, these partnerships form part of an emergent multilateral 
governance architecture that actively fills institutional voids by coordinating across public and 
private actors to stabilize the global hydrogen economy. Similarly, Norway’s Longship carbon 
capture and storage (CCS) initiative illustrates how partnerships can enable market creation by 
integrating industrial actors, de-risking investments, and co-developing regulatory frameworks 
for CO₂ transport and storage (Smink et al., 2015). In the field of advanced biotechnology, the 
Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI) has institutionalized collaborative R&D through 
standardization of clinical trial methods, data-sharing protocols, and regulatory alignment, 
providing crucial legitimacy and infrastructural foundations for emerging therapeutic markets 
(Hardy & Maguire, 2008; IMI, 2019). Across these sectors, partnerships not only facilitate 
resource pooling but also construct the normative, technical, and policy environments necessary 
for industry emergence, confirming their significance in institutional work and the co-creation of 
new markets.  

Theoretical Framework 

Institutional theory provides a lens for understanding how shared rules, norms, and belief 
systems shape organizational behavior and strategic decision-making. While institutions create 
stability and order, they are also continually reshaped through the purposive actions of 
individuals and organizations (Greenwood, 2008; Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006). This section thus 
introduces the core concepts of institutions and institutional work, emphasizing their interplay in 
constituting organizational fields and industry evolution. 

Institutions 

This study refers to institutions as noted by Greenwood et al. (2008) as “more or less 
taken-for-granted repetitive social behavior underpinned by normative systems and cognitive 
understandings that give meaning to social exchange and thus enable self-reproducing social 
order” (pp. 4-5). Institutions represent elements that affect the thoughts, feelings, and behaviors 
of both individual and collective actors (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006). Institutions are deeply 
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embedded within social, economic, and political life (North, 1990; Scott, 1995), providing 
stability and predictability by shaping actors’ behavior and what is considered legitimate, 
appropriate, or acceptable within a given context. Institutions thus serve as the “rules of the 
game” (North, 1990), positioning markets as embedded within broader social structures rather 
than existing as neutral arenas of exchange (Polanyi, 1944). 

Scott (1995) conceptualizes institutions as comprising three pillars: (1) regulative, (2) normative, 
and (3) cultural-cognitive. The (1) regulative pillar includes formal rules, laws, and enforcement 
mechanisms that constrain or enable strategic action within institutional fields. The (2) normative 
pillar reflects shared values, social norms, and professional standards that guide behavior and 
define legitimacy. The (3) cultural-cognitive pillar captures ingrained beliefs, mental models, and 
taken-for-granted assumptions that influence how actors perceive and make sense of their 
environment. These three pillars structure how actors operate, shaping industry architectures, 
governance mechanisms, and collaborative behaviors. 

While institutional theory has traditionally emphasized the stability and persistence of structures, 
perspectives on institutional change have evolved. According to Scott (2001), traditional 
conceptions of institutions suggest that in highly institutionalized systems, endogenous change 
almost contradicts the institution’s meaning. For example, DiMaggio and Powell (1983) argue 
that institutional isomorphism, the process through which organizations become increasingly 
similar due to coercive, normative, and mimetic pressures, drives institutional continuity. 
However, scholars such as Oliver (1991) challenge the notion of passive conformity to these 
pressures, emphasizing that actors may strategically respond in ways that align with their 
interests. These strategic responses can range from acquiescence and compromise to avoidance, 
defiance, or manipulation (Oliver, 1991). This more dynamic view of agency within institutional 
contexts and the concept of institutional entrepreneurship (DiMaggio, 1988) lays the foundation 
for institutional work. 

Institutional Work 

Institutional work is “the broad category of purposive action to create, maintain, or disrupt 
institutions” (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, p. 216). While institutional change has traditionally 
been linked to exogenous shocks (Fligstein, 1991; Hoffman, 1999), and institutional stability to 
constraining structures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), a growing stream of research highlights the 
role of actors and their capacity for institutional work (Dacin, Goodstein & Scott, 2002; 
DiMaggio, 1988; Lawrence and Suddaby, 2006; Oliver, 1991, 1992). Central to this literature is 
the concept of embedded agency (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006), that is, how actors, whose 
thoughts and actions are shaped by institutional contexts, can nonetheless work to affect those 
institutions.  
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Each of the three forms, create, maintain, and disrupt, encompasses several subcategories that 
capture the actions through which actors engage in institutional work. According to Lawrence 
and Suddaby (2006), (1) Creating new institutions involves multiple actions including advocacy, 
defining roles and practices, educating relevant stakeholders, altering normative associations, 
constructing new identities, and establishing normative networks. (2) Maintaining institutions 
further refers to enabling existing structures, valorizing and demonizing specific practices, and 
embedding and routinizing accepted norms. (3) Disrupting institutions, in contrast, entails 
disconnecting sanctions and rewards, disassociating moral foundations, and undermining deeply 
held assumptions and belief systems (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006). 

Actors engaging in strategic partnerships represent key forms within institutional work. Beyond 
facilitating resource sharing and risk mitigation, partnerships function as collaborative structures 
through which these actors collectively create new roles, identities, and standards; maintain 
established practices; or disrupt existing institutional arrangements (Lawrence, Hardy & Phillips, 
2002; Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Zietsma & Lawrence, 2010). Consequently, strategic 
partnerships play a pivotal role, not only in achieving organizational goals but also in actively 
constructing the institutional frameworks that enable innovation and coordinated action. 
Importantly, recent scholarship has called for a closer examination of the microfoundations of 
institutional work, emphasizing how everyday actions, situated interactions, and sensemaking 
among individual actors serve as forms through which broader institutional change is enacted 
(Cardinale, 2018). This perspective highlights that institutional transformation is not only a 
product or outcome of structural shifts, but also of the intentional and situated practices carried 
out by actors embedded within collaborative efforts. 

Methodology and Methods 
Following the study’s aim and research question, the research employs a qualitative approach to 
investigate how strategic partnerships are utilized in an infant and rapidly developing industry, 
such as the battery industry in Europe, through the lens of institutional theory, primarily 
institutional work.  

Research Design 

The study’s research method consists of two central parts: (1) a qualitative and descriptive case 
study design on the European battery value chain focused on explaining how partnerships are 
utilized, with a collection of views on characteristics of strategic partnerships, and (2) a 
document study of published documents of, and articles about, firms active in the battery value 
chain and their statements and observations of strategic partnerships. The qualitative study 
encompasses an in-depth analysis of strategic partnerships in the selected case study. Data is 
collected through semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders relevant to the study, 
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including employees involved in research, strategy, product development, and procurement, who 
are also involved in forming and practicing partnerships. The document study collects data on 
partnership formation, formulation, and disclosure. The data collected from the case study and 
the document study were combined and informed each other in an iterative process to produce 
the study results. In addition, AI and algorithmic programs, such as Grammarly, can enhance 
language and readability in certain text sections. 

Empirical Setting - Industry Case: The European Battery Value Chain 

The European battery value chain offers a highly relevant empirical setting for this study, marked 
by institutional transformation, global competition, and regulatory complexity. As an infant 
industry, it is shaped by evolving norms, sustainability standards, and societal pressures to align 
with climate goals, requiring firms to navigate shifting market rules and geopolitical risks. 
Within this context, the global battery market, particularly for electric vehicles (EVs), is 
expanding rapidly, with manufacturing capacity projected to reach approximately 3 TWh in 2024 
and further growth expected as electrification accelerates across sectors (International Energy 
Agency, 2024). Further, the European Union has set ambitious targets to significantly increase 
domestic battery production by 2030, aiming to meet internal demand and reduce its reliance on 
imports (Fraunhofer ISI, 2025; European Commission, 2023a). Strengthening the European 
battery value chain is proposed as critical for achieving the EU Green Deal objectives, securing 
technological sovereignty, and maintaining industrial competitiveness (European Commission, 
2023b). 

Moreover, significant investments have been made to establish large-scale production facilities, 
often through joint ventures and strategic alliances. Examples include Northvolt’s gigafactory in 
Sweden, partnered with Volkswagen and BMW amongst others, ACC’s factories in France and 
Germany, a joint venture between Stellantis, Mercedes-Benz, and Saft, and Verkor’s Gigafactory 
in Dunkirk, in collaboration with Renault. Meanwhile, Asian firms have expanded their 
presence, with CATL (Contemporary Amperex Technology Co., Ltd.) building a major 
gigafactory in Erfurt, Germany, through direct investment (Westerheide, 2025). Such expansions 
raise strategic concerns over Europe’s ability to build independent technological capabilities.  

Despite these efforts, projections for achieving complete self-sufficiency remain uncertain. The 
bankruptcy of Northvolt in early 2025 (Northvolt, 2025); underscored the financial, operational, 
and regulatory risks facing the industry. Alongside funding challenges, the EU faces bottlenecks 
in accessing raw materials, refining capacity, skilled labor, and technological expertise, 
constraining the development of a resilient battery ecosystem (Bruegel, 2024; Worley, 2025).   

Asian players continue to dominate the global battery value chain, with China controlling around 
70–90% of critical raw material processing (International Energy Agency, 2024). As of 2024, 
nearly 90% of Europe’s battery cell imports came from China and South Korea (Fraunhofer ISI, 
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2025), reinforcing strategic dependencies across mining, refining, and production stages (World 
Economic Forum, 2024). 

In response, to strengthen local supply chains and enhance intra-European resilience, the EU has 
launched initiatives such as the European Battery Alliance and the Critical Raw Materials Act 
(European Commission, 2023a). However, efforts are hindered by regulatory fragmentation, 
lengthy permitting processes, and uneven national strategies (European Environment Agency, 
2024). Further, growing geopolitical tensions, such as trade disputes, tariffs, and increased 
scrutiny of foreign investment, have complicated the future outlook, increasing uncertainty over 
resource access, regulatory changes, and market dynamics (Recamara, 2025).   

Partnerships with Asian manufacturers have accelerated production capabilities, yet concerns 
remain about limited technology transfer and long-term autonomy. Lastly, local manufacturing 
footprints do not automatically ensure knowledge spillovers, raising questions about Europe’s 
ability to achieve strategic independence (World Economic Forum, 2024). 

Data 

The primary data from the interview study is obtained from semi-structured interviews. This data 
is organized as transcripts and coding (see Figure A), extracted from sub-groupings shown in 
Figure B. Before brief sorting, the material comprises approximately 500 pages from 20 
interviews, each lasting just over 60 minutes on average. The interviewees and their data are 
categorized based on their respective roles in the value chain.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure B: Own illustration of Interviewee groupings by their position in the value chain 
 
The data from document studies is derived from primary sources, press releases from companies 
involved in the partnerships, secondary data, industry organizations, market intelligence 
organizations, and news outlets. The document study includes 36 press releases, industry insight 
organizations, and newspaper articles as sources of information (see Appendix Figure C). The 
sources were selected based on the criteria (1) Recent (2020 and onwards), (2) Keywords 
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(“partnership”, “collaboration”, “joint-venture”, “joint investment”, R&D), and (3) Relevancy of 
publisher (companies, industry insight organizations, and newspapers).  

Data Collection 

The data points from primary sources in the study include strategic drivers and the structure of 
partnership formation, value creation dynamics, supply chain integration, competitive 
implications, outlook, lessons learned, and future directions. 

The mentioned data points are collected through interviews with respondents from relevant 
actors across the value chain and a document study. The case studies are sampled purposively, 
with snowball sampling following the initial selection, to ensure the representation of diverse 
strategic partnership characteristics throughout the battery value chain. This purposive sampling 
utilizes platforms such as LinkedIn. Once initial companies and interviewees are identified, 
snowball sampling takes place. The criteria for participating companies and interviewees are: a) 
the company is active in the European market and operates within the battery value chain, 
including research institutions, material refinement, and end products like energy storage 
solutions, EVs, and charging solutions), and b) the interviewee works in strategy or procurement. 
The primary data sources in the qualitative study consist of semi-structured interviews guided by 
a framework that addresses (1) strategic drivers and partnership formation, (2) value creation 
dynamics and supply chain integration, (3) competitive implications and long-term sustainability, 
and (4) future outlook, lessons learned, and future directions. In addition to the interviews, 
primary sources, such as company publications, and secondary sources, including industry 
insight reports and newspaper articles, are used in the document study to enhance the insights. 
Finally, after 15 interviews, the authors found that a point of data saturation had been reached, 
where the last couple of interviews, up until 20, provided little to no new insights about the core 
findings of the overall study.  

Data Analysis 

To analyze the data, the study utilized the Gioia methodology, a rigorous framework for 
inductive qualitative research (Gioia et al., 2013). This systematic process began with 
familiarizing ourselves with case study interviews and document analysis data. 1st-order 
concepts are synthesized, referred to as “First Categories” in the coding structure (see Figure A), 
closely adhering to the terms and meanings provided by interviewees. These 1st-order concepts 
are subsequently grouped and abstracted into 2nd-order themes, called “Second Categories,” and 
further into overarching aggregate dimensions, “Main Headings/Categories,” as detailed (see 
Figure A). While the focused aim of this methodology is inductive, allowing patterns to emerge 
from the data, the analysis is also informed by a deductive lens of institutional theory, which 
enhances the interpretation of the emergent themes. This hierarchical data structure is developed 
through an iterative process between the raw data and increasingly abstract conceptual 
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categories. The insights from the cross-interview and document analysis, organized by these 
themes and dimensions, enable the authors to cultivate a comprehensive understanding of 
partnerships and their outcomes within the industry and its actors.   

Limitations 

The study has several limitations regarding its generalizability. Drawing conclusions and making 
broader generalizations regarding concepts such as value or drivers may seem vague, as the 
limited scale and scope of the study restrict such generalizations. Moreover, establishing the 
causality of mechanisms and their connections to value creation is complex, partly due to the 
subjectivity of value and the benefits an organization gains from strategic partnerships. 
Therefore, the study identifies associations and perceptions rather than definitive causal links. 
The difficulty in defining value is comparable to the challenges of identifying institutional work 
when relying on self-reported data; it is hard to determine whether what appears to be an 
industry-wide trend or a taken-for-granted practice is genuinely accepted as such. Furthermore, 
the definition and interpretation of a “strategic partnership” may vary among organisations and 
interviewees. The authors acknowledge that interviewees’ interpretations may differ, potentially 
affecting the data. 
 
The findings specifically pertain to the early stages of the European battery value chain and may 
not be relevant to other industries, more developed sectors, or different geographical areas. 
Additionally, the study’s conclusions are affected by its reliance on self-reported data, which 
poses a risk of respondent bias, such as social desirability bias, where interviewees might 
describe and view their companies or partnerships more positively. While purposive and 
snowball sampling are appropriate for qualitative research, these non-probability methods result 
in a sample that does not represent the entire European battery industry statistically. The authors 
acknowledge that the perspectives collected may not reflect the full range of experiences within 
the industry. Furthermore, the thematic analysis and coding of qualitative data inherently involve 
researcher interpretation, leading to researcher bias. Despite being thorough, the researchers’ 
pre-existing views may shape the analysis. The selection process for the 36 press releases and 
other documents might have unintentionally omitted information, potentially distorting some 
viewpoints. 

Ethical Considerations 

The study considers several ethical considerations that are important to acknowledge to maintain 
research integrity; these include (1) informed consent, (2) data security, and (3) confidentiality. 
Firstly, all participants in interviews and surveys must be thoroughly informed about the research 
purpose and procedures and be asked for their informed consent. Secondly, data collected from 
all participants and interviews are kept confidential and anonymous. Thirdly, appropriate and 
effective measures are taken to ensure data security and privacy.  
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Findings 
The following sections jointly show the findings from the document study as well as the findings 
from the interview study.  

The Birth of a New Industry  

The European continent is embarking on a transformative industrial journey driven by ambitious 
strategic goals. Central to this is achieving climate neutrality by 2050, a commitment that 
necessitates a fundamental shift towards electric mobility and the widespread enhancement of 
renewable energy storage capabilities (BATT4EU, 2021; Enerdata, n.d.; European Commission, 
n.d.-a). In parallel, Europe seeks to increase its strategic autonomy and maintain global 
competitiveness in the battery industry, a domain critical to its future economic and 
environmental aspirations (Mordor Intelligence, n.d.-a). This ambitious vision sets the stage for 
creating a new industrial pillar, one that is being built from the ground up. 

An Industry in Its Infancy 

As noted in the interview findings, the European battery industry remains in a developmental 
phase despite its high ambitions. This early and infant stage necessitates that companies, no 
matter their role in the value chain, form numerous partnerships to acquire knowledge, develop 
supply chains, and reach customers. The necessity of multiple partnerships is evident from the 
findings of the interview study.  

“Partnership within the battery value chain is going to be more and more needed... we will need to work on 

partnership through the value chain, from the groundbreaking of material down up to the how you handle the 

material in the end of life and everything in there between… the level of innovation is very low in that area in 

general, because it’s so immature and it’s like, it’s companies that is trying to find a business around this, 

which doesn’t really work”. Respondent from Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 

The document study reveals that significant risks confront the establishment of a competitive 
industry from such an immature base (Mordor Intelligence, n.d.-a). Industry insiders describe 
this market as “a new world where everyone is still trying to find the better thing, the latest 
thing.” This lack of maturity emphasizes a crucial challenge: Europe is not just improving an 
existing sector; it is in the transition of building an entirely new one, where traditional norms of 
engagement often do not apply. 
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Partnerships for Survival  

In this infant industry, strategic partnerships transcend traditional business advantages. As 
interview findings compellingly reveal, firms in the European battery industry form partnerships 
because they are essential for survival.  

“The industry really needs these partnerships in order to reach the new technology because we are breaking 

so much new ground.” Respondent from Grouping 3 Battery Cells 

This contrasts with established sectors where partnerships might focus on market access or lead 
time reduction. For many, especially startups, the reality is that they cannot manage without 
partners for technology, finance, and strategy. This sentiment resonates across the value chain, 
where partnerships are essential, not optional, as formulated in the interviews. 

“Partnership. I mean, partnerships are key, right, they’re absolutely a necessity to be able to move whatever 
vision, whatever technology, whatever research, you know, whatever throughput you want to have it in a in a, 
in a new industry…” Respondent from Grouping 1 ESS & Charging Solutions 

These partnerships are vital for emerging companies, providing a crucial pathway to get closer to 
the ecosystem and gain indispensable input. Therefore, partnerships are not just a strategic 
choice but fundamental building blocks for the industry’s existence and growth. 

The Drivers for Collaboration 

A convergence of significant factors drives firms’ reliance on partnerships. The document study 
highlights several key elements: the urgent need to create reliable and diversified supply chains 
for essential raw materials, addressing Europe’s considerable dependence on imports and its 
geopolitical vulnerabilities (European Battery Alliance, n.d.-b; Fastmarkets, n.d.); the necessity 
of gaining access to advanced, often externally developed, battery technologies and 
manufacturing expertise (CleanTechnica, 2025; Transport & Environment, n.d.); the pressing 
demand from automotive OEMs and grid storage projects (Mordor Intelligence, n.d.-a); the need 
to share the extensive multi-billion euro investments and risks associated with R&D and 
large-scale manufacturing (ESG Today, 2024); and the requirement to comply with evolving EU 
regulations, particularly the new Battery Regulation that promotes sustainability and local 
content (EUR-Lex, 2023). 

Interview findings offer more depth and highlight the geopolitical and strategic dynamics. A key 
motivation, identified as the predominant driving force, is Europe’s need to remain competitive 
against China, the USA, and Korea. According to the interviewees, enhancing competitiveness in 
Europe (and Sweden specifically) is crucial. The evolving legislative landscape, including the 
EU Battery Regulation, has impacted the market and introduced uncertainties around policies 
such as the US IRA, resulting in an urgent need for collaboration to ensure compliance and 
address supply chain risks. This situation is further reinforced by the strong emphasis on 
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developing regional supply chains (’Europe for Europe’), motivated by logistical and strategic 
objectives to build local capabilities, ranging from raw material processing to recycling, as the 
interview findings reinforce.  

“...since quite some time, especially also linked to, logistics issues, regionalization is key... even Europe with 

the regulation obviously that comes that comes in and the approach that you overall has. It’s  clear that they 

push heavily push for regionalization of the supply chain…” Respondent from Grouping 3 Battery Cell 

Additionally, the political climate is perceived as a significant uncertainty and risk, making 
establishing diversified and resilient European supply chains through collaboration a vital 
strategy for risk mitigation. 

“...legislative landscape right now and regular landscape... US landscape going from IRA... European tolls 

are coming on... that is the main challenge now... risk and uncertainty that also impacts the partnerships... the 

supply chain is ever changing…” Respondent from Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 

Ultimately, the essential requirement for expertise in an unfamiliar area, alongside the need for 
scalability and innovation, and to address a lack of clarity regarding business structures and 
scalability, drives companies to seek partnerships and experiment with collaborative models. 

Forms and Functions of Strategic Partnerships 

The industry’s early development and the multifaceted drivers for strategic partnerships give rise 
to a diverse array of partnership models. Each model, supply agreements, licensing, and joint 
ventures, serves specific functions in constructing the European battery industry. 

Navigating Supply Chain Agreements for Survival 

Supply agreements are essential for reducing risks associated with raw materials, which pose a 
significant vulnerability for the growing European industry. Companies are increasingly 
diversifying their sources through agreements both within Europe and beyond, highlighted by the 
EU’s partnerships with countries such as Serbia and Canada (European Commission, 2023b; EU 
Raw Materials Coalition, n.d.). Long-term supply arrangements, such as Stellantis’s 
collaboration with CATL for LFP batteries, are vital for manufacturers and automotive OEMs to 
secure the necessary volumes to achieve their ambitious electrification goals (EV Charging Mag, 
n.d.; Stellantis, 2024). Nonetheless, suppliers’ financial stability and scalability, particularly 
newer European companies, present substantial risks, exemplified by Northvolt’s issues that 
impacted its contract with BMW, amongst others (European Battery Alliance, n.d.-a).  

“När de (Northvolt)bara blöder av pengar. Och finns inte de pengarna så blir det tufft. Då går de i backen till 

slut…”(Translation: “...When they (Northvolt) are just bleeding money. And if that money isn’t there, it gets 

tough. Then they hit the ground eventually…”) Respondent from Grouping 4 Research Institute 
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A noteworthy trend is the movement by OEMs like Volkswagen towards increased vertical 
integration, as demonstrated by its ’Ionway’ joint venture with Umicore for cathode material 
production, towards greater vertical integration through partnerships along the value chain 
(Belga News Agency, n.d.; electrive, 2023; Stopford, n.d.). This strategic necessity is reflected in 
interviews with battery cell producers, who stress that relationships with material suppliers are 
long-term partnerships that require deep trust.  

“I mean we need to make sure that we have long-term partners again that can supply us these materials in the 

long run... because these materials, you can’t just change from one day to another.” Respondent from 

Grouping 3 Battery Cells 

The interviewees highlight that supply chains in the battery industry typically lack agility, 
making it crucial that trust exists, as numerous complex NDAs do little to mitigate risks without 
it.  

“...without trust you can have any 1000 NDA signed you know, OK, fine legally you’re OK... But... If people 
don’t have the trust... that’s really where, where trust is an absolute key thing.”  Respondent from Grouping 3 
Battery Cells 

Such agreements are the foundation for the physical supply of materials critical for the 
production of batteries. 

The Role of Licensing Agreements in Innovation and Access 

Licensing agreements are a crucial pathway for European companies, especially startups like 
Volklec in partnership with Far East Battery, to rapidly access established and often advanced 
battery technologies and manufacturing practices mainly from Asia (CleanTechnica, 2025; 
Transport & Environment, n.d.). This approach can hasten market entry and promote technology 
transfer throughout Europe. However, the document analysis raises questions about whether 
these agreements foster the long-term transfer of vital technological skills and knowledge needed 
to build local capabilities in Europe, or if they emphasize immediate supply assurance over 
strategic technological independence. Notably, major companies leverage cross-licensing 
agreements, such as the one between Umicore and LG Chem about NMC cathode intellectual 
property, to strengthen their IP portfolios, stimulate collaborative innovation, and reduce 
potential future IP disputes (Umicore, 2023). This corresponds with insights from interviews, 
which indicate that a significant factor in selecting partners within the battery cell industry is a 
shared commitment to R&D and technological progress, facilitating co-development.  

“If commercial conditions are the same, we definitely choose the company that can offer us these up sites 

(R&D/tech), and we might even be able to... pay more, you know.” Respondent from Grouping 3 Battery Cell 

Thus, licensing emerges as a fundamental strategy for acquiring and spreading essential expertise 
vital for developing advanced battery products. 
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The Rise of Joint Ventures and Building of Capacity 

Joint ventures (JVs) have emerged as the predominant and often essential approach to developing 
the large-scale, capital-intensive gigafactory production capabilities that Europe urgently needs 
(Mordor Intelligence, n.d.-a). These partnerships typically involve automotive original 
equipment manufacturers (OEMs) such as Stellantis and Mercedes-Benz, established battery and 
energy firms like TotalEnergies/Saft, and technology innovators such as CATL. This allows 
participants to pool significant financial resources, mitigate operational risks, and leverage 
unique strengths (Car News China, 2025; CnEVPost, 2025; ESG Today, 2024; Saft, 2020). The 
interview findings further strengthen these claims.  

“...industry joint venture like Comapny X and Comapny Y who went in and collaborated on hydrogen for 

instance. In order for them to de-risk and also make something more standardized, they started to develop a 

company for the stack of hydrogen. That de-risk their side, it maximized the output but also shared the cost of 

it and becomes a profitable company which both companies benefit from.” Respondent from Grouping 3 

Battery Cell 

Like joint ventures in the interview study, the ACC consortium is a prime example of this 
collaborative model in action. These JVs often focus not just on cell production, but also on 
essential upstream components, as seen in the VW/Umicore ’Ionway’ initiative, which targets 
precursor and cathode active materials (Belga News Agency, n.d.; Electrive.com, 2023). The 
effectiveness of these complex partnerships relies heavily on robust strategic alignment among 
partners and the ability to tackle significant technological and logistical obstacles amid rapidly 
scaling production (Bruegel, 2024). Projects like ACC’s proposed facility in Germany have 
raised concerns and highlighted potential delays (Batteries News, 2025; Electrive, 2025); 
concerns and issues of the industry as a whole as highlighted by respondents.’ 

“...det är så otroligt dyrt att starta upp batterifabriker. Att i princip så är det nästan oerhört att klara det utan 
stöd.” (Translation: “...it’s costly to start battery factories. In principle, it’s almost impossible to manage 
without support.”).  Respondent from Grouping 4 Research Institutes 

Interviewees underline the need for collective effort, indicating that operating alone as an 
individual entity is neither efficient nor fast enough, emphasizing that trust is vital for successful 
partnerships.  

“...bringing their technology from early stage of lab or pilot into mass production, you cannot do that by 

yourself.” Respondent from Grouping 3 Battery Cell 

Additionally, all parties must share a unified objective. Therefore, JVs are essential for 
constructing the large-scale manufacturing infrastructure crucial for the industry’s future 
development. 
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A Web of Collaboration Across the Value Chain 

The construction of Europe’s battery industry relies on a complex and necessary web of 
collaboration spanning different value chain segments. Interviews vividly illustrate this 
interdependence. Automotive companies, for instance, partner closely with battery cell 
manufacturers and component suppliers for material sourcing, technology development (like 
closed-loop recycling systems), and supply chain traceability. They also engage with recycling 
companies to manage end-of-life batteries, gaining crucial insights. Simultaneously, automotive 
OEMs collaborate with charging solution providers to ensure charging availability, recognizing 
its direct impact on vehicle sales. 

“...creates a trifecta of our collaboration with us, circular as a third party, and our partners at supply to create 

those traceability or due diligence discussions… with partners as our suppliers…battery companies…. 

recycling companies….then we also need charging solutions we cannot provide ourselves…” Respondent 

from Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 

Research institutes emerge as central hubs in this ecosystem, facilitating collaboration across 
various sectors.  

“...vi på universitetet har, dels har vi ju spetskompetens som de (industry) inte har råd att anställa... plus att vi 

har massor av mätutrustning för experiment som inte företagen har råd med.” (Translation: “...we at the 

university have, partly, specialist competence that they (industry) cannot afford to hire... plus we have lots of 

measurement equipment for experiments that the companies cannot afford.”) Respondent from Grouping 4 

Research Institutes 

The research institutues engage in pre-competitive research involving multiple industry partners, 
providing automotive companies with fundamental knowledge, specialized testing, and access to 
extensive experimental equipment.  

“..energy and now also academia, which is the neutral part that can drive a lot of these standardizations that 

are needed... is where it really comes together.” Respondent from Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 

The European battery industry is in dire need of collaboration to succeed. This sentiment is 
widely shared across the industry and among the involved actors. Additionally, many local actors 
argue that a single country’s market and resources for battery production are not enough; the 
European battery industry, in its current state, has bigger battles to fight together externally.  

“...is too small to fight internally. We have bigger fights to do together externally for sure.” Respondent from 

Grouping 4 Research Institute 

Partnerships are described as essential in this new market, demonstrating how this 
interconnectedness is vital for building a complete and functional ecosystem. 
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“...förstå hela värdekedjan för även om vi bara jobbar med batteritillverkare så hade vi aldrig kunnat pusha på 

samma sätt som vi kan nu när vi pratar med biltillverkare också så att just att förstå värdekedjan och pusha i 

alla led är superviktigt” (Translation: “...understand the whole value chain because even if we only work with 

battery manufacturers, we could never have pushed in the same way as we can now when we also talk to car 

manufacturers, so understanding the value chain and pushing at all levels is super important”) Respondent 

from Grouping 3 Battery Cells 

As illustrated from the interview findings, the fundamental need for partnerships to complete the 
firm’s ecosystem also constructs the industry-wide ecosystem.  

Trends and Build-Up in the Partnership Landscape 

Several macro trends are significantly influencing the development of the European battery 
industry through partnerships. A key theme, prominently featured in interviews and supported by 
the document analysis, is the Geopolitical Context and the Push for European Independence. 
Interviewees emphasize the significant presence of Chinese and Asian companies in materials, 
cells, and equipment, viewing intra-European partnerships as essential for establishing local 
value chains and diminishing this reliance. Although the document analysis points out ongoing 
partnerships between European entities and established global leaders, particularly in Asia, there 
is a clear strategic motivation grandly supported by regulations like the EU Battery Regulation 
and uncertainties surrounding the US IRA to promote a ’Europe for Europe’ supply chain chains. 
However, it appears the European battery industry simply cannot replicate or function 
independently from the Chinese, South Korean, and Japanese companies and their technology. ​
 

“...and part of me also feels like… it just shouldn’t be so special. But then, you’re observing that there are 

battery factories that work; Chinese, Korean, and Japanese owners have managed to set up functioning 

factories in Europe. So why would it be so difficult? The technology is there, the machinery is there, the 

chemistry is there, the factories are there. It shouldn’t be so hard for European firms to just copy. But 

apparently, it is.” Respondent from Grouping 4 Research Institute 

From the interview findings, it becomes evident that the east asian companies operating 

in their respective battery value chains possess greater knowledge about the industry and 

its technology.  

“So there’s something else going on here — and that’s important to unpack (...). At the core of all of this, I’d 

say, is something fundamental: it’s about knowledge.  We don’t know, but someone else knows and they are 

successful because they know we don’t.” Respondent from Grouping 4 Research Institute 

Sustainability and circularity are vital forces influencing the industry. Regulations like the EU 
Battery Regulation and initiatives such as the European Battery Alliance (EBA) are driving 
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partnerships focused on battery recycling, second-life applications, and sustainable sourcing of 
raw materials (EUR-Lex, 2023; European Parliament, 2023a, 2023b; Strategy&, n.d.). This 
momentum is reflected in interviews where automotive and battery cell companies actively 
collaborate to achieve these recycling objectives.  

“...we announced a closed-loop recycling solution with one of our seven partners...we want to take steps into 

that closed-loop at the end of life of battery.” Respondent from Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 

The document analysis highlights the importance of government support and funding 
mechanisms in fostering these partnerships (Benchmark Minerals, 2024; European Commission, 
2024a). This importance is also illustrated in the interviews.  

“...det kommer att krävas att EU och USA ger stöd initialt för att kunna bygga upp volym för annars kommer 

det inte rent affärsmässigt att fungera” (Translation: “...it will require the EU and USA to provide initial 

support to build volume otherwise it won’t work commercially”) Respondent from Grouping 3 Battery Cells 

“...industry and academic partners come together, setting up a framework or a partnership with the intention 

to lobby... the government to get funding? And that could be that for research and education normally.” 

Respondent from Grouping 4 Research Institute 

There is a noticeable trend toward partnerships to develop and commercialize next-generation 
battery technologies, including solid-state and sodium-ion batteries, to address existing 
limitations (BATT4EU, 2021; Basquevolt, n.d.).  

Finally, the ecosystem showcases a complex interplay of competition and collaboration. While 
companies may compete, the document study reveals that various stakeholders in the battery cell 
sector are forming partnerships, often even with competitors or shared partners. 

“...you need to understand that those competitors probably have partnerships with other big or major 

players... And also, they could have partnerships with the same partner as you have, and we have one with 

our direct competitor….It can be that one partner has two partnerships and that another player has the same 

information as we have.” Respondent from Grouping 3 Battery Cells 

This practical approach emphasizes the collective effort required during the industry’s early 
stages. 

Group-Specific Perspectives On Industry Creation 

To fully grasp the construction of the industry, it is essential to understand how various actors 
within the value chain approach partnerships, driven by their specific needs and contributions to 
the collective build-up. 
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ESS & Charging Solutions - Building Infrastructure for Adoption  

For companies in Energy Storage Systems (ESS) and Charging Solutions, partnerships are 
pivotal for survival through rapid market coverage and addressing critical infrastructure gaps. 

“...we know that the more charging locations there are, the more vehicles will be sold... which means that if 
there are areas where there are lack of charging locations, then that needs to be addressed. And that’s done by 
sort of creating partnerships in those areas.” Respondent from Grouping 1 ESS & Charging 

If a firm tries to do everything by itself, it will be too slow. The primary driver is speed to market 
and coverage, implying as much coverage as quickly as possible. 

“Because if you’re going to do everything yourself, then it will be too slow.” Respondent from Grouping 1 

ESS & Charging 

These partnerships are about laying down the foundational, user-facing infrastructure necessary 
for widespread EV adoption. 

Automotive OEMs - Organizing the Value Chain and Managing Complexity  

Automotive companies mainly utilize partnerships to acquire knowledge in emerging fields like 
battery recycling and stationary storage, where they may lack historical expertise. 

“Dels är det en kompetensfråga, att vi har behövt bygga upp kompetensen... Och det har vi gjort nu skulle jag 

säga, så partnerskapen håller på att förändras.” (Translation: “Partly it’s a competence issue, that we have 

needed to build up competence... And we have done that now I would say, so the partnerships are changing.”) 

Respondent from Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 

Additionally, they emphasize Supply Chain & Lifecycle Management and Managing Uncertainty 
amid a shifting regulatory and geopolitical environment. For these companies, partnerships aim 
to integrate various components of a new, intricate value chain to which they are now key. 

“...we needed to find synergies both upstream with suppliers and downstream with installers and distributors 

and retailers, if you may, to just test and start building.” Respondent from Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 

The integrated and diverse supply chains with many partners emerge as a necessity for managing 
and navigating the value chain.  

Battery Cells - Finding Core Technology and Material Flows  

For manufacturers of cells, suppliers of components, and recycling firms, forming partnerships is 
essential for both development and market comprehension. Since lithium-ion batteries are 
relatively new to the market, these partnerships become vital as the industry seeks improvements 
and innovations.  
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“...I feel that the lithium ion batteries is so new on the market (Europe). So we have a lot of things happening. 

And I guess that also makes the partnerships very important because everyone is still trying to find like the 

better thing, the new thing.” Respondent from Grouping 3 Battery Cells 

There is a pronounced emphasis on technology and research and development (R&D), with 
interviewees highlighting the importance of accessing R&D and technology from other 
stakeholders within the battery industry.  

“...right now it is a lot of, the industry itself is so uncertain that you need the partnerships to get access to the knowledge.” 
Respondent from Grouping 3 Battery Cells  

Such partnerships are essential for advancing core battery technologies and facilitating circular 
material flows, frequently requiring cooperation among competitors and the navigation of 
considerable uncertainty. 

Research Institutes - Centerpoint for Knowledge and Talent 

Research institutions play a key role in bridging knowledge and capability gaps for industry 

partners, offering access to fundamental insights, specialized expertise, and state-of-the-art 

facilities.  

“...vi på universitetet har, dels har vi ju spetskompetens som de (industry) inte har råd att anställa... plus att vi 

har massor av mätutrustning för experiment som inte företagen har råd med.” (Translation: “...we at the 

university have, partly, specialist competence that they (industry) cannot afford to hire... plus we have lots of 

measurement equipment for experiments that the companies cannot afford.”) Respondent from Grouping 4 

Research Institute 

They are essential for cultivating the talent pipeline and enhancing education by shaping 
curricula and providing skilled individuals. Their contribution to ecosystem development is 
critical, as they connect diverse stakeholders and promote a collaborative atmosphere.  

“...try to bring people from different parts, processes, and production, to work and to be interested in this 

topic.” Respondent from Grouping 4 Research Institute 

They actively participate in the development processes of companies and their products, often 
addressing complex problems. These research institutions aim to engage people from various 
sectors, processes, and production areas to work together and be interested in these topics. They 
serve as foundational catalysts and enablers for the entire industry’s growth. 

 

21 



 

Opportunities, Challenges, and the Path Forward of the Infant Industry 

The Promise and Opportunities of Collaboration  

The strong collaboration in developing Europe’s battery industry presents major opportunities. 
As highlighted in the document study, these encompass speeding up innovation via joint R&D 
(BATT4EU, 2021), establishing more resilient and diverse regional supply chains (European 
Battery Alliance, n.d.-b; Fastmarkets, n.d.), attracting significant investments for economic 
growth and job creation (European Commission & EIB, 2024; Mordor Intelligence, n.d.-a), and 
ultimately improving Europe’s position in clean energy technologies on a global scale (European 
Commission n.d.-a). 

Enduring Challenges of the Industry Build-Up 

Building an industry from the ground up through partnerships holds significant challenges 
despite the potential benefits. The document analysis highlights the difficulties of merging 
various operations and corporate cultures, addressing conflicts of interest, and reducing risks 
associated with technology leaks and intellectual property infringements (CleanTechnica, 2025). 
Constantly monitoring partners’ financial health and operational dependability is crucial 
(Bruegel, 2024), as is maneuvering through complex regulatory environments within EU 
member states (EUR-Lex, 2023). Similarly, the interview study reinforces this notion.  

“...IP, if I speak to with our R&D, they’re very sensitive, rightly so about this, because cell technology 

production technology, I mean these are really key differentiating points competitive advantages…” 

Respondent from Grouping 3 Battery Cell 

A key challenge is ensuring that partnerships, especially with foreign partners, lead to authentic 
and lasting technology transfer and skill development in Europe (CleanTechnica, 2025). 
Cautionary examples, such as Northvolt’s reported financial difficulties and production delays 
(Batteries News, 2024; Bruegel, 2024; The Future Media, n.d.), highlight the hurdles of scaling 
operations, stabilizing supply chains, and achieving sustained financial success. 

Interview findings highlight significant concerns, especially regarding policy impacts. 
Regulatory uncertainty is undermining essential long-term investments and partnerships. The 
unstable political climate also complicates partnerships, as companies have certain expectations 
from their collaborators, which may be jeopardized by drastic changes in the environment.  

“...risks are a lot around the legislative landscape right now... US landscape going from IRA... European 

tolls... that is the main challenge now... risk and uncertainty that kind of also impacts the partnerships... it 

could also strain our relationship, of course, because we expect certain things from our partners and the 

landscape completely shifts.” Respondent from Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 
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Furthermore, effectively defining partnerships can be challenging in a fast-changing market; the 
more detailed the agreements, the more inflexible the partnership becomes, ultimately limiting its 
benefits.  

“...many times that you sort of end up in discussions about what it says in the contract rather than how can we 

drive business forward…” Respondent from Grouping 1 ESS & Charging 

Research institutes must carefully balance the academic goal of publishing with the industry’s 
requirements for confidentiality and protecting intellectual property (IP) in this nuanced 
landscape. 

Conclusion - For a Competitive and Sustainable European Battery Future  

The European battery industry is currently undergoing a foundational transformation, 
characterized by partnerships that have become beneficial and essential.  

“...it’s a sector transition, we’re going to look... back on this 10 years from now and realise we were 
actually... in the beginning of an an entire sector. Transition. That’s huge. It’s actually much bigger than we 
understand today.” Respondent from Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 

This development, clearly expressed by industry leaders, highlights the challenges in establishing 
a complex, capital-intensive, and advanced technological field from a relatively early stage in the 
global market. The network of partnerships, ranging from supply chains and technology 
licensing to joint ventures and extensive R&D cooperation, forms the core foundation that 
supports Europe’s ambitions for strategic independence, climate neutrality, and economic 
competitiveness in the battery industry. 

 

“...the partnership is going to be crucial for seeing this evolving in the right way and utilizing every aspect of 

improvement you can to actually get the electrical transformation done.” Respondent from Grouping 3 

Battery Cells 

 

Navigating this path involves geopolitical dynamics, regulatory challenges, and the practicalities 
of uniting varied partners while ensuring real knowledge transfer. Nevertheless, partnerships in 
electrification will increasingly become indispensable, marking a significant departure from 
previous approaches. The success of this extensive industrial initiative will depend on Europe’s 
capacity to properly structure, manage, and utilize these critical partnerships, proactively 
mitigating inherent risks. Numerous industry voices state that collaboration and partnerships are 
key for the sector to thrive, or even to exist, necessitating a collective effort.  
 

“Partnership. I mean, partnerships are key, right, they’re absolutely a necessity to be able to move whatever 

vision, whatever technology, whatever research... in a new industry…” Respondent from Grouping 2 

Automotive OEMs 
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Only through sustained and advanced cooperative initiatives can Europe envision a sustainable, 
competitive, and resilient battery future amid the global energy shift. However, many voices 
remain critical. 
  

“So, no matter how we approach it, we’re in some form of dependency. That doesn’t necessarily mean it’s a 

bad thing. That probably means we need to rethink how we imagine European battery manufacturing. It’s not 

going to be what we thought five years ago, when we said, ’Okay, we’re going to have our own battery 

manufacturing, homegrown, clean energy, 100% European-made.’ That vision might not be realistic.” 

Respondent from Grouping 4 Research Institute 

 
While early visions of a fully self-sufficient European battery industry once dominated the 
discourse, findings reveal a more complex and evolving reality, one in which interdependence, 
adaptation, and strategic collaboration are central to shaping the industry’s foundations. 

Discussion 
The study’s findings, viewed through the lens of institutional theory, provide insights into the 
evolving construction of the infant European battery industry. The empirical evidence, aligned 
with the literature, indicates that new institutions do not simply emerge organically; rather, they 
are deliberately shaped through the intentional actions of actors, with strategic partnerships 
assuming a crucial and fundamentally transformed role in this process.  

Importantly, this institutional change cannot be understood in isolation from the pre-existing, old 
institutional patterns. These include established norms and logics inherited from adjacent sectors 
such as automotive and energy, where partnerships have historically served transactional or 
survival-based purposes. In contrast, within the emerging battery value chain, new institutional 
patterns are forming that redefine partnerships as collaborative forms for ecosystem-building, 
innovation, and long-term capability development. 

This reflects Greenwood et al.’s (2008) definition of institutions as socially constructed, 
taken-for-granted behaviors underpinned by normative and cognitive systems, as well as North’s 
(1990) view as the “rules of the game” subject to change. While some institutional elements are 
maintained, such as the need for scale, compliance, and value capture, new industry-specific 
behaviours are gaining traction, signaling a shift in how legitimacy and competitiveness are 
constructed.  

Within this dynamic context, strategic partnerships play a constitutive role in challenging old 
institutions, while simultaneously enabling the creation of new ones. This section, therefore, 
highlights the industry’s shift from traditional supply chain integration to a more collaborative 
and long-term partnership model, emphasizing the role of such partnerships in the creation of 
new institutional structures. 
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Value Creation as the Underlying Driver in an Infant Industry 

The drive for value creation actively shapes these redefined and emerging partnerships. In an 
emerging industry, value creation emphasizes incremental improvements while laying the 
groundwork for future value. Contemporary perspectives on value creation in partnerships are 
particularly significant in this setting, with the integration of knowledge as an intangible resource 
(Grant, 1996) appearing to stand out out as most critical, serving as a prerequisite for the 
relational value creation (Dyer & Singh, 1998), ecosystem orchestration (Adner, 2006, 2017; 
Jacobides et al., 2018), and value co-creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008) that define successful 
collaboration. Further, established industries and partnerships are typically seen as a means to 
optimize resources or cut costs, consistent with traditional perspectives such as the 
Resource-Based View (Barney, 1991) or Transaction Cost Economics (Williamson, 1985), which 
view partnerships primarily as structures for resource access or efficiency gains. However, the 
widespread absence of developed knowledge and skills in the emerging European battery 
industry significantly shifts this situation and narrative. Partnerships within the European battery 
industry are crucial and manifest in three main ways. Firstly, (1) partnerships establish essential 
knowledge and capabilities in a field where expertise is still evolving. This allows for the access 
and co-creation of knowledge necessary to produce innovative and competitive products. 
Secondly, (2) partnerships help distribute risks and burdens; the financial and technological 
challenges of creating a new, capital-intensive industry make risk-sharing through partnerships a 
prerequisite for many endeavors. Lastly, (3) partnerships facilitate ecosystem orchestration, as 
value creation cannot occur in isolation. They are vital for developing the entire value chain, 
from sourcing raw materials and manufacturing cells to recycling and establishing charging 
infrastructure, thereby constructing a functional and resilient ecosystem.   

Old and New Institutions: Reconstructing Taken-for-Granted Behaviors  

Extending on the underlying value creation drivers, the evolution of strategic partnerships in the 
European battery value chain also reflects a broader institutional shift. As Greenwood et al. 
(2008) define, institutions are more or less taken-for-granted repetitive social behavior. In mature 
industries, these behaviors tend to be rigid: partnerships are often transactional, risk-averse, and 
confined within clear competitive boundaries. These old, more rigid institutions prioritize control 
and governance structures, with limited room for open collaboration.  

Empirical findings from this study, however, reveal a departure from these norms. In the 
emerging battery ecosystem, partnerships take on new roles,  adaptive and co-creative. With the 
industry still in formation, actors rely on collaboration not just to optimize resources but to build 
the foundations of the industry. This includes behaviors previously considered unconventional, 
such as engaging in R&D alliances with direct competitors or entering joint ventures without 
fully defined outcomes. 
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Two forces underpin this shift: pace and trust. Empirical evidence shows that firms face immense 
pressure to scale quickly and innovate under uncertainty. Traditional, slow-moving partnership 
models are often inadequate. Instead, actors adopt more agile, evolving collaborations that can 
respond to rapid institutional change. At the same time, trust emerges as a critical enabler. As 
highlighted in multiple interviews, formal contracts alone are insufficient in this context. Trust 
facilitates openness, mitigates risk, and replaces rigid governance with relational reliability, 
allowing firms to co-create despite ambiguity. 

This institutional reimagination sets the stage for one of the most notable trends observed in the 
data: competitor partnerships. Once seen as strategically risky, such partnerships are increasingly 
perceived as necessary arrangements for legitimacy, innovation, and collective field-building. 

Rethinking Rivalry: Competitor Partnerships as Pillars of Institutional Work 

The empirical evidence indicates a growing trend of partnering among rivals, which is a clear 
departure from traditional partnership dynamics. In a landscape shaped by shared challenges 
such as geopolitical uncertainty, immense capital requirements, and the pressing need for 
innovation and rapid scaling, firms are discovering that collaboration, even with competitors, is 
not optional - but essential. This shift from purely competitive interactions to cooperative 
engagement signals the emergence of new collaborative norms designed to manage collective 
uncertainty and foster field-level legitimacy. As institutional theory suggests, such changes are 
not incidental but reflect institutional work aimed at shaping emerging industries (Lawrence & 
Suddaby, 2006; Oliver, 1991; Zietsma & Lawrence, 2010). This supports the notion that 
partnerships can be viewed as collaborative forms and arrangements for creating new normative 
frameworks and stabilizing emerging technologies (Deken et al., 2018).  

Figure D: Own Illustration of Traditional Partnership Interactions vs. European Battery Industry 
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Figure D shows how traditional partnership formations contrast with the interconnected nature of 
the infant European battery value chain, where actors claim to rely significantly on partnerships, 
even engaging in collaboration with competitors. Moreover, the growing tendency to collaborate 
among competitors redefines traditional notions of rivalry and marks a broader shift in the 
structural and strategic role of partnerships, from operational tools to foundational enablers of 
industry formation. 

From Tool to Foundational Enabler: The Evolving Role of Partnerships 

To reflect on the multifaceted nature of these roles, the empirics of the study through the lens of 
institutional theory reveal six main conceptual framings of strategic partnerships: tools, 
mechanisms, platforms, vehicles, processes, and arenas. These frameworks, based on theoretical 
foundations, earlier studies, and qualitative evidence, categorize how partnerships are enacted 
and viewed in the European battery value chain. Nonetheless, they do not constitute mutually 
exclusive categories. Each framing, illustrated in Figure E through interview quotes, emphasizes 
a conceptual understanding of how partnerships constitute institutional work. 

Framing Description Emphasis  Empirical Illustration (Interview 
Quote) 

Tools/ 
Instruments 

Partnerships are used 
deliberately to achieve 
institutional outcomes 

Strategic agency, control, 
and goal-orientation 

“If commercial conditions are the same, 
we definitely choose the company that 
can offer us these up sites (R&D/tech), 
and we might even be able to... pay more, 
you know.” Grouping 3 Battery Cells 

Mechanisms Partnerships are structured 
routines through which 
institutional change occurs 

Recurrent structures, 
procedural pathways 

“...we needed to find synergies both 
upstream with suppliers and downstream 
with installers and distributors and 
retailers... to just test and start building.” 
Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 

Platforms Partnerships provide a shared 
space for interaction, 
co-creation, and 
sensemaking 

Co-constitution, mutuality, 
joint value creation 

“...creates a trifecta of our collaboration 
with us, circular as a third party, and our 
partners at supply to create those 
traceability or due diligence 
discussions…” Grouping 2 Automotive 
OEMs 

Vehicles Partnerships carry 
institutional ideas, norms, 
and practices across contexts 

Movement, transfer, 
institutional diffusion 

“...we want to take steps into that 
closed-loop at the end of life of battery.” 
Grouping 2 Automotive OEMs 

Processes Partnerships are ongoing 
flows of interaction that 
become institutional work 

Emergence, temporality, 
micro-level practice 

“...right now it is a lot of, the industry 
itself is so uncertain that you need the 
partnerships to get access to the 
knowledge.” Grouping 3 Battery Cells 

Arenas Partnerships serve as 
contested fields where actors 
negotiate institutional 
meanings 

Power dynamics, 
negotiation, and institutional 
complexity 

“Sweden is too small to fight internally. 
We have bigger fights to do together 
externally for sure.” Grouping 4 Research 
Institute 

Figure E: Own table of different framings of strategic partnerships  

27 



 

These framings illustrate the diverse functions of partnerships and their role in the evolution of 
institutions in the industry. Beyond traditional views of partnerships as tools for efficiency or 
resource access, the data shows that they also emphasize mutuality, diffusion, emergence, and 
negotiation. As such, partnerships embody both micro-level agency and macro-level 
significance. Therefore, it is essential to further examine how institutional work unfolds and 
interacts across these levels in a transitioning and infant industry. 

Micro vs. Macro-Level Institutional Work in the European Battery Industry 

This section discusses different levels of institutional work. At the micro level, institutional work 
efforts involve individual actors, organisations, or partnerships deliberately engaging in new 
practices, redefining roles, and shaping organizational norms, aligning with what Greenwood and 
Suddaby (2006) call ’embedded agency’. In contrast, institutional work on the macro-level 
encompasses the emergence and consolidation of shared norms, rules, and meaning systems 
across an entire field or industry (Scott, 1995). 

The findings clearly illustrate this interrelation. At the micro level, firms, alliances, and research 
institutions engage in deliberate institutional work by forming joint ventures, lobbying for 
regulatory adaptation, and co-developing new technologies. These actions resonate with 
institutional entrepreneurship (DiMaggio, 1988), where actors respond to field-level uncertainty 
by shaping new institutional structures. This also aligns with Lawrence and Suddaby’s (2006) 
typology of institutional work, which is grounded in micro-level practice but often oriented 
toward macro-level impact. Through such initiatives, actors build the scaffolding for new 
institutions, eventually unfolding into broader field-level patterns. 

This link becomes particularly visible in the case of partnerships formed to manage end-of-life 
recycling or secure raw materials. For example, companies navigating regulatory ambiguity act 
as vehicles for institutional creation by establishing new standards or expectations. These 
micro-level practices, in a bottom-up process, collectively contribute to the formation of 
macro-level institutional pillars,  regulative, for example, the EU Battery Regulation, normative, 
for example, the legitimacy of intra-European collaboration, and cultural-cognitive, for example, 
the perceived necessity of partnering with competitors. As Cardinale (2018) argues, the process 
is not linear or uncontested; actors must exercise situated judgment to navigate competing logics 
and reconcile past industry norms with emerging ones. This is evident in the findings, actors 
struggle between the old logic of competition and a new logic of innovation based on 
partnerships, even with competitors. For example, interviewees described how forming 
partnerships with competitors once felt “unthinkable,“ but is now increasingly seen as a strategic 
necessity, particularly in R&D and scaling efforts. Here, the coexistence of old and new 
institutions and their underlying logics becomes a source for creating new institutions, which 
actors strategically manage. Importantly, while much of the literature emphasizes macro 
institutional forces, for example, isomorphism, field-level convergence, the findings stress the 
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agentic role of micro-level partnerships in actively shaping these structures. In a still-forming 
and infant industry like the European battery value chain, institutions are not yet fully stabilized, 
which allows micro-level actions more influence than they might have in a more mature industry. 
This may support the view that institutional change in transitioning or infant industries, as the 
European battery value chain, is largely “bottom-up,” with firms, universities, and other actors 
collaboratively experimenting with new forms of governance and meaning-making. 

Institutional Creation in an Infant Industry 

Once the framing and the levels at which institutional work within the European Battery value 
chain unfolds are in place, the different forms of institutional creation must be discussed to 
answer the research question of this study. The findings reveal that a process of bottom-up 
institutional formation is most likely characteristic of infant industries, where actors operate in a 
context of high uncertainty and institutional ambiguity. Established norms, practices, and 
identities are largely absent in such settings, opening up space for agency and experimentation. 
Rather than conforming to existing institutional pressures, actors in the European battery 
industry appear to actively shape the institutional context through strategic partnerships, 
especially those between competitors, as previously discussed.  

This infant industry reflects a more agentic view of institutional development than the one 
proposed by DiMaggio and Powell (1983), who emphasize isomorphic pressures that lead firms 
to converge towards dominant norms. Instead, the evidence aligns more closely with Oliver’s 
(1991) typology of strategic responses to institutional pressures, whereby actors not only 
accommodate external demands but manipulate, defy, or leverage them to pursue their own 
goals. The deliberate formation of partnerships such as ACC and Ionway signals that firms are 
not merely reacting to institutional gaps but intentionally constructing institutions around shared 
objectives like European resilience, innovation leadership, and sustainability. The empirical 
material, therefore, suggests that three forms of institutional work aimed at creation, summarized 
in Figure F, are particularly prominent in the context of strategic partnerships.  
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Form of Institutional Work Definition  
(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006) 

Example in the European Battery 
Industry 

Constructing Normative 
Networks 

Constructing interorganizational 
connections through which practices 
become normatively sanctioned and 
which form the relevant peer group for 
compliance, monitoring, and 
evaluation. 

Competitor alliances like ACC and 
Ionway act as field-level anchors, 
stabilizing uncertainty and 
institutionalizing collaboration as a 
norm. 

Constructing Identities Defining the relationship between an 
actor and the field in which that actor 
operates. 

Actors redefine themselves from 
rivals to ecosystem builders, 
embedding legitimacy through 
shared goals like European resilience 
or circularity. 

Changing Normative 
Associations 

Re-making the connections between 
sets of practices and the moral and 
cultural foundations for those practices. 

Firms actively reframe competitor 
collaboration as a strategic move to 
drive innovation, build scale, and 
shape a sustainable ecosystem. 

Figure F: Own table of key forms of institutional work in partnerships in the current EU battery industry, based on 
Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) 

Findings suggest that these partnership formations go beyond functional coordination; they are 
strategic acts of institutional creation. They enable the construction of normative networks, 
redefinition of organizational identities, and the reframing of competitive practices as 
collaborative efforts aimed at systemic goals like sustainability and regional resilience. Through 
these structures, partnerships help reshape how legitimacy is earned and how actors relate to one 
another in an emerging or infant industry. The bottom-up dynamics of the mentioned forms of 
institutional creation constitute macro-level institutional development. As such, partnerships 
become routinized and normatively accepted; they help establish the regulative, normative, and 
cultural-cognitive pillars of institutions (Scott, 1995) that define the evolving “rules of the game” 
(North, 1990).  
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Conclusion and Contributions  
In summary, the European battery value chain is experiencing a fundamental shift, with strategic 
partnerships proving vital for its survival and growth. The study indicates that in an infant 
industry like the European battery value chain, these partnerships are utilized not only for 
traditional benefits but as fundamental necessities for survival, foundational development, and 
navigating extreme uncertainty. The research reveals that these partnerships are essential tools 
for acquiring critical knowledge and technology, sharing substantial financial and operational 
risks, building entire value chains from raw materials to recycling, and collectively shaping the 
emerging industry’s rules and legitimacy through institutional work, moving beyond traditional 
motivations like cost reduction or market access typical in mature sectors. 
 
Strategic partnerships in the European battery sector function as crucial forms and structures for 
institutional work. The research highlights an intense level of collaboration, including 
partnerships even among competitors, driven by shared challenges such as geopolitical risks, 
supply chain gaps, and the collective need to compete globally. Firms utilize diverse partnership 
models such as supply agreements, licensing, and JVs, to navigate uncertainty, secure resources, 
share substantial risks, and drive innovation across the entire value chain, from raw materials to 
recycling. The findings underscore that trust, shared goals, and a long-term perspective are 
paramount for the success of these complex collaborations in a dynamic environment. 
 
Ultimately, the success of Europe’s ambition for a competitive, sustainable, and resilient battery 
future is tied to its ability to effectively structure, manage, and leverage these critical 
partnerships, recognizing their role in co-creating the institution and the industry itself. If not, 
what awaits more firms following Northvolt’s bankruptcy is, as Peter Carlsson would have 
phrased, when “go big” does not work out, it’s time to “go home.”  

Theoretical Contributions 

The study challenges traditional views by showing that in infant and transitioning industries like 
the European battery industry, partnerships are often formed out of necessity for survival, 
knowledge acquisition, and capability building, rather than solely for optimization, like cost 
reduction or market access found in mature industries. It highlights the role of strategic 
partnerships as forms and structures for “institutional work,” where firms actively shape the 
emerging industry’s rules, norms, and structures rather than just passively responding to them. 
The research underscores the intense level of partnership formation, even among competitors, 
driven by shared challenges like geopolitical risks, supply chain gaps, and the need to compete 
collectively against dominant global players. 
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Practical Contributions 

Firms in infant industries, such as the European battery value chain, must prioritize building 
diverse partnerships across the value chain (including suppliers, customers, research institutions, 
and competitors) to gain essential knowledge, secure resources, share risks, and rapidly scale 
operations. Partnerships are crucial for navigating regulatory uncertainty (like the EU Battery 
Regulation) and geopolitical risks, helping firms ensure compliance, build resilient regional 
supply chains, and reduce dependence on non-European sources. Effective partner selection 
should focus not just on immediate needs but on long-term trust, shared goals, commitment to 
R&D, and flexibility, as relationships are complex and require significant time to develop. 
Collaboration with research institutes is vital for accessing specialized expertise, advanced 
facilities, talent, and fostering ecosystem-wide innovation. Firms may use partnerships 
strategically to influence evolving industry standards and practices, contributing to market 
creation and shaping the future governance of the battery ecosystem. 

Outlook and Future Research 

The European battery industry still faces a steep path toward catching up with more advanced 
global competitors. As the sector evolves under mounting pressure from market demands, 
regulatory shifts, and geopolitical uncertainties, future research should further explore how value 
creation unfolds in strategic partnerships within emerging industries under institutional 
construction. A particularly pressing question concerns how regional or local ecosystems may 
reduce external dependencies, especially when competing with actors who possess superior 
technological maturity and resource access. 

This raises a broader reflection on the original vision for European battery manufacturing. The 
early ambition of building a fully self-sufficient, clean-energy battery value chain, entirely 
European-made, may be more aspirational than feasible. Future studies could examine how this 
vision evolves, particularly whether it transitions toward a more pragmatic model of selective 
interdependence, strategic global partnerships, or regionally anchored ecosystems that continue 
to rely on external technologies and capabilities. 

Finally, a deeper inquiry is needed into how these partnerships in infant industries are framed and 
governed over time. Do the dynamics of institutional work continue to be driven by the three 
dominant forms identified in this study, changing normative associations, constructing identities, 
and building normative networks, or do new institutional patterns on the micro and macro level 
emerge as the industry matures? Investigating these dimensions will be critical to understanding 
the evolving nature of collaboration in infant industries. 
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Appendix 

Figure A: Coding Table of thematic analysis according to the Gioia Framework 
Main Heading/Category Second Category First Category 
An Industry in Its Infancy The European battery industry is 

nascent, characterized by rapid 
evolution, significant geopolitical 
and competitive pressures, and a 
steep learning curve requiring 
foundational development and 
adaptation. 

Nascent & Evolving Market: 3, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15 
Immature Industry Landscape: 3, 9, 10, 13 
Protracted Sectoral Shift: 8, 12, 13 
European Production Lag: 5, 10, 13, 15 
EU Self-Sufficiency Goal: 13 
Geopolitical Supply Chain Impact: 8, 13 
Dynamic & Volatile Pace: 1, 2, 7, 8, 14, 15 
Scaling Production Challenges: 2, 5, 7, 10, 13 
Comprehensive EU Ecosystem Needed: 5, 8, 10, 
12, 13 

Partnerships for Survival  In the current formative stage, 
partnerships are not just for 
optimizing existing processes but 
are fundamental for the survival of 
new ventures and for laying the 
foundational elements of the entire 
industry. 

Startup Scaling & Commercialization Needs: 4, 
7, 8, 10, 13 
Partnerships for Market-Fit Feedback: 1, 2, 8, 10 
Collaborative Sustainable Material 
Development: 4, 7, 8, 10 
Collaboration to Compete Globally: 5, 10, 13, 15 
Exploratory Phase & Collective Learning: 1, 2, 
3, 7, 9, 14, 15 

The Drivers for Collaboration Key drivers for partnerships 
include the urgent need for 
scalability, innovation, risk 
mitigation, access to specialized 
knowledge and resources, market 
access, and responding to 
regulatory and geopolitical 
pressures. 

Scalability & Speed: 1, 2, 7, 15 
Knowledge & Competence: 2, 3, 5, 6, 9, 11, 13, 
14, 15 
Risk Mitigation & Cost Sharing: 1, 4, 8, 12, 13 
Market Access & Commercialization: 1, 2, 7, 8, 
10 
Technological Advancement & Problem Solving: 
1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15 
Resource Efficiency: 1, 2, 9, 14 
Regulatory Compliance & Sustainability: 2, 3, 5, 
7, 10, 15 
Geopolitical Imperative & Self-Sufficiency: 7, 8, 
10, 13, 14, 15 

Forms and Functions of Strategic 
Partnerships 

The European battery industry 
utilizes diverse partnership forms, 
from informal collaborations and 
supplier agreements to formal joint 
ventures and strategic alliances, 
each tailored to specific objectives 
like innovation, scaling, or market 
entry. 

Informal & Emergent Partnerships: 1, 3, 4, 9 
Supplier & Customer Relations as Partnerships: 
2, 7, 8, 10 
Formal Sourcing & Contractual Agreements: 1, 
2, 7, 9 
Joint Development Agreements (JDAs): 4, 8, 10 
Technology Collaborations/Licensing: 2, 4, 7, 8 
Strategic Alliances: 1, 2, 8, 10 
Joint Ventures (JVs): 1, 2, 8, 12 
Academia-Industry Collaborations: 5, 6, 11, 13, 
14, 15 

Navigating Supply Chain 
Agreements for Survival 

Supply chain partnerships in the 
battery industry are characterized 
by long-term commitments, a focus 
on quality and reliability, the 
strategic importance of 
regionalization, and the 
complexities of managing IP and 
geopolitical risks. 

Long-Term Commitments: 2, 7, 8 
Quality & Stability: 1, 7, 9, 10 
Regionalization Trend: 3, 7, 8, 10, 13, 15 
Supplier as Technology Partner: 2, 7, 8 
Managing Uncertainty: 1, 3, 7, 8, 12 
IP & Confidentiality: 6, 7, 8, 10 
Geopolitical Influence: 3, 7, 8, 10, 12, 14 
Vertically Integrated Models: 2, 8, 10 
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The Role of Licensing 
Agreements in Innovation and 
Access 

Licensing agreements and 
technology transfer partnerships 
are crucial for accessing 
specialized innovations, speeding 
up development, and enabling 
companies to integrate advanced 
solutions without developing 
everything in-house. 

Accessing External Technology for Blending: 4, 
7, 8 
Licensing by Technology Developers: 4, 10 
IP Licensing in Early Strategy (Northvolt/Tesla 
Example): 4, 8 
Partnerships for Specialized 
Components/Chemistries (BMS, Cells): 4, 7, 8, 
10 
Licensing/Co-development for Smaller 
Players/New Entrants: 4, 7, 8, 10 

The Rise of Joint Ventures and 
Building of Capacity 

Joint ventures are a key strategic 
tool for pooling resources, sharing 
immense financial and operational 
risks, and combining 
complementary expertise to build 
large-scale manufacturing capacity 
and complex value chains in the 
capital-intensive battery sector. 

JVs for De-risking & Standardizing New 
Technologies: 2, 8, 12 
OEM-Battery Manufacturer JVs for Cell Supply 
& Co-development: 2, 7, 10, 13 
JVs for IP Acquisition/Pooling: 4, 8, 10 
JVs for Sharing Financial Burden of Factories: 4, 
5, 8, 13 
JVs for Combining Complementary Strengths: 2, 
7, 8, 10 

Industry-Wide Trends The European battery ecosystem is 
a dynamic, interconnected web 
where collaboration across 
different parts of the value chain is 
essential, driven by shared goals of 
sustainability, competitiveness, and 
the immense challenge of 
industrial transformation. 

Battery Industry as a Collaborative Ecosystem: 
4, 5, 8, 10, 12, 13 
Inter-company Collaborations for Closed-Loop 
Systems: 2, 3, 8, 10 
Research Institutes as Ecosystem Connectors: 5, 
6, 11, 13, 14 
Holistic Value Chain View & Partnerships: 2, 5, 
8, 10, 12 
Standardization via Neutral Bodies/Academia: 1, 
6, 8, 12 

A Web of Collaboration Across 
the Value Chain 
 

Effective collaboration between 
distinct groups—OEMs, battery 
cell producers, ESS providers, 
recyclers, and research 
institutes—is fundamental to 
building a cohesive and 
competitive European battery 
industry. 

OEM-Battery Cell Manufacturer Collaborations: 
2, 5, 7, 10, 13 
Recycler Partnerships with OEMs/Producers: 1, 
2, 3, 8 
ESS & Charging Provider Collaborations: 1, 2, 
12 
Research Institutes as Central Hubs: 5, 6, 11, 13, 
14, 15 
Component Supplier Collaborations: 1 (see 
table), 4, 7, 8, 10 
Transport & Energy Sector Collaboration Need: 
1, 2, 8, 12 

Trends and Build-Up in the 
Partnership Landscape 
 

Key trends influencing 
partnerships include the drive for 
regionalization, the increasing 
importance of sustainability and 
circularity, the impact of 
digitalization, and the constant 
pressure to innovate amidst 
evolving regulations and 
geopolitical shifts. 

Regionalization: 2, 4, 7, 8, 10, 13, 15 
Sustainability & Circularity: 2, 3, 7, 8, 10, 15 
Digitalization: 1, 4, 8, 12 
Pace of Innovation: 1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 15 
Evolving Regulations: 2, 3, 5, 7, 10, 12 
Trust & Personal Relationships: 1, 3, 7, 8, 14, 15 
From Competition to “Coopetition“: 4, 7, 10, 13, 
14 

ESS & Charging Solutions - 
Building Infrastructure for 
Adoption  
 

Focus on market coverage, 
interoperability, and developing 
viable business models in a nascent 
sector; partnerships are crucial for 
expanding networks and 
integrating new technologies, 
though true deep partnerships are 
still emerging. 

Success KPI: Speed & Coverage: 1, 12 
Limited True Partnerships in Charging: 1 
Partnerships for Booking/Standardization: 1, 12 
Low Innovation in Energy Sector for Charging: 1 
Future Charging Partnerships (for example, Food 
Companies): 1, 12 
Knowledge Acquisition for Charging Solutions: 
1 
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Automotive OEMs - Organizing 
the Value Chain and Managing 
Complexity 

OEMs act as key orchestrators, 
leveraging their scale and 
experience while seeking 
partnerships for new competencies 
(batteries, software, recycling), 
focusing on sustainability, quality, 
and adapting to rapid technological 
and regulatory shifts. 

OEMs Leveraging Existing Strengths for New 
Ventures: 2 
Key Partnership Drivers for OEMs (Knowledge, 
Scalability, Sustainability, Safety): 1, 2, 6 
OEM Partnership Types (Formal Sourcing vs. 
Informal/Exploratory): 1, 2, 9 
OEMs’ Full Battery Lifecycle Involvement & 
Partnerships: 1, 2 
OEM Collaboration for Battery Passports & 
Traceability: 2 
OEM Risks from Legislative Landscape & 
Supplier Diversification: 2, 12 
OEM Logistics Partnerships for Fleet 
Electrification: 9 

Battery Cells - Finding Core 
Technology and Material Flows 

Cell, component, and recycling 
companies focus on long-term, 
trust-based partnerships for 
material supply, joint R&D for 
performance and sustainability, 
navigating complex IP, and scaling 
production in a capital-intensive 
and technologically demanding 
field. 

Battery Cell Component Partnerships: 7, 8, 10 
Recycling Sector Collaborations: 2, 3, 7, 8 
Niche Battery Cell Development: 4 

Research Institutes - Centerpoint 
for Knowledge and Talent 

Research institutes are pivotal in 
generating fundamental 
knowledge, developing talent, 
providing specialized facilities, and 
acting as neutral conveners that 
foster collaboration across the 
entire battery ecosystem, often 
balancing long-term research with 
industry’s immediate needs. 

Role & Drivers of Academia-Industry 
Collaboration: 5, 6, 11, 13, 14, 15 
Dynamics & Challenges in Academia-Industry 
Collaboration: 1, 5, 6, 11, 13, 14 
Ecosystem Role of Academia & Research 
Institutes: 5, 6, 13, 14 

The Promise and Opportunities of 
Collaboration  
 
 

Partnerships unlock opportunities 
for accelerated innovation, access 
to diverse expertise and resources, 
shared risk in significant 
investments, faster market entry, 
and creating a more resilient and 
competitive European battery 
ecosystem. 

Partnerships enable access to otherwise 
unavailable knowledge, technology, and markets: 
2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 
Collaborations help improve products based on 
broader feedback and shared development 
efforts: 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 15 
Joint ventures and strategic alliances allow for 
tackling large-scale projects and investments that 
would be too risky or large for a single entity: 1, 
2, 5, 8, 13 
Working with research institutions provides 
access to cutting-edge research, specialized 
facilities, and a pipeline of talent: 5, 6, 11, 13, 
14, 15 
Cross-value chain partnerships foster a more 
holistic and integrated industry, capable of 
addressing complex challenges like circularity 
and sustainability: 2, 4, 5, 8, 10, 12 
For smaller companies or startups, partnerships 
are a lifeline for scaling, commercialization, and 
gaining credibility: 4, 7, 8, 10, 15 
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Enduring Challenges of the 
Industry Build-Up 
 

Enduring challenges include 
managing the pace of development 
versus ensuring quality and due 
diligence, aligning diverse partner 
objectives, securing long-term 
funding, navigating a complex and 
rapidly evolving regulatory and 
geopolitical landscape, and 
overcoming the inherent risks of a 
new industry. 

Pace vs. Perfection/Due Diligence: 1, 2, 7, 13 
Aligning Objectives & Trust: 1, 3, 6, 7, 13, 14 
IP & Confidentiality: 6, 7, 8, 10 
Scaling & Manufacturing Complexity: 4, 5, 7, 
10, 13 
Funding & Resources: 2, 4, 5, 10, 13, 14 
Regulatory & Geopolitical Uncertainty: 2, 3, 7, 
8, 12, 14 
Market Volatility & Adoption Rates: 4, 8, 12, 14 
Talent & Workforce: 4, 5, 6, 13 

Conclusion - For a Competitive 
and Sustainable European Battery 
Future 

Achieving a competitive and 
sustainable European battery future 
hinges on fostering robust, 
trust-based partnerships across the 
ecosystem, supported by strategic 
investment, agile adaptation to 
change, and a long-term 
commitment from all stakeholders. 

The European battery industry’s success requires 
a collaborative ecosystem approach, not isolated 
efforts: 4, 5, 7, 12, 13, 14 
Trust, open communication, and long-term 
perspectives are fundamental to successful 
partnerships: 1, 3, 6, 7, 8, 15 
Speed and agility are important, but must be 
balanced with strategic groundwork and quality: 
1, 2, 5, 7 
Continuous learning, adaptation to new 
technologies, and managing uncertainty are key 
characteristics for survival and growth: 1, 2, 3, 4, 
7, 8, 12 
Sustained investment and supportive policies are 
needed to overcome the initial hurdles of scaling 
and to compete globally: 2, 4, 5, 13, 14, 15 
A holistic view of the value chain, integrating 
sustainability and circularity from the outset, will 
be crucial for long-term competitiveness: 2, 5, 7, 
8, 10, 12 

 
Figure description: The table depicts the systematic process of Gioia’s thematic analysis, 
1st-order concepts are synthesized, referred to as “First Categories” in the coding structure, 
closely adhering to the terms and meanings provided by interviewees referred to by numbers 
1-20. These 1st-order concepts are subsequently grouped and abstracted into 2nd-order themes, 
called “Second Categories,” and further into overarching aggregate dimensions, ’Main 
Headings/Categories.” 
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Figure C: Table of documents included in the document study 

Category Source (Abbreviated APA Style) 

Press Releases European Commission. (2024b). (EU-Serbia partnership announcement) 

 European Commission. (2025). (State aid approval announcement) 

 European Commission and European Investment Bank (EIB). (2024). 

 European Parliament. (2023b). (New rules press room release) 
 

 Saft. (2020). (ACC joint venture announcement) 

 Stellantis. (2024). (Stellantis-CATL JV announcement) 

 Umicore. (2023). (Umicore-LG Chem partnership announcement) 

Industry Insight Orgs. BATT4EU Partnership. (2021). (Strategic Research & Innovation Agenda) 

 Benchmark Minerals. (2024). (Industry news/analysis) 

 Bruegel. (2024). (Think tank analysis) 

 Enerdata. (n.d.). (Energy intelligence analysis) 

 EU Raw Materials Coalition. (n.d.). (Coalition document) 

 European Battery Alliance. (n.d.-a). (EBA platform article - BMW/Northvolt) 

 European Battery Alliance. (n.d.-b). (EBA platform article - Supply Chain) 

 European Battery Recycling Association [EBRA]. (n.d.). (Industry assoc.) 

 Fastmarkets. (n.d.). (Market intelligence/analysis) 

 International Energy Agency [IEA]. (2021). (Policy database entry) 

 Market Data Forecast. (n.d.). (Market research report) 

 Mordor Intelligence. (n.d.-a). (Market research report) 

 Mordor Intelligence. (n.d.-b). (Market research report) 

 Strategy&. (n.d.). (Consultancy analysis - PwC) 
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 Transport & Environment. (n.d.). (NGO analysis/report) 

Newspaper Articles Batteries News. (2024). (Northvolt Bankruptcy report) 

 Batteries News. (2025). (ACC/TotalEnergies report) 

 Belga News Agency. (n.d.). (VW/Umicore JV report) 

 Car News China. (2025). (CATL EU plant report) 

 CleanTechnica. (2025). (Tech transfer analysis article) 

 CnEVPost. (2025). (CATL EU plant report) 

 electrive.com. (2023). (PowerCo/Umicore JV report) 

 electrive.com. (2025). (ACC/TotalEnergies report) 

 ESG Today. (2024). (ACC funding report) 

 European Parliament. (2023a). (EU rules news headline) 

 EV Charging Mag. (n.d.). (Stellantis/CATL plant report) 

 Stopford, W. (n.d.). (CarExpert article - VW/Umicore) 

 The Future Media. (n.d.). (Northvolt bankruptcy analysis) 

 TheNextWeb. (n.d.). (EU battery strategy analysis) 
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