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“Successful innovation requires tracking your partners and potential 

adopters as closely as you track your own development process 
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Executive summary 
The goal of this study is twofold: 1) to identify the factors that influence how stakeholders reach 

alignment within an emerging innovation ecosystem. 2) To provide a set of recommendations to the 

Dutch public charging organizations for a better understanding of their alignment process. By drawing on 

an in-depth case study of the Dutch public charging infrastructure ecosystem for electric vehicles, these 

research questions are addressed. The result is the identification those factors influencing how 

stakeholders reach alignment within the studied context.  
 
Introduction 

The Dutch electric vehicle industry has great development potential. In particular, due to the existence 

of an excellent public charging infrastructure and favorable tax policies that supports the purchase of 

electric vehicles. The sale of electric vehicles, primarily due to those favorable tax policies, is still on the 

rise. However, and quite interestingly, the development of the public charging infrastructure has 

stagnated at this moment in time. Root causes for this condition are the collaborative patterns among 

the stakeholder, which tends to result in suboptimal decisions making. The collaborative patterns are the 

result of the multidisciplinary actors, and related set of misaligned drivers and motives to be present. 

As such, it is necessary that alignment among those actors involved is created as this potentially 

contributes to a more effective and profitable development of the Dutch public charging infrastructure. 

Organizational goals, objectives and interests among interested stakeholders are not necessarily 

aligned (Wilkinson & Young, 2002; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). Achieving shared innovation goals 

among different stakeholders tend to pose a serious challenge. Causes range from (initial) misalignments 

in terms of goals, strategies and intentions, and the diversity in industrial background and cultures of the 

organizations involved (Moore, 1993; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Sharapov, Thomas, & Autio, 2013; 

Kapoor & Lee, 2013). Such diversities, in turn, increase the risk that decisions follow divergent or 

misaligned paths, which implies that it is difficult for organizations to understand what is happening in 

the ecosystem (Adner, 2006, 2012; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012).  

Although literature has emphasized the importance of alignment for multi-actor development 

projects, the underlying processes of creating such alignment are not very well understood. As such, in 

order to contribute to the literature on innovation ecosystems, the main research question is; What 

factors influence how innovation ecosystem stakeholders reach alignment? 
 
Literature review 

Based on the insights of existing literature, innovation ecosystem related variables are identified and 

implemented in a conceptual framework. The conceptual framework (Figure A) is divided into three 

categories which help to evaluate and define stakeholders’ type, relations and challenges, and their 

contribution to an innovation ecosystem within a case study setting. 
 

Figure A: Conceptual framework to identify and understand how stakeholders reach alignment 

Innovation ecosystem characteristics
· Highly interdependent stakeholders complementing 

each other by their assets and/or internal capabilities
· Integrated offering for the end user
· Common innovation goals
· Shared expectations, visions and interests

Stakeholders’ characteristics
· Roles
· Assets and capabilities
· Expectations & visions
· Interests
· Strategies & goals

Stakeholders’ relations & challenges
· Multi-directional relations
· Collaborative agreements and 

commitments
· Alignments and/or misalignments
· Joint and individual learning

Main factors to identify and understand stakeholder alignment
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Methodology 

All actors involved in the Dutch public charging ecosystem were considered in this research to 

investigate and identify those factors that influence how these stakeholders (within this context can 

potentially) reach alignment (or do not). Data was collected by means of semi-structured interviews with 

governments, grid operators, energy providers, charging station manufactures, mobility service 

providers, charge point operators, car manufactures, and knowledge institutions. In total, over 30 

interviews were conducted resulting in a substantial and rich qualitative database. Other sources of 

information were (organization related) documents, literature and archives that served to triangulate 

the interview data.  

Different approaches were used to analyze the immense amount of information gathered. 

Following an iterative process of data collection and discussion with knowledgeable experts ensured that 

findings could be validated during the data collection process. This approach resulted in highly relevant 

insights regarding the factors that influence how stakeholders reach alignment.  
 
Empirical findings 

The findings allowed for a better understanding of the factors that influence how stakeholders reach 

alignment. The main findings were divided among three themes: 
 
Theme 1: misalignment between similar organizations (intra-organizational) 

· The results show that an innovative setting result in differences between stakeholders of a similar 

organizational type. An example of such intra-organizational misalignment is that car manufacturers 

did not achieve their ambition of a ‘sustainable mobility fund’.  

· Depending on the organizational type the misalignments stem from differences in interests, 

expectations, visions, and/or strategies. Together with the fact that organizations generally operate 

from self-interest, the intra-organizational relationships are superficially and rarely transparent. 
 
Theme 2: misalignment between different organizations (inter-organizational) 

• Organizations have various drivers to operate within the context of an innovation ecosystem, and 

thereby act according a specific role and rationale. This however, results in a setting with misaligned 

interests and/or strategies. For example, the inter-organizational misalignments between 

“commercially driven” CPO’s, “responsibility driven” grid operators, and “society driven” 

governments, results in challenging collaboration settings. 

• Inter-organizational misalignments adversely affect the development of the integrated solution and 

the performance of the ecosystem as a whole.  

• In an ecosystem with huge potential and in which commonly shared positive expectations are 

present, stakeholders feel forced to cooperate at least to some extent. 
 
Theme 3: existence of contrasting organizational characteristics 

· The results provide evidence for contrasting organizational characteristics across multiple factors (e.g. 

core focus and risk attitude) causing difficulties during collaborations. For example between "slow 

and patronizing" grid operators, "tedious" municipalities and "aggressive" commercial organizations.  

· These collaboration difficulties can be partly attributed to relatively high levels of misunderstanding, 

mistrust and incomprehension, which, in turn, hamper the development of a more effective and 

profitable operating innovation ecosystem.  
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Managerial implications 

Drawing on the empirical findings a number of recommendations can be provided to the Dutch public 

charging organizations with which they can better understand their alignment process. The 

recommendations can be summarized by the following aspects: 
 
· Managers have to become more aware of the differences between them and other stakeholders. 

Only if there is mutual awareness of the others’ specific views, perceptions, processes and 

perspectives, can organizations like the NKL reach alignment which could maximize the benefits from 

business relationships and collaborations. 

· For managers, this implies the need to adopt a mindset of openness to comprehend and to learn 

about organizational differences as well as making internal opportunities and resources available to 

work closely together with the resources of other stakeholders to facilitate learning. This is critical in 

order to achieve agreement and fruitful collaborations within the ecosystem context. 

· The amount of mistrust and misunderstanding that was found during the empirical analysis indicates 

that managers should try to communicate much more clearly what they want, what they can 

contribute to the ecosystem and what contributions they expect of other stakeholders. Where 

possible they should partner up with comparable stakeholder to align the messages of multiple 

stakeholders towards the rest. All this makes it less difficult for other stakeholders to discover what 

their organization wants from and can contribute to the overall ecosystem. 
 
Conclusion 

The aim of this research was to identify the factors that influence how innovation ecosystem 

stakeholders reach alignment. The Dutch public charging ecosystem in its entirety was taken as empirical 

context. Furthermore, a set of actionable recommendations was developed which can help ecosystem 

actors to better understand alignment creation; and consequently achieve enhanced collaborations. The 

results of this research also yield theoretical implications. Most importantly are:  

First, the results of this study validate the importance of the factors as mentioned by the 

conceptual framework; the importance of initial misalignments (Moore, 1993; Williamson & De Meyer, 

2012; Sharapov et al., 2013; Kapoor & Lee, 2013); and the likelihood that stakeholders influence the 

ecosystem’s configuration in order to align it with their own interests (Wilkinson & Young, 2002; 

Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Sharapov et al., 2013)  

Second, this study extends the literature by revealing contrasting characteristics across multiple 

factors and different organizations as underlying cause for e.g. misunderstanding, distrust, 

incomprehension and/or prejudices. These factors may apply to other types of innovation ecosystems 

and thereby contributes to the understanding of how ecosystems should be designed in order to create 

a momentum for joint learning (Iansiti & Levien, 2004a; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Sharapov et al., 

2013). 
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1 Introduction  
This document describes the report of the master thesis graduation project performed within the Dutch 

public charging infrastructure ecosystem for electric vehicles (EV). This first chapter will introduce the 

research project by giving some practical and theoretical background. Thereafter, the research question 

is defined. The document setup is described in the last section of this chapter. 

1.1 Background 

Mobility is a fundamental part to the Dutch economy and society. Mobility is vital for the internal market 

and for the quality of life of citizens as they have the possibility to travel freely. However, transport must 

be sustainable in the light of new challenges we face. It is difficult to meet these challenges with 

shipping, aviation, and long-distance freight transport in the short term. This implies that the challenges 

have to be met by means of innovation in the automobility industry. Despite multiple technological 

options exist, the majority of car manufactures have chosen to invest in EV. 

The Netherlands can be considered one of the leading countries in the field of electric mobility. 

Electric mobility contributes to achieve (inter)national objectives, moreover, the Dutch EV industry has 

great potential for industrialization and the economy can benefit from its advanced level when EV 

technology is widely supported. In particular, because the Netherlands has favorable tax policies that 

support the purchase of EV and has an excellent public charging infrastructure. The amount of EV’s is still 

growing strongly. However, the development of the public charging infrastructure has stagnated.  

This stagnation constitutes a great risk to early gains, to the growth of EV, to meet (inter)national 

objectives, and that the Dutch EV market will turn in a locked market (Hoekstra & Steinbuch, 2014). An 

explanation of this stagnation is to be sought largely in the way the interested organizations collaborate: 

within the Dutch public charging infrastructure industry each interested organization acts according a 

role and rationale, and the lack of interorganizational alignment cause suboptimal decisions. Given these 

conditions, it is necessary that alignment among those actors involved is created as this potentially 

contributes to a more effective and profitable development of the Dutch public charging infrastructure. 

From an academic perspective, the interdependency between multiple stakeholders (i.e. 

organizational type) during the introduction of innovations has also received attention. Moreover, 

innovations often need complementary innovations and sometimes also governmental support. Such a 

network, in which different organizations collaborate to combine their individual offerings in order to 

create and provide an integrated solution to the end user, is referred to as an innovation ecosystem 

(Adner, 2006, 2012). Depending on the innovation needs of the industry, innovation ecosystems can be 

made up of differentiated yet highly interdependent organizational roles. Furthermore, the stakeholders 

are brought together by their aligned vision of value creation, and the pursuit of commonly shared 

innovation goals. Likewise, the performance and effectiveness of the innovation ecosystem as whole 

impacts its stakeholders, and the ecosystem’s stakeholders depend on one another for their 

performance, effectiveness and survival (Moore, 1993; Iansiti & Levien, 2004a; Adner, 2006, 2012; Adner 

& Kapoor, 2010; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Overholm, 2014).  

Despite the need for joint alignment, the goals and objectives of the various stakeholders are not 

necessarily aligned. It is likely that stakeholders try to influence the ecosystem’s configuration in order to 

align it with their own interests (Wilkinson & Young, 2002; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Sharapov et 
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al., 2013). Furthermore, achieving commonly shared innovation goals constitutes a serious challenge due 

to initial misalignments in terms of goals, strategies and intentions, and the diversity in industrial 

background and cultures of the organizations involved (Moore, 1993; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; 

Sharapov et al., 2013; Kapoor & Lee, 2013). Such diversities, in turn, increase the risk that decisions 

follow misaligned paths, and thereby that it is difficult for organizations to understand the causality of 

what is happening in the ecosystem (Adner, 2006, 2012; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012).  

Although literature emphasizes stakeholder alignment as one of the key challenges for a more 

effective and profitable operating innovation ecosystem, the underlying factors that influence how 

interdependent ecosystem stakeholders reach alignment, i.e. a position of agreement (Oxford Dictionary 

of English, 3 ed.), are still not well understood. This research therefore contributes to the literature on 

innovation ecosystems, by clarifying what factors influence how stakeholders reach alignment within 

such a system. The associated research question is defined as follows: 

Insight 1; Research question 

 

To investigate the above research question, this study draws on an in-depth case study of the Dutch 

public charging infrastructure ecosystem for EV’s. The case study explores specific stakeholder 

characteristics in order to identify those factors that influence how stakeholders reach alignment. In 

order to provide a justified answer, the current state of literature on innovation ecosystems will be 

discussed in the following chapter. How this document is organized will be described in the next section. 

1.2 Document outline 

Table 1 provides an overview of the remainder of this document. The introduction in this first chapter 

has described the background, the importance of alignment, and the research question of this study. The 

second chapter contains the literature review on innovation ecosystems, resulting in a conceptual 

framework on stakeholder alignment. Chapter 3 will cover the case study research method that is 

employed to uncover stakeholder alignment. Chapter 4 describes the empirical setting: the Dutch public 

charging infrastructure ecosystem for EV’s. Based on the empirical data analysis, the results will be 

described in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 will present the discussion section, including managerial and 

theoretical implications, future research, limitations, and practical recommendations. The report ends 

with conclusions in Chapter 7, where also the main research question is answered.  

Insights and quotes are presented throughout the report. The insights include relevant subjects 

to support the answer on the research question and provide a concise overview of the essence of the 

report. The quotes provide an indication of relevant practicalities, and show reasoning for choices made 

Table 1: Report structure and document content 

Chapter Topics & Content 

1. Introduction Background; theoretical gap; main research question; document outline 

2. Literature review Search strategy; selection criteria; data extraction; conceptual framework 

3. Method Empirical analysis; research project quality criteria 

4. Empirical setting Electric mobility in the Netherlands; public charging infrastructure; problem statement 

5. Results Reemphasizing alignment; stakeholder analysis; underlying characteristics; empirical insights 

6. Discussion  Theoretical and managerial implications; limitations; future research; recommendations  

7. Conclusion Answer to the main research question; conclusions 

What factors influence how innovation ecosystem stakeholders reach alignment? 
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2 Literature review 
To better understand how innovation ecosystem stakeholders reach alignment, this chapter explores 

literature on innovation ecosystem characteristics, stakeholder, and enablers and challenges. As a 

conclusion of each aspect, specific insights are presented that together make up the final conceptual 

framework. The conceptual framework will be used as preliminary guide for the empirical data 

collection, and is meant to be extended based on the empirical findings and shaped into the new theory 

emerging from the research project. 

The literature review for this research project is structured according a systematic review of the 

existing scientific literature. By means of a well-structured search strategy (Appendix A, B), and clearly 

defined quality- and content related criteria (Appendix C, D), literature on innovation ecosystems is 

reviewed and synthesized (Appendix E, F). As a result of the literature review, ecosystem alignment 

related factors are identified and implemented in a conceptual framework. For the sake of readability 

and understandability the conceptual framework will be presented first. This is followed by the 

justification of the choices made, including the definition of the innovation ecosystem and the 

stakeholder concept.  

2.1 Conceptual framework 

The following literature review is structured to provide a theoretical underpinned framework on factors 

that constitute and influence stakeholder alignment within an innovation ecosystem. The structure of 

interdependence in an ecosystem, the roles of its stakeholders and the way they are positioned are all 

specific for an innovation ecosystem.  

In the following sections, various insights (2-6) regarding stakeholder alignment are developed 

based on the existing literature. These insights constitute the main factors influencing stakeholder 

alignment which, in turn, form the basis for the conceptual framework as shown in Figure 1. The 

conceptual framework serves as a guide for the empirical data collection. In the empirical part, the 

conceptual framework, will be further explored and extended based upon the empirical findings and 

shaped into the new theory on stakeholder alignment By applying this conceptual framework specific 

stakeholder characteristics can be identified. Subsequently, the underlying factors which influence 

stakeholder alignment can be understood and thereby the main research question (Insight 1) can be 

answered. 

Innovation ecosystem characteristics
· Highly interdependent stakeholders complementing 

each other by their assets and/or internal capabilities
· Integrated offering for the end user
· Common innovation goals
· Shared expectations, visions and interests

Stakeholders’ characteristics
· Roles
· Assets and capabilities
· Expectations & visions
· Interests
· Strategies & goals

Stakeholders’ relations & challenges
· Multi-directional relations
· Collaborative agreements and 

commitments
· Alignments and/or misalignments
· Joint and individual learning

Main factors to identify and understand stakeholder alignment

 
Figure 1: Conceptual framework to identify and understand how stakeholders reach alignment 
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2.2 Innovation ecosystem characteristics  

Literature on innovation ecosystems provides many interpretations and definitions regarding the 

innovation ecosystem’s characteristics. Although, these interpretations are closely similar, three defining 

characteristics of innovation ecosystems can be identified. Firstly, innovation ecosystems consist of 

highly interdependent stakeholders that depend on one another for their performance, effectiveness 

and survival. Secondly, the ecosystem’s stakeholders are brought together by their aligned vision of 

value creation, and the pursuit of a common set of innovation goals and objectives. And thirdly, the 

stakeholders in an innovation ecosystem complement each other by their assets and/or internal 

capabilities in order to create an integrated offering to the end customer (e.g. Moore, 1993; Iansiti & 

Levien, 2004a; Adner, 2006, 2012; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Overholm, 2014). 

As such, within this report an innovation ecosystem is defined as: a complex network of highly 

interdependent stakeholders that collaborate to combine their complementary assets and/or internal 

capabilities in order to create and provide an integrated solution to the end user.  

Insight 2; Innovation ecosystem concept 

 

Furthermore, the consequences of relationships are often beyond the control of any single ecosystem 

stakeholder. Rather, the consequences of the relationships result from the overall state of the ecosystem 

itself. The state, i.e. ‘health’, of the ecosystem can be indicated by three measures: productivity, 

robustness, and niche creation (Iansiti & Levien, 2004a). The more dependent an innovation is on 

developments of other ecosystem’s stakeholders, the less control a stakeholder has over its own success 

(Adner, 2006; Adner & Kapoor, 2010).  

The stakeholders within the ecosystem operate cooperatively and competitively in order to 

support new products and satisfy customer needs (Moore, 1993). Stakeholders can cooperate in 

different ways, for instance promoting business and technical best practices, defining (technical) 

standards, lobbying government, or sponsoring market studies and pilot projects. Innovation ecosystem 

stakeholders complement each other by their assets and/or internal capabilities. As a further matter, the 

relationships among the stakeholders are multi-directional, they unconsciously share values and 

interests. These interactions can be both tangible (monetary) and intangible (cultural and social) (Adner 

& Kapoor, 2010; den Ouden, 2012; Battistella et al., 2013).  

Concluding on innovation ecosystem characteristics related to understanding alignment, the 

main characteristics that are synthesized and used for the conceptual framework are:  

Insight 3; Main characteristics of innovation ecosystems 

 

An innovation ecosystem is a complex network of highly interdependent stakeholders that collaborate to 

combine their complementary assets and/or internal capabilities in order to create and provide an integrated 

solution to the end user. 

 

· Stakeholders are engaged in joint offering creation and their interactions/relations are multi-directional 

· Highly interdependent stakeholders complementing each other by their assets and/or internal capabilities 

· Pursuit of a common set of innovation goals bounded by shared expectations, visions, and interests 

· The consequences of stakeholders’ relationships result from the overall state of the ecosystem itself 

· The more dependent an innovation is on developments of other ecosystem’s stakeholders, the less control a 

stakeholder has over its own success 
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2.3 Innovation ecosystem stakeholder characteristics  

As mentioned above, ecosystems are typically made up of differentiated highly interdependent 

stakeholders dependent on each other for survival, and more detached but still critical stakeholders such 

as regulators and policy makers (Overholm, 2014). However, the goals and objectives of the interested 

stakeholders are not necessarily aligned. It is likely that stakeholders try to influence the ecosystem’s 

configuration in order to align it with their own interests (Wilkinson & Young, 2002; Williamson & De 

Meyer, 2012; Sharapov et al., 2013).  

Furthermore, achieving a commonly shared understanding of innovation goals and the 

integrated solution constitutes a serious challenge due to initial misalignments in terms of goals, 

strategies and intentions, and the diversity in industrial background and cultures of the stakeholders 

involved (Moore, 1993; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Sharapov et al., 2013; Kapoor & Lee, 2013). Such 

diversities increase the risk that individual stakeholder decisions follow divergent or misaligned paths, 

but also mean that it is difficult for individual stakeholders to understand the causality of what is 

happening in the innovation ecosystem (Adner, 2006, 2012; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). 

Adner and Kapoor (2010) identify roles and relating challenges according to the location around 

a focal firm, they identify how activities are bundled in the ecosystem by following the flow of inputs and 

outputs along suppliers, the focal firm, and complementors. More specific, the authors state that greater 

innovation challenges in components enhance the benefits that accrue to leading technology 

organizations, while greater innovation challenges in complements erode these benefits. 

 A more overarching perspective is taken by Sharapov et al. (2013) who mention that despite the 

fact that the ecosystem stakeholders are highly interdependent, they are not part of the same hierarchy. 

Ecosystem creation and facilitation has therefore to employ informal governance mechanisms like trust, 

legitimacy, and leadership (Sharapov et al., 2013). Williamson and De Meyer (2012) state that 

ecosystems evolve through serendipity and self-organization, however, a leading stakeholder can 

catalyze the emergence and the development of an innovation ecosystem. In this case the leading 

stakeholder creates a structure and incentives for attracting stakeholders and managing overlaps (i.e. 

alignments) and conflicts (i.e. misalignments) between them. Also Nambisan and Baron (2012) focus on a 

hub-based innovation ecosystem that involves a single stakeholder assuming the ecosystem leadership. 

This leading stakeholder defines the innovation platform and goals, and exercise considerable influence 

over the strategies and fortunes of all other stakeholders.  

As one can read, the literature on innovation ecosystems describes the potential presence of 

many different types of stakeholders who need to coordinate and align their actions in order to create 

an effectively operating ecosystem. More specific, an innovation ecosystem comprises multiple 

stakeholders that cross a variety of industries, although drawing the precise boundaries of an ecosystem 

is virtually impossible (Iansiti & Levien, 2004a). Instead of taking an overarching focus on innovation 

ecosystems, the focus of the literature is often on managing and influencing the structure of the 

innovation ecosystem around a central leading organization (e.g. Iansiti & Levien, 2004a; Adner, 2006; 

Williamson & De Meyer, 2006; Nambisan & Baron, 2012; Adner & Kapoor, 2010; Overholm, 2014).  

During this research project the main focus is not about the functioning, performance, position 

or the type that can be assigned to a specific stakeholder (i.e. type of organization). Instead, the report 

focusses on the functioning and the performance of the innovation ecosystem as a whole. Therefore a 

more overarching approach is taken in which stakeholder roles, assets, internal capabilities, 
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expectations, interests, strategies and goals are adopted as major factors that have to be considered for 

understanding alignment.  

As such, within this report a stakeholder is defined as a type of organization that has specific 

complementary assets and/or internal capabilities, and an interest and/or concern in the success of the 

ecosystem and acts accordingly. An organizational type may be comprised of more than one 

organization, e.g. multiple car manufacturers represent the stakeholder: car manufacturer. 

Insight 4; Stakeholder concept 

 

The importance to align stakeholder characteristics across abovementioned factors is recently supported 

by a previously published academic article which describes interests, expectations and strategies as 

drivers to explain interrelation between stakeholders within an innovative context (Bakker, Maat, & Van 

Wee, 2014). However, the explanation of what these factors actually mean and what their relation to 

stakeholder alignment is has not yet been described, therefore they will be elucidated first. 

Roles and interests 

An innovation ecosystem comprises a various set of stakeholders that cross a variety of industries. The 

interested stakeholders are brought together by their aligned vision of value creation and a common set 

of innovation goals. In other words, the stakeholders are all in some way interested in the (potential) 

value and/or threats of the innovation ecosystem. The interests of the stakeholders regarding the 

development and operation of the ecosystem can be assigned either to the organizational opportunities 

and its internal capability to capture the newly presented opportunities, or to certain organizational 

threats which have to be mitigated or avoided in future. It is therefore likely that the stakeholders 

concerned try to shape the ecosystem’s configuration to accommodate their own interests, which in all 

likelihood results in various misalignments. 

As a further matter, the joint offering and the strong interdependence among the interested 

stakeholders are the most defining characteristic of an innovation ecosystem. This means that each of 

the stakeholders involved has a specific role, including a presumed set of tasks which together 

contributes to the value creation for the other stakeholders concerned and the value creation of the 

ecosystem in its entirety. Furthermore, the stakeholders will have partially overlapping and aligned 

interests, and they can take advantage in temporarily sharing certain resources and cooperate toward 

shared objectives. This is something that the stakeholders cannot do well without each other and that 

they can better achieve jointly than individually (Loorbach, 2010).  

On the contrary, the overlap of interests is accompanied by new competitive struggles (i.e. 

misalignments) which can be seen as fights over who will direct the future of the innovation ecosystem 

(Moore, 1993). This implies that, in situations where certain stakeholders already take (financial) 

advantage in early stages of the ecosystem, they position themselves within the ecosystem and act to 

create and defend their role in delivering the final solution. Taken together, it is likely that the 

forthcoming elaboration on the analysis of the stakeholder interests will result in several aligned 

interests but also in misalignments of interest.   

A stakeholder is a type of organization that has specific complementary assets and/or internal capabilities, and 

an interest and/or concern in the success of the ecosystem and acts accordingly.  
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Expectations and visions  

Disruptive as well as less radical innovations are characterized by (high) levels of uncertainty. 

Expectations and visions have been identified as crucial in the guidance of stakeholder strategies (Budde, 

Alkemade, & Weber, 2012). Budde et al. (2012) define expectations as a real time representation of 

future situations which guide stakeholders’ activities, provide structure, attract interests and foster 

investment. Visions, largely overlapping with expectations but with a more normative character, drive 

technical and scientific activities such as pilot projects and optimization models.  

Both expectations and visions have a key role in mobilizing resources at the macro (e.g. national 

government), meso, (industry sector) and micro (within engineering and research groups) level (Borup, 

Brown, Konrad, & Van Lente, 2006). More concrete, expectations and visions are a set of cognitive rules 

oriented to the future and related to action, they give direction to search and development activities of 

stakeholders (Geels & Raven, 2006). The empirical analysis will be focused on the expectations of each of 

the individual stakeholder in relation to both their current (short term) as well as their future (long term) 

interests. As with the interests, it is likely that the expectations and visions are in accordance with each 

of the stakeholder’s role and rationale, and as such, not necessarily aligned. 

Strategies 

Following a review on strategic management literature, Budde et al. (2012) describe stakeholder 

strategies as: “the determination of long-term goals of an organization that guide decision making, 

management activities and the necessary allocation of resources.” Based upon this definition and 

previous two sections it is argued that the strategy of each stakeholder depends on their expectations 

and interests in relation to the actual configuration of the innovation ecosystem.  

More specific, it is mentioned that stakeholder expectations influence stakeholder strategies 

which, in consequence, lead to specific activities which reinforce or dampen the stakeholders’ 

expectations (Budde et al., 2012). Accordingly, it is plausible that stakeholders within an innovation 

ecosystem are likely to try to influence the ecosystem’s configuration in order to align it with their 

individual interest and future expectations, and likewise results in several misalignments. 

Concluding on innovation ecosystem stakeholders related to understanding alignment, the main 

characteristics that are synthesized and used for the conceptual framework are: 

Insight 5; Main characteristics of innovation ecosystem stakeholders 

 

2.4 Innovation ecosystem enablers and challenges 

Ecosystem scholars mention the importance of several challenges which have to be overcome in order to 

create an effective innovation ecosystem, to create and offer an integrated solution to the end 

customer, and to commercialize the innovation in the market place. Leading for this research project as a 

whole are the previously mentioned key challenges related to achieving alignment (i.e. collaborative 

agreements and commitments) among the stakeholders involved (Adner 2006, 2012; Williamson & De 

Meyer, 2012; Adner et al., 2013; Overholm, 2014). However, identifying related challenges or enablers 

can be also useful for the understanding of an effective operating ecosystem.  

· Stakeholders (i.e. types of organization) have specific complementary assets and/or internal capabilities and 

act according a specific role and rationale 

· Innovation ecosystems can be made of a dynamic set of stakeholders that cross a variety of industries 
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On the central importance is that a stakeholder has to be viewed as a part of an ecosystem that 

crosses a variety of industries, meaning that a stakeholder’s performance is increasingly dependent on 

the stakeholder influencing assets outside its direct control. Hence, in order to create alignment it is vital 

that the interested stakeholders understand their role and they have to understand the impact of their 

individual actions on the ecosystem as a whole in which it operates (Iansiti & Levien, 2004a). More 

specific, alignment requires stakeholders to learn leveraging the external capabilities available. 

Ecosystems need to be designed likewise by creating a momentum for joint learning (Iansiti & Levien, 

2004a; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Sharapov et al., 2013).  

Furthermore, in order to create and maintain an effectively operating ecosystem it is for the 

stakeholders important to think of their individual offering in terms of a platform that other stakeholders 

might be able to exploit. Moreover, managers have to care about how their products align with but also 

enhance the ecosystem (Iansiti & Levien, 2004b). A common mistake that organizations make is to plan 

out the full ecosystem, position itself within it, and act to create and defend their role. This implies that 

stakeholders are likely to try to influence the ecosystem’s configuration in order to align it with their 

interest. Instead of this, stakeholders have to set strategy that accounts for challenges, such as setting 

and modifying expectations, and assessing risk (Adner, 2006, 2012). Williamson and De Meyer (2012) 

mention six keys to ecosystem advantage from a lead firm perspective. These keys roughly concern value 

creation and capturing, learning and roles. Also from a lead firm perspective, Adner and Kapoor (2010) 

distinguish between internal, i.e. designing and manufacturing, and external, i.e. components and 

complements, innovation challenges. According to them the innovation challenges within an ecosystem 

are unevenly across ecosystem roles, and it is not only about the magnitude but also the location of the 

challenges that serve as potential bottlenecks to value creation. 

Concluding on innovation ecosystem challenges and enablers related to understanding 

alignment, the main characteristics that are synthesized and used for the conceptual framework are: 

Insight 6; Main characteristics of innovation ecosystem enablers and challenges 

 

2.5 Conclusion 

The literature review offered an overview of significant literature published on innovation ecosystems. 

By means of a theoretical review, alignment related factors were identified and implemented in a 

conceptual framework (Figure 1). The conceptual framework serves as a guide for the empirical data 

collection. In the empirical part, the conceptual framework, will be further explored and extended based 

upon the empirical findings and shaped into the new theory on stakeholder alignment. By applying this 

conceptual framework specific stakeholder characteristics can be identified. Subsequently, the 

underlying factors which influence stakeholder alignment can be understood and thereby the main 

research question (Insight 1) can be answered. 

· Key challenges within an Innovation ecosystem are averting conflicts (i.e. misalignments), and instead, 

achieving collaborative agreements, alignments and commitment among the stakeholders concerned 

· Stakeholders involved should understand their role within the innovation ecosystem, and they have to 

understand the impact of their individual actions on the innovation ecosystem 

· Innovation ecosystems need to be designed likewise by creating a momentum for individual/joint learning 
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3 Method  
This research project aims to examine specific stakeholder characteristics in order to identify those 

factors that influence how stakeholders reach alignment. The case study method is well suited for theory 

building addressing “how” or “why” research questions concerned with processes evolve over time (Yin, 

2014). As such, this study will concentrate on the exploratory case study studies by using qualitative data 

collection methods in which the focus is on theory building, understanding mechanisms, and exploring 

qualities of an innovation ecosystem. This chapter describes the research method for the empirical 

analysis in more detail and concludes with a description of the quality criteria for this research project.   

3.1 Empirical analysis  

There are several appropriate types of research, including explanatory, exploratory, and descriptive 

studies, which can be applied for various purposes (Yin, 2014; Blumberg, Cooper, & Schindler, 2011). This 

research is classified as an exploratory research. The objective is on identifying concepts, understanding 

mechanisms, and developing pertinent hypotheses for further inquiry on innovation ecosystems.  

3.1.1 Data collection and case study method 

The literature on data collection distinguishes between qualitative and quantitative data collection 

methods. Key difference between quantitative and qualitative methods is their flexibility. Generally, 

quantitative methods are inflexible and require an in-depth understanding of questions to ask. The 

responses categories are very often closed-ended or fixed. Qualitative methods are typically flexible; 

they allow interaction between the researcher and the participant, they are able to provide complex 

textual descriptions of how people experience a given issue, and they allow the identification of 

intangible factors. The objectives of explorative research may be accomplished with various techniques. 

Both qualitative and quantitative techniques can be applied (Van Aken et al., 2007)  

Van Aken et al. (2007) provide a rule of thumb for choosing between qualitative and quantitative 

methods. This rule of thumb is to count whatever is reasonably countable. Whether it is countable 

depends on three factors: (1) the nature of the phenomenon, (2) the knowledge one already has about 

that phenomenon, and (3) practical circumstances. Within this research project the focus is neither on 

theory testing nor about the quantity of mentioned qualities. The focus of this research project is on 

theory building and exploring qualities of innovation ecosystems, these phenomena are hard to quantify.  

Due to the specific context of the emerging ecosystem not much knowledge is available in 

advance. Therefore, qualitative collection methods are used during this, exploratory, research project. 

The use of qualitative methods during research allows the use of open-ended questions and interaction 

between the participant and the researcher. Finally, this kind of research provides complex descriptions 

of how participants experience the given research issue, better understanding of the complex reality of 

the situation given, and it provides views of the participants and how these views can be merged in a 

framework that contributes to organization sciences. 

The case study approach is the preferred method in situations where the main research 

questions are “how” or “why”; a researcher has little or no control over behavioral events; and the focus 

of study is a contemporary phenomenon (Yin, 2014). This innovation ecosystem oriented research clearly 

satisfies these conditions. Case study methods involve systematically gathering enough information 

about a particular person, social setting, event, or group in order to effectively understand how it 
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operates or functions (Berg, 2001). Additionally, Yin (2014) mentioned that the concept case study is a 

variable concept because it has more variables of interest than data points. This is in accordance with 

this research since innovation ecosystem is a variable, context dependent concept, and this research will 

require systematically data collection about organizations, individuals, and social settings to effectively 

understand how the ecosystem operates.  

Innovation ecosystems are highly complex and dynamic systems. This results in a research 

setting where lots of uncertainties exist, and no detailed preliminary research is available. This research 

project is therefore concentrated on exploratory case studies using qualitative methods in which the 

research focus is on theory building, understanding mechanisms, and exploring qualities of an innovation 

ecosystem. This type of research is especially suitable for clarifying vague problems that have not been 

clearly defined yet. Multiple stakeholders within the ecosystem will be assessed to clarify the 

practicalities of how the innovation ecosystem is established and managed.  

3.1.2 Sample and data collection 

The overall unit of analysis and thereby also the definition of the examined ecosystem is the Dutch public 

charging infrastructure ecosystem for EV’s. Most important criteria for choosing and selecting this case 

was that it largely corresponds to the aforementioned research question, and that the is in accordance 

with the innovation ecosystem characteristics as presented by the conceptual framework (Figure 1).  

More specific, the data is collected by analyzing a representative unit of various highly 

interdependent stakeholders in the Netherlands which all have complementary assets and/or internal 

capabilities which need to be combined in order to develop a suitable public charging infrastructure for 

e-drivers. The respondents represent national and local governments, grid operators, energy providers, 

charging station manufactures, mobility service providers, charge point operators, car manufactures, and 

knowledge institutions. The respondents are all managers or policy makers responsible for their 

organization’s public charging infrastructure and/or EV related activities. The respondents were selected 

on the basis of an initial composed list and desktop research.  

In order to maximize the completeness of the data, to gather an enriched set of data, but also to 

maximize reliability and validity of the data collection procedure, a multi-method approach is used . First, 

available scientific literature, documents and archives of the different case studies were viewed. 

Scientific literature was used to form a strong theoretical, and well argued, starting point. Documents 

and interviews were used to supplement each other. Literature, documents and archives viewing were 

also used to prepare the outline of the interviews. Thereafter, as primary source of data collection for 

the case study, a significant number (30) of semi-structured interviews was conducted.  

The use of semi-structured interviews allows to learn about the respondent’s viewpoint 

regarding situations relevant to the research problem; to ask specific questions until the situation is 

completely understood; it allows the respondent to speak in its own terms and to follow his or her own 

thoughts later on; and often become interesting for the respondent because he or she learns through 

comments made by the interviewer. Finally, semi-structured interviews do not restrict the response, and 

provides insight in what the respondent considers relevant and how the situation is interpreted. 

Semi-structured interviewing has several challenges, including; interviewing skills are required; 

the researcher has to be able to ensure confidentiality; time consuming and resource insensitive; need to 

meet sufficient people in order to make general comparisons; preparation is required to avoid 
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prescriptive or leading questions; result bias due to the interviewer’s freedom answering follow up 

questions. Therefore, an interview protocol (based upon the conceptual framework) was made which 

reduces these influences and thereby maintains the quality of the interviews. In addition, the interview 

protocol was used to ensure that the respondents commented on the key topics of the research.  

An extensive list of predefined detailed questions was not applied during the interviews because 

the relevant aspects of the ecosystem differ across the stakeholders. In addition, such a list hampers 

obtaining the required level of detail and variation among the different stakeholders. Before the 

interviews were conducted, the content of the interview protocol was discussed with multiple experts. 

These experts include an expert in the field of electric mobility and sustainable energy, and an assistant 

professor which is part of the ITEM department of the TU/e. This was done to check whether the key 

topics and related questions are understandable, and to check the general structure of the interview.  

Before the interviews were conducted, a general introduction was sent to the respondents to 

clarify the main objective of the research and the structure of the interview. Prior to the start of the 

interview a more detailed introduction of the project was provided, for the sake of clarity key concepts 

were explained. The interviews started with an introduction, which concerns the individual and contain 

aspects about their personal role and function within the organization concerned. The introduction was 

followed by a general section about the organization, including the public charging infrastructure related 

history and the vision. The core of the interview consisted out of key topics which are (in)directly related 

to the main research question, and are based upon collected literature, documents and archives (Insight 

7). At the end of the interview the respondent had the opportunity to speak freely about points that he 

or she considered as an important subject to add, even though it was unrelated to the objective of the 

research. In order to stimulate openness during the interviews and for reasons of confidentially, 

organization names and the names of the respondents are excluded from this report. 

Insight 7; Guideline used during the semi-structured interviews 

 

3.1.3 Data analysis 

Semi-structured interviews mean the interviewer is actively participating and they provide so much 

information that it is hard to take all encompassing notes during the interview. This is why all interviews, 

with the permission of the respondent, were recorded and subsequently were transcribed (data analysis 

· Organization’s specific matters regarding EV and the public charging infrastructure: 

o Recent activities and future activities  

o Interests, motives, and role 

· Collaboration process regarding the development of the public charging infrastructure: 

o Perceived benefits, challenges, risk of collaborating and aligning with others 

o Perceived enablers and barriers to collaborate and align with others 

· Value chain of the public charging infrastructure: 

o Value proposition, transparency, risks and investments 

o Required activities for a profitable public charging industry 

· Expectations regarding EV and the public charging infrastructure: 

o Innovations and market forces (including laws and regulations) 

o Perceived challenges and necessities for a successful and large scale adoption of EV 

· Expectations of this research project 
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step 1). Secondly, the data was focused, simplified, and transformed to a more manageable form. This 

was done by selecting relevant quotes and pieces of text, and removing irrelevant text. 

Thirdly, the template approach, which is more suitable for structured data analysis, was applied 

to organize specific stakeholder characteristics around the factors that emerged from the literature 

review (Figure 1). Based upon the manageable set of information the alignments and misalignments 

between different, but also between similar stakeholders (e.g. between two or more municipalities) 

were identified. These incoherent findings were translated into a coherent validation of the problem 

statement (section 5.1), and into coherent narrative structures (section 5.2; Table 4).  

Fourthly, the grounded theory approach was applied due to its usefulness for exploratory 

purposes and thereby to organize the raw qualitative data. The rich but rather divergent information was 

difficult to analyze because not all respondents commented on the same issues. For this study the 

grounded theory approach was aimed at identifying new factors that influence how stakeholders reach 

alignment. These factors were derived from certain inter-related, but often misaligned, stakeholder 

characteristics using open coding. In order to aid open coding general topics were discussed and 

compared against previous gathered data.  

Additionally, the method of constant comparison was used to clarify differences and similarities 

between stakeholder characteristics. It was also used to ensure that the coding of interview 𝑁 does not 

interfere with the coding of previous interviews. This implies that every time that a characteristic was 

coded it was compared with previous characteristics with the same factor, and it was checked whether 

the characteristics were related. The empirical results that emerged from the data analysis (based upon 

the grounded theory approach) and extend the conceptual framework (Figure 1) are e.g. shown in Table 

5, and summarized in section 5.5.   

Finally, the resulting analysis and implications were discussed with an independent expert in the 

field of sustainable energy and public charging industry, and two high-level experts in the field of policy 

making, strategy and scientific research, both from the ITEM department of the TU/e. Their feedback 

supported the findings and conclusions, and helped to clarify several details regarding the implications.  

3.2 Quality criteria for research 

Most important research-oriented quality criteria include controllability, reliability, and validity (van 

Aken et al., 2007). Controllability is a prerequisite for the evaluation of validity and reliability. A research 

proposal was written in order to make the results controllable. The detailed research description enables 

others to replicate or to judge the reliability and validity of it. Following sections describe the reliability 

and validity criteria. An overview of the quality criteria, including actions that were taken to safeguard 

the quality of the research, is provided as conclusion of both sections. 

3.2.1 Reliability 

Reliability demonstrates that the operations of the study can be repeated, with the same results (Yin, 

2014). From a practical perspective Yin (2014) stated that one must be sure that, if a later researcher 

followed the same procedure as described by an earlier researcher and conducted the same case study 

all over again, and the later research should have to reach the same findings and conclusions. Van Aken 

et al. (2007) distinguish four potential sources of bias: the researcher, the instrument, the respondent, 

and the situation. The researcher can influence the reliability by his or her interests, motivations, and 
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emotions, i.e. hot biases. Additionally, the researcher can influence by his or her tendency to pay more 

attention to evidence that confirms their beliefs than to evidence that contradicts their beliefs, i.e. 

confirmation bias. Van Aken et al. (2007) mention the use of multiple researchers, a case study protocol, 

and standardization as strategies to manage these types of researcher bias.  

The second potential source of bias is the research instrument. If different research instruments 

are used for studying the same phenomenon, the results of these instruments should be consistent. Yin 

(2014) describes that reliability is served by the use of multiple research instruments, i.e. triangulation.  

The third potential sources of bias are the respondents. The research should be independent of 

the respondents included in the study. The results of the study become unreliable when the use of other 

respondents leads to different results. Van Aken et al. (2007) propose several principles that counter this 

source of unreliability. First, as many as possible of the roles, departments, groups and so on, involved in 

the problem area, need to be represented among the respondents. Second, if differences within the 

group of respondents are not of interest, it is appropriate to select respondents at random.  

Finally, increasing the number of respondents will help to improve the reliability. The fourth and 

final potential source of bias refers to circumstances. When particular circumstances or situations lead to 

outcomes that cannot be replicated in other circumstances, research outcomes are unreliable. Van Aken 

et al. (2007) mention that performing a study at different moments in time is a solution to increase 

reliability concerning circumstances. Table 2 shows an overview including relevant mentioned sources of 

bias and relating case study actions that are applied to guard the quality of the research reliability. 

Table 2: Reliability quality criterion and associated case study actions 

Reliability quality criterion  Associated case study action 

Researcher · Discussing research findings with supervisors and experts 

· Having and applying an interview protocol/guideline 

· Developing a case study database including transcriptions 

· Using data analysis and interpretation standards  

· Using a case study protocol  

Instrument · Having multiple sources of evidence 

Respondent · Interviewing respondents with different roles, from different 
organizations, and with different interests 

· Interviewing ≥2 respondents for every organizational type  

· Comparing interview outcomes with outcomes in documents, archives, 
and literature 

Situation · Conducting multiple (30) interviews, spread out over time 

3.2.2 Validity 

Validity refers to the relationship between the study result and the manner it has been generated (van 

Aken et al., 2007). Yin (2014) divides validity in three types: construct validity, internal validity, and 

external validity. Construct validity refers to the correct identification of correct operation measures for 

the concepts that are studied. Yin (2014) mentions the use of multiple sources of evidence, establish 

chain of evidence, and have key informants review draft case study report as useful case study tactics.  

Second, internal validity concerns the establishment of a causal relationship as distinguished 

from spurious relationships. Although Yin (2014) mentions that this kind of validity is less of importance 

for exploratory research, van Aken et al. (2007) mentions that internal validity matters. Internal validity 
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matters during the exploration and validation of an (multi-)organizational problem and its causes. The 

internal validity in this phase is high when many of the actual causes of the problem are found.  

Third, external validity refers to the generalizability of research findings and conclusions to 

others. The Dutch public charging case has to potential to replicate or extend existing theory as it is in 

accordance with the four criteria of Pettigrew (1990) for selecting a case study. Firstly, the case of the 

Dutch public charging infrastructure is a polar type, in the sense that it allows researchers to determine if 

processes are similar (or different) over a variety of situations. Secondly, the progress of the public 

charging infrastructure is transparently observable; the access granted to researchers by the 

organizational members and the willingness to share their experience have meant that the 

collaboration/alignment challenges and operational activities are clearly visible. Thirdly, the majority of 

the organizations interviewed have considerable knowledge of the phenomenon (i.e. developing a public 

charging infrastructure), as the organizations specific activities under investigation are largely that they 

do. Lastly, extensive access was granted to not only the required members of the ecosystem but also to   

other desired sources of information. Table 3 shows an overview including relevant mentioned sources 

of bias and relating case study actions that are applied to guard the quality of the research validity. 

Table 3: Validity quality criterion and associated case study actions 

Validity quality criterion Associated case study action 

Construct · Having multiple sources of evidence  

· Having and applying an interview protocol/guideline 

· Reviewing interview protocol with experts 

Internal · Validation of the organizational problem, characteristics and its causes by 
performing individual interviews 

· Applying qualitative methods of analysis during data analysis 

· Reviewing research findings with supervisors and experts  

External · Interviewing ≥2 respondents for every organizational type  

· Transparently observable case 

· Polar type case  

3.3 Conclusion 

This chapter described the method that is used to perform the explorative case study and to collect the 

(qualitative) empirical data. The overall unit of analysis is the Dutch public charging infrastructure 

ecosystem for EV’s. The ecosystem is examined through interviewing Dutch stakeholders which all have 

complementary assets and/or internal capabilities which need to be combined in order to create and 

provide a suitable public charging infrastructure for e-drivers. In order to maintain the quality of the 

(semi-structured) interviews an interview protocol, which is based upon the conceptual framework, 

literature, documents and archives, is developed. This chapter ends with a presentation of actions that 

were taken to increase the quality of the research project. The next chapter will describe the empirical 

setting more thoroughly. It is important to see the charging infrastructure in its context. Therefore, the 

emergence of EV and the current status of the Dutch EV industry in its entirety will be introduced first. 
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4 Empirical setting  
The introduction already cited the value of mobility and the fact that the transport sector must become 

sustainable in the light of new challenges we face. More specifically, mobility is a major contributing 

factor to climate change, unhealthy air in villages and cities, the growing problem of traffic congestion, 

the costs of parking spaces and traffic jam delays.  

Besides aforementioned challenges, there are three main challenges that the mobility sector is 

facing that are the focus of this research. Firstly, the mobility sector is facing the challenge of 

contributing to climate change goals by reducing CO2 emissions. Secondly, the mobility sector is required 

to reduce air pollution (e.g. NOx) to improve the quality of life in cities. Thirdly, the mobility sector has to 

address the increasing scarcity of fossil fuels which causes price fluctuations and geopolitical tensions. 

However, it is difficult to respond to these challenges with shipping, aviation, and long-distance 

freight transport in the short term. This implies that the challenges have to be met by means of 

innovation in the automobility industry. After a long period in which the combustion engine has been the 

dominant drivetrain, much can be gained from further incremental improvements in conventional 

powertrain technologies. In order to speed up these improvements to the powertrain, the car 

manufactures are pushed to diversify their powertrain portfolio by means of strict regulations.  

An example is a European legislation that requires car manufactures, from 2020 onwards, to 

reduce the average emissions of their passenger cars to 95 g CO2/kilometer.1 There are multiple 

technological options to meet this specific requirement and to contribute to the mentioned climate 

change goals. However, the vast majority of car manufactures have chosen to invest in EV’s (Dijk, Orsato, 

& Kemp, 2012). EV can be categorized in plug-in-hybrid electric vehicles (PHEV’s), range extender vehicle 

(REV’s), and full electric vehicles (FEV’s). More importantly, in contrast to previous failed attempts, EV’s 

are now a serious option and available on the market (Bakker, van Lente, & Engels, 2012).  

4.1 Electric mobility in the Netherlands 

The Netherlands can be considered one of the leading countries in the field of electric mobility. Electric 

mobility contributes to achieve climate change goals and to improve urban livability by reducing CO2, 

NOx, and fine dust. It supports the energy security of the Netherlands and EV contributes to the 

strengthening of the Dutch economic position. More specific, the Dutch EV industry can be regarded as a 

dynamic emerging industry and has great potential for industrialization which can be the basis for the 

further development of the Dutch economy.2,3,4 The Dutch economy can benefit from its advanced level 

when the EV mobility technology is widely supported, particularly because the Netherlands has the ideal 

prerequisites to serve as a leading country.  

These prerequisites include financial stimulation such as exemption from vehicle purchase tax 

(BPM), exemption from circulation tax (MRB), and favorable tax policies regarding income tax addition 

for the private use of company cars.3,4 A second Dutch prerequisite is the presence of an excellent public 

charging infrastructure. These prerequisites have resulted in awareness among consumers and 

                                                           
1
 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2014.103.01.0015.01.ENG 

2
 http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten-en-publicaties/richtlijnen/2011/10/03/bijlage-2-plan-van-aanpak 
elektrisch-vervoer-elektrisch-rijden-in-de-versnelling.html 

3
 http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/onderwerpen/auto/elektrisch-rijden 

4
 http://www.rvo.nl/sites/default/files/2015/01/Special%20Analyse%20over%202014.pdf 
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dramatically increased the number of EV in the Netherlands. Figure 2 shows the development and the 

strong growth of EV in the Netherlands from the end of 2011 until the beginning of May 2015.5 

 
Figure 2: Dutch EV growth curve 

Beginning May 2015, a total of 51.089 passenger cars with a plug were registered. Despite the strong 

growth in EV, their number still accounts for only a modest share of all Dutch automobiles. In 2014, an 

average of 3,86% of new purchases were EV.6 If the central government adheres to its ambition to have 

200.000 EV on the road by 2020, and a continued growth to a mature market of 1 million EV by 2025, it 

means that the they must show that the system of electric mobility works.3,4,5 To do so, it is important 

that several challenges will be overcome.  

These challenges can be classified into: the development of the charging infrastructure; the 

availability of EV’s, particularly for specific focus groups; the range of EV is still limited; and the cost of 

acquiring an EV is still too high as compared to petrol cars.3,4,5 This implies that the prerequisites still 

have to remain present and a broad set of stakeholders should continue to convince the manufacturers 

of EV in the coming years. Consequently, the Netherlands can maintain and expand its position as an 

internationally attractive place to test and market electric driving, and thereby take economic advantage 

of its worldwide leading position. Otherwise it is likely that the EV market, which is still in its 

implementation phase, will be supplied to other countries first and the Netherlands will fail to achieve its 

national and international objectives.  

4.2 Public charging infrastructure 

Most critical, technology related, aspect regarding a successful transition to EV is the development of the 

EV battery. The current lack of battery capacity can be compensated by the construction of a large (semi) 

public charging infrastructure. Consequently, together with the lack of private charging spots, the growth 

of EV can result in a struggle in the use of public charging points. When constantly occupied, social 

pressure will emerge to use the public charging points more efficiently or expand the number of public 

charging points. Figure 3 shows the growth curve of the total number of EV versus the number of (public) 

                                                           
5
 http://www.rvo.nl/onderwerpen/duurzaam-ondernemen/energie-en-milieu-innovaties/elektrisch-rijden/stand-

van-zaken/cijfers 
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charging points from the end of 2011 until the beginning of May 2015. Early May 2015, a total of 51.089 

EV against 6.192 public charging points were registered.6 A Dutch independent environmental 

organization “Stichting Natuur & Milieu” calculated, that is in accordance with the predicted growth of 

EV in the Netherlands, from now on 30.000 public charging points will be required for the next three 

years (until the start of 2018).6 

 
Figure 3: Dutch EV and (public) charging point growth curve 

According Figure 3 it can be argued that the development of public charging points in the Netherlands 

has stagnated. This is mainly because of the high costs of the public charging points, the lack of a market 

model and a business case for public charging points (e.g. Groot, 2014; Hoekstra & Steinbuch, 2014).3,4 

The public charging point related costs are falling, but slower than required. Mainly because of 

insufficient interorganizational learning and collaboration across the chain, the local nature of the 

projects, and from a national perspective too few activities fit together (Hoekstra & Steinbuch, 2014). 

The need and the requirement for an adequate public charging infrastructure is also recognized at a 

higher level and discussed in the European Parliament.7 

Insight 8; Recognition of the need for a public charging infrastructure by the European Union (4.1) 

 

Taken together, the challenges and related issues regarding the development and the development of 

one of the most critical prerequisite, i.e. the public charging infrastructure, are widely recognized and 

acknowledged by interested stakeholders, even at European level. This has also been the reason that the 

“Nationaal Kennisplatform Laadinfrastructuur (NKL)” was founded in early 2015. The NKL is a knowledge 

                                                           
6
 http://www.natuurenmilieu.nl/nieuws/perscentrum/2014123-laadpalengebrek-blokkeert-groei-elektrische- 
autos-in-nederland/ 

7
 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32014L0094 
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“Member States shall ensure, by means of their national policy frameworks, that an appropriate number of 

recharging points accessible to the public are put in place by 31 December 2020. Where the number of such 

recharging points shall be established taking into consideration, inter alia, the number of electric vehicles 

estimated to be registered by the end of 2020, as indicated in their national policy frameworks, as well as best 

practices and recommendations issued by the Commission.” 
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center for matters regarding the public charging infrastructure in the Netherlands. The NKL is a 

collaboration of a wide variety of organizations which are all related to the development of EV in the 

Netherlands. The aim of the NKL is to decrease the costs of joint projects for public charging 

infrastructure and to enhance the cooperation between the parties concerned. By means of increasing 

the exchange of knowledge, and by increasing research and supporting activities, the NKL want to 

strengthen the international position of the Netherlands in the field of EV. Although the NKL is a great 

initiative, to achieve an effective development of public charging points with maximum value possible 

the various organizations still have to collaborate effectively.  

The practical challenges and issues shape the starting point for the problem statement which is 

in line with the main research question. The resulting set of problems include the following; the 

ecosystem consists out of a multidisciplinary set of organizations with each their own value propositions, 

interests, and motives which are not necessarily aligned; current projects are locally oriented and from a 

national perspective too few activities and projects fit together; there are too few active collaborations 

and dialogues between the stakeholders involved; the value flows among the stakeholders are 

suboptimal; and the total value created by the network is subordinate to individual business 

investments. More specific, the problem statement is defined as:  

Insight 9; Problem statement 

 

Based upon the set of problems, the current state of the Dutch public charging infrastructure ecosystem 

and supported by the theoretical insights it is necessary that alignment among the stakeholders will be 

achieved that results in an ecosystem with joint innovation goals, and in the end, contributes to a self-

sustaining, effective and profitable innovation ecosystem.  

4.3 Conclusion 

This chapter described the public charging infrastructure ecosystem, as part of a broader context, as 

empirical setting in which the case study is performed. Based upon a broad reasoning and derived 

problem statement it is necessary that alignment among the different stakeholders involved will be 

achieved which results in an ecosystem with joint innovation goals, and in the end, contributes to a self-

sustaining, effective and profitable innovation ecosystem. The case study will help identify those factors 

that influence how stakeholders reach alignment.   

As a result the contribution of this research project is twofold. At the academic level the project 

contributes to scientific literature on ecosystems by identifying factors that influence how stakeholders 

reach alignment within an emerging innovation ecosystem. The practical contribution of the research 

project is; (1) with the practical insights that ecosystem stakeholders can consider to better understand 

how to achieve a position of agreement (i.e. alignment) with other stakeholders; and (2) with the 

structured set of recommendations which the NKL can use to understand alignment and consequently 

can enhance the cooperation between the different organizations concerned. The following chapter 

provides the results of the empirical analysis. 

“Within the Dutch public charging infrastructure ecosystem each stakeholder acts according a specific role and 

rationale. The lack of interorganizational alignment and awareness results in a situation where the stakeholder 

decisions are misaligned which hinders the establishment, speed, and revenues of the collaboration process 

resulting in a situation where the magnitude and the speed of the innovation introduction are suboptimal“ 
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5 Results 
The case study explores factors that influence how stakeholders reach alignment. This study draws on an 

in-depth case study of the Dutch public charging infrastructure ecosystem for EV’s. The analysis is guided 

by the conceptual framework (Figure 1) and the findings in this chapter are based on the interviews 

conducted. The findings were supported by other sources of information such as (organization related) 

documents, literature and archives that served to triangulate the interview data. In order to identify the 

factors that influence how stakeholders reach alignment, this chapter begins to validate the previously 

stated problem statement and reemphasize the need for alignment within the public charging 

ecosystem.  

This is followed by the results of the detailed analysis on the individual stakeholders’ roles, 

expectations, interests and resulting strategies. These factors are crucial to understand stakeholder 

alignment. The second section concludes with a tabular presentation of the stakeholder analysis. The 

third section makes use of the results of the first two sections and thoroughly describes the 

(mis)alignments between the stakeholders. The fourth section goes beyond existing research by 

presenting a tabular overview, including underlying contrasting stakeholder characteristics (across 18 

factors) that influence how stakeholders reach alignment. This chapter concludes with empirical insights  

5.1 Reemphasizing the need for stakeholder alignment 

The importance of a suitable public charging infrastructure, its potential for industrialization, the 

stagnation of the development of the public charging infrastructure, and associated challenges are 

previously described (Chapter 4). Together these challenges shaped the starting point for the problem 

statement (Insight 9). However, this statement is primarily based upon ‘inaccurate’ perceptions of the 

public charging innovation ecosystem members and the more objectively observable performance of the 

ecosystem as a whole. Therefore, factual information is collected by means of different interviews which 

make it possible to explicate the ‘inaccurate’ perceptions and to define the indicators and norms used by 

the various stakeholders involved (van Aken et al., 1997). As a result, three coherent issues that cause 

the stagnation of the Dutch public charging infrastructure are distilled. As a further matter, the complex 

nature of these main issues reemphasizes the need for inter-organizational collaboration and alignment 

within the Dutch public charging ecosystem.  

The first issue is allocated to strategic matters. The ecosystem is made up of a multidisciplinary 

set of stakeholders which all have their own motives to operate within the public charging ecosystem. 

This goes along with the stakeholders’ individual interests, expectations, visions and strategies. 

Furthermore, the high level of uncertainties regarding the development of the charging infrastructure 

results in a situation where stakeholder decisions are regularly (seen as) misaligned. This, in turn, hinders 

the establishment, speed, and revenues of the collaboration process.  

The second issue is allocated to the effectiveness and the efficiency of the emerging ecosystem. 

All the stakeholders have something to do with the public charging infrastructure. However, the different 

organizational interpretations of what matters during the establishment of compliance of their internal 

processes (e.g. effectivity or efficiency), are not necessarily aligned. This causes long and inconsistent 

throughput times, but worse, the outcome of the entire process regarding the application of a public 

charging station is unclear. Together with the many handover, feedback and revise moments the 
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application process can be seen as a very complex and context dependent process. Partly for this reason 

the current (large scale) projects are locally oriented and from a national perspective too few, public 

charging related, activities and projects fit together. 

The third issue is allocated to financial matters. During the development and operation of public 

charging stations the lack of profitability i.e. financial gap, but certainly the misaligned distributed 

financial value and risks among the interested stakeholders, is commonly acknowledged. This means that 

almost always one or more stakeholders involved (usually the local government) have to add a 

substantial amount of money per newly placed public charging station. On the other side, there are 

stakeholders that maintain their margins during the development and operation of a public charging 

station. It is however not transparent how the value stream among the stakeholders flows.  

It can be concluded that the initial problem statement (Insight 9) appropriately identifies the 

actual set of challenges which have to be overcome within the Dutch public charging ecosystem. Even 

more importantly is the complex nature of these issues, which reemphasizes the need for inter-

organizational collaboration and alignment. The next section starts with an overview of the various 

stakeholders that are part of the Dutch public charging ecosystem. Moreover, it includes detailed 

information on specific stakeholder characteristics across major factors (i.e. roles, visions, expectations, 

interests, strategies) in order to obtain a better understanding of how such factors influence alignment. 

5.2 Stakeholder analysis 

As indicated by the conceptual framework, stakeholder characteristics constitute important factors that 

influence alignment. Following sections contain the descriptions of all relevant stakeholders in the Dutch 

ecosystem (section 3.1.2). The main tasks of each stakeholder are provided to clarify the role that each 

of the stakeholders have within the Dutch public charging ecosystem. A narrative structure is chosen 

that allows for discussing each point of interest for each of the stakeholders concerned. After which 

cross stakeholder analysis will serve to indicate the factors that are most important for alignment.  

It is important to note that the reason for the stakeholder to operate within this ecosystem and 

to act according their interests is twofold. Despite the fact that the focus of this research and associated 

analysis is on the public charging infrastructure and the stakeholders involved, one has to consider the 

context of this research. More specific, the stakeholders’ interests can be either more focused on the 

long term (sustainable) transition to EV, or more on the short term development of a suitable public 

charging infrastructure. It is important to consider that these two developments are closely intertwined. 

Moreover, it is virtually certain that the failure of the transition to EV will cause the failure of the 

development of the (public) charging industry, and vice versa.  

5.2.1 National government 

The Dutch national government’s ambition for EV is to reduce CO2 emissions, improve energy-efficiency, 

and reduce dependency on fossil fuels. This ambition is in accordance with the imposed European air 

quality standards. However, EV also reduces noise pollution from traffic and perhaps more interesting, it 

creates new opportunities for Dutch organizations to develop and exploit products and knowledge 

internationally. The ambitions are quantified: 200.000 EV on the road by 2020, and a continued growth 

to a mature market of 1 million EV by 2025. To do so, several financial incentives have been offered by 

the national government to adopters of EV and car manufacturers.  
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More specific, the main contribution of the Ministry of Finance is offering financial incentives 

such as exemption from vehicle purchase tax (BPM), exemption from circulation tax (MRB), and 

favorable tax policies regarding income tax addition for the private use of company cars. Besides the 

contribution of the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of 

Economic Affairs and the Ministry of Infrastructure and 

Environment mainly aim and contribute to position the 

Netherlands as an international test bed for EV and smart 

charging infrastructure. To do so, it is important that 

challenges related to the development of the public charging infrastructure are met so that the 

Netherlands can maintain and expand its position as an internationally attractive place to test and 

market electric driving, and thereby take economic advantage of its worldwide leading position.  

The Dutch national government is the only stakeholder that stands above all other interested 

stakeholders. This position makes its task essential for optimizing the public charging chain. However, 

the national government considers the development of a suitable public charging infrastructure as a task 

for the market, and the desired amount of public charging points have not been quantified. The relevant 

ministries are observing and controlling parties and they 

are not directly interested in the development of a suitable 

public charging infrastructure, since they have different 

interests to serve and to protect. However, in order to 

coordinate the activities of the various branches of the 

government and the other stakeholders concerned, several EV related platforms such as the Formula E-

Team (FET) and het NKL were founded.  

The NKL, founded in 2014, is a collaboration of a wide variety of parties which are all related to 

the development of EV charging structure in the Netherlands. The NKL is a knowledge institute for 

matters regarding the public charging infrastructure in the Netherlands. The NKL is aimed at the 

reduction of the costs of joint projects for public charging infrastructure, enhancing the cooperation 

between the interested parties, and aligning regional, national, and commercial activities. In addition, by 

means of the NKL the commercial parties can provide a clear and collective representation of issues and 

possible adjustments to the regulatory. As a further matter, by increasing the exchange of knowledge, 

and by increasing research and supporting activities, the NKL want to strengthen the international 

position of the Netherlands in the field of EV.  Regarding the task of the national government one can be 

short, the national government stands above all other stakeholders involved and they take a reactive 

role during the development of the public charging network since they have left the task to the market.  

5.2.2 Local government  

The underlying reasons and strategies of local governments (i.e. municipalities, city regions, provinces) 

regarding EV vary. Policies, geography, demography, knowledge available, but also the need for public 

charging points between smaller and larger (i.e. cities) municipalities differ. The municipality can be 

roughly classified into two main groups, (1) facilitating and (2) active stimulating municipalities. The 

major cities, mainly in the Randstad region, have embraced EV to improve urban livability by improving 

air quality. Thereafter the need to contribute to national climate goals and the potential for (local) 

“We are committed to ensure that the 
interplay between the organizations is 
headed in the right direction  
– Ministry of Economic Affairs 

 

“The gas sector, the oil sector and all 
those companies that already have a 
track record also have our concern  
– National government 
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economy became important. Because the major cities have been experiencing the greatest air quality 

problems, most of the (public) resources were made available to them.  

In the beginning, most of the regions had money available for improving the air quality too. This 

resulted in a situation where the major cities have started with electrifying their own fleet, in order to 

set an example for others. They have been providing non-financial and financial incentives, such the 

provision of a city-wide public charging infrastructure, in order to encourage their citizens and local 

organizations to adopt EV. However, financial resources are finite and nowadays there is need for a 

mature, self-sustaining EV market.  

Medium-sized municipalities tend to have less air quality problems but they might also want to 

contribute to the climate goals by adapting EV. However they do not, or more likely, cannot provide the 

same level of (financial) incentives that the larger cities and their regions do. The medium-sized but also 

the smaller municipalities often operate from the perspective 

that they have someone who is responsible for sustainability or 

parking. From this starting point, or sometimes from scratch 

when nothing is regulated within the municipality, they receive 

questions about EV and applications for public charging points 

from citizens. They are rather defensive, but they want to take care of their citizens and they want it to 

be managed.  

As indicated, medium and small municipalities usually do not have any financial funds and 

suitable resources available for public charging point related questions and applications. This causes a 

situation where medium and small municipalities (partially) depend on investments from other 

stakeholders. Besides the fact that most municipalities encourage EV due to its positive effect on the air 

quality, the municipalities currently want to organize the market themselves, or would like that the EV 

market and corresponding public charging infrastructure in the short term is organized by others, this 

because eventually they, as local government, do not want to invest anymore. This also includes that the 

grid operators do not have to invest heavily in the power grid since the provinces and municipalities, and 

in the end the civilians, are the shareholders. All this has been recognized by several regions, e.g. G32, 

G4, MRA, Noord-Brabant, and Gelderland, and has resulted in multiple regional collaborations aimed at 

organizing the EV and corresponding public charging market for their regions.  

Municipality’s main task 

The main task of the municipality during the development of the public charging infrastructure is obvious 

because the public charging station is allocated within the public space, and the municipality is the 

primarily responsible for the development of public space. The main task of the municipalities regarding 

the public charging points is to give permission to place and assign a location for the public charging 

station, and ensure that the public charging stations fit within their policy and the social interest of the 

community. What one sees is that on the one hand municipalities favor EV and the related benefits, 

however, on the contrary the municipalities usually do not have suitable procedures, resources, and they 

usually do not want to lose their parking spaces to EV charging spots.  

“Our policies for public charging 
stations? To be honest, we have 
not even received an application  
– Small-sized municipality  
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From a practical perspective, firstly the municipality decides whether a charging station may be 

placed and which charge point operator has the right to operate it. Before the public charging station is 

approved by the municipality, there are additional checks by 

different interested departments, e.g. sustainability, parking policy, 

legal Affairs, urban management, and spatial planning. Some cases 

require soil investigation resulting in a discussion between the 

different parties concerned, i.e. charging point operator, municipally, 

and the grid operator. Before the location is finally approved there is an objection period of 6 weeks, 

which may lead to a new location whereby a large part of the process steps have to be carried out again.  

Finally, most of the municipalities want to take care of the exploitation of the charging point 

after a limited period of time, and also this result in financial and practical handover moments. The 

process varies by municipality because each of them has its own developed and established processes, 

and the content and the structure of the processes depend on the responsible person. Taken together it 

can be said that the process regarding the public charging infrastructure is resource intensive, diverse, 

and complex for the municipality.  

5.2.3 Energy provider 

The growing number of EV in the Netherlands provides energy providers with an opportunity to maintain 

and expand their market without having a detrimental effect on the climate. A higher sales volume 

creates scarcity and this could result in a better selling price for their electricity. However, too much 

demand from the EV market is, in turn, a risk because it could cause undesirable peak demand which 

makes it difficult to balance between supply and demand. Simply selling more electricity is always 

beneficial for the energy providers. But in general, they are interested in the big picture: selling more 

power by means of renewable energy, e.g. EV, solar power, or wind power, while simultaneously 

contributing to, and benefiting from the energy transition.  

In other words, the role and interests of the energy provider will increases as the penetration of 

renewable energy increases. They see and expect that mainly EV will become an essential and valuable 

element in future energy systems. The value is, as with the grid operator, in the flexibility of the EV and 

its battery capacity which can be used as buffer for 

sustainable energy. The flexibility is valuable on the 

wholesale market, during the prediction of the electricity 

price movements, but also in balancing the electricity supply 

and customer demand. The energy provider wants to be able 

to sell the flexibility to e-drivers by introducing and providing dynamic pricing with which they can offer 

e-drivers incentives to charge their EV at favorable times. But they can also sell the flexibility to grid 

operators by providing peak shaving solutions and thereby ensure that they can postpone associated 

grid investments.  

Energy provider’s main task 

The main task for energy provider within the public charging infrastructure ecosystem remains clear: 

selling electricity in order to allow charging. Several energy providers were actively involved during the 

introduction phase of EV in the Netherlands. However, after establishing some EV related projects, for 

instance the deployment and exploitation of an extensive network of public charging points in 

“In the end it is all about the 
public space, over which the 
municipality decides  
– Several local decision-makers  

 

“Formerly, 50 years ago, we gave 
away fridges or an iron which is nice 
because you can sell more electricity    
– Electricity provider 
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Amsterdam, the energy providers are nowadays a bit reluctant. This could be due to the lack of a clear 

business case and because the energy providers do not 

consider EV or the renewable energy markets as their core 

task, instead, they consider it as a potentially valuable 

instrument in future. In addition, their related value 

proposition is strongly linked to the flexibility of the EV, 

regardless whether it is charged by means of a private, semipublic, or public charging point.  

However, currently they do not know the required detailed time schemes for their total 

electricity supplies. Furthermore, they cannot adjust their payments and they cannot differentiate their 

tariffs accordingly. From a technological perspective they need a more accurate electricity meter. Local 

grid operators have been installing smart electricity meters in homes which can be used to measure the 

electricity consumption every desired time unit and to trigger the desired electricity consumption 

(including charging behavior). However, when the smart meters are all installed and activated, it is also 

necessary that the Dutch law and regulations is adjusted so that the energy provider can perform these 

measurements and pricing methods by law.  

5.2.4 Grid operators 

Grid operators are independent utility companies and are responsible for local electricity and gas 

distribution networks. The Dutch electricity and gas distribution networks can be concerned as one of 

the most reliable of the world. Grid operators are local 

monopolists and their tasks are fixed by law, i.e. statutory tasks. 

Grid operators have to ensure that there is always electricity 

and gas available at the lowest possible cost, but they are 

excluded from commercial activities such as selling electricity. 

They should also determine whether components must be replaced, modernized or reinforced in order 

to maintain the desired level of reliability and safety.  

Strictly speaking, the grid operator is a private organization owned by public shareholders such 

as municipalities and provinces. This is something that they constantly have to consider, they should not 

waste (public) money and they have to pay attention in which they invest. So oversizing the capacity of 

electricity cables is totally unacceptable and no point for debate. The grid operators have to do what 

they have to do and within this framework they should incorporate sustainability and changing customer 

demand. The electricity grids are developed for typical households and the capacity of local electricity 

grids is limited. However, an EV substantially requires more power than a typical household and EV have 

the potential to significantly increase the peak load on the grid.  

So when EV really becomes a serious development it can be considered as a threat, because only 

a limited number of EV can charge simultaneously within a certain area without overloading the 

electricity grid. But somewhere, because the EV stands still for a large part of the day, the solution for 

this challenge can be found at the EV due to the fact that one can influence the charging behavior in 

many different ways. This is also the main interest of the grid operators regarding EV: effecting, 

controlling and managing the flexibility of charging behavior in order to maintain the stability of the 

(local) grid, i.e. smart charging.  

“We see possible future opportunities 
in the storage and flexibility of the 
EV, though we are not sure yet    
– Energy provider 

 

“Our mission is: always energy. 
Whether it is for EV or for a crane 
in the port that does not matter 
– Grid operator 
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For grid operators it is important to learn about the potential impact of EV charging on the 

electricity grid, and to develop strategies and models for avoiding overload on the grid. This was also the 

reason that the vast majority of Dutch grid operators founded E-laad in 2009. E-laad was an association 

with the goal to establish a large public charging infrastructure 

aimed at learning about EV, their interaction with the grid, and smart 

charging systems. In the beginning of 2014 E-laad have placed almost 

3.000 public charging points for EV, however, the Ministry of 

Economic Affairs decided that from June 1st 2014 the development 

and the maintenance of the public charging infrastructure for EV was no longer the responsibility of the 

grid operators, but that this activity should be done solely by commercial market parties. Though, the 

paradox of opportunity versus threat remains present for the grid operators.  

Hence, the individual grid operators all have various strategies and other beliefs regarding the 

placement of public charging points nowadays. Some grid operators remains very active (within the 

statutory limits), e.g. with pilot projects and innovative solutions, and still believe that grid operators are 

the only stakeholder that can manage and realize a suitable public charging infrastructure. While other 

grid operators take a facilitating role during specific projects. But most of the time the grid operators act 

reactively and stick to their core task for three reasons. Firstly, their core task is with supply security, i.e. 

always energy, and not with EV or the public charging infrastructure. Secondly, their tasks and activities 

are restricted by law and regulations. Thirdly, the bureaucratic system of the grid operators is simply not 

designed to cope with innovative technologies and required internal change.  

Grid operator’s main task 

The main task of the grid operator during the development of the public charging infrastructure is to 

ensure that the physical connection between the public charging point and the electricity grid is realized. 

Public charging points are, due to regulations, in the same manner connected to the grid as households. 

They therefore belong to the same connection category and are considered the same. This cause, 

together with the current situation where an external party realizes the public charging point, internal 

but especially external inconvenience due to the fact that the grid operator (must) imposes 

requirements to the construction and the connection of the public charging point to their electricity grid.  

After the decision that the development of the public charging infrastructure for EV was no 

longer the responsibility of the grid operator E-laad was dived in two foundations. The first one, 

EVnetNL, is aimed at the administration and maintenance of the 3.000 public charging points installed by 

E-laad. The second, ElaadNL, concerns the safe, effective and correct connection between the public 

charging station and the electricity grid. In addition, ElaadNL fulfills the responsibilities of the 

coordination, registration and testing of the connection and thereby they are also the point of contact 

for municipalities and market parties.   

5.2.5 Charging station manufacturers  

A charging station typically consists out of 2 charging points. A charging point is the valve to the EV and is 

physically placed in the public domain. This makes that many stakeholders have (indirect) influence 

during the design and development of the public charging station. Most charging station manufacturers 

are active in three market segments: public, semipublic and private. Their main interest, selling charging 

stations, makes sense since these commercial companies are organized to make profit. In general they 

“We direct our efforts to the 
management of charging by 
unlocking flexibility 
– Grid operator 
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are not directly concerned during the placement and exploitation of the public charging point 

infrastructure. Though, some of them are involved as charge point operator. 

From a charging station manufacture perspective, they have to deal with several stakeholders. 

Most important are the charge point operators since they are the buyer and the owner of the charging 

stations, and the grid operators because the charging stations are connected to their local grids. Both 

impose various product requirements, for instance regarding aesthetics, charging capacity, smart 

charging, measuring, communication, authorization and upgradability. However, most important aspect 

for the charge point operator is the purchase price and the reliability because the charge point operator 

calculates with a certain deprecation period, and the reliability of 

their charging infrastructure depends largely on the reliability of 

the charging station. The most important aspects for the grid 

operator are those regarding safety and reliability. Latter, 

technical, requirements also include the electricity meter within 

the charging station which must comply with strict regulations. This is also why a new charging station 

currently has to be approved by ElaadNL. When a charging station is approved, it can be used for 

placement in public domain and connection to the public electricity grids of the affiliated grid operators.  

Because of these requirements the charging station manufacturer has to deal with increasing 

R&D costs and declining margins per charging station. Although, it makes sense because the charging 

station manufacturer and the charge point operator are commercial market players and the grid 

operators are semi-government organizations, it does not benefit the innovation of the charging station. 

The charging station manufacturer and the charging station itself are captured by these requirements, 

mainly those of the grid operator who wants a standardized low-end product that meet their technical 

requirements. If the market really wants innovative and affordable charging stations it is, according the 

charging station manufacturer, necessary that the responsibilities regarding safety, reliability and the 

associated quality mark is not with the grid operators but with the charging station manufacturer. 

 In other words, the charging station manufacturer would like to take over a piece of 

responsibility by engineering the charging station according functional requirements instead of technical 

requirements as currently imposed by the grid operators. Currently, they engineer a charging station 

that satisfies these technical requirements, but developing a better and more appropriate public 

charging station is too expensive and not worthwhile for them. 

Charging station manufacturer’s main task 

The main tasks for charging station manufacturers within the public charging infrastructure ecosystem 

are engineering and supplying suitable charging stations. Although the purchase prices have fallen 

considerably lately, they should fall further according other stakeholders. For this reason is economy of 

scale important. However, mainly due to the local and small scale of the projects the charging station 

cannot take advantage of economies of scale. They have to recoup their development costs over a small 

number of charging stations resulting in quite expensive charging stations. Moreover, they are also 

expensive due to previous mentioned requirements which the manufacturers should take into account. 

Finally, there is an emerging trend of foreign charging station manufacturers on the Dutch public 

charging infrastructure industry. 

Innovation costs money, but it 
also brings certain benefits, 
including financial ones 
– Charging station manufacturer 
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5.2.6 Charge point operators 

The charge point operator (CPO) is the party that is contracted to place, maintain and operate the 

charging stations in the public space. However, the details of these three activities differ between the 

CPO’s. As a result of their activities, the CPO is related to almost all other ecosystem’s parties and 

dependent on their, complement processes and activities. The interests of the CPO are not always as 

straightforward as they might appear at first sight. CPO’s are commercial parties and their interest is 

making profit. However, it turns out that the vast majority of them see EV as an important part of the 

energy transition, and therefore, defining their business strategy likewise. In other words, there is 

currently a situation where on the one hand the CPO’s have a short term commercial interest, i.e. 

making profit, and on the other hand they have a long term interest, i.e. being part of the energy 

transition and try to provide themselves a profitable position for the future. With respect to the latter, it 

remains unclear whether it is something they want themselves or that it is something that they must 

take into account since they are one way or another connected to an organization, e.g. grid operator as 

shareholder, or as a separate business unit of an energy provider.  

In addition, the competition among the CPO’s is intense and every single CPO is fighting for 

market share, even though it may be at the expense of the development of a suitable public charging 

infrastructure. Moreover, according the vast majority of CPO’s (and also other stakeholders) there is still 

a financial gap with regard to the operation of the charging stations, 

meaning that at least one party has to cover the financial 

shortcomings. On the contrary, their common vision is that the public 

charging market should be regulated at short notice. The CPO’s 

constitute the driving force to achieve a profitable market. As a result, 

CPO’s do collaborate, or at least discuss and speak about similar challenges they have to overcome, e.g. 

within the eViolin or DOET foundation (Dutch Organization for Electric Transport). These challenges are 

mainly about practical, e.g. get things done at the local government or at the grid operator, and 

financial/regulatory matters, e.g. the costs of connecting a charging station to the grid and periodic 

connection costs.  

From a CPO perspective the supply chain can be managed reasonably well. The supply chain 

contains, inter alia, the supply of suitable charging stations, the supply of a back office and agreements 

about interoperability between different mobility service providers and the supply of payment cards. 

However, in order to offer a complete product to the e-drivers the CPO’s should also ensure that 

complement related challenges are managed in an efficient way. This means that the municipality but 

also the grid operator have to organize their (internal) processes and propositions accordingly. However, 

from the CPO perspective this is still an issue.  

All in all, from the perspective of the CPO’s it can be concluded that the market is still young, 

there is already a form of competition, the barrier to enter the market is still low, and the market has a 

lot of potential for growth. The competition among the CPO’s is quite intensive and many of them are 

trying to gain themselves a profitable position for the future. However, due to the financial gap and 

commonly recognized challenges they discuss and try to organize and shape the market around their 

interests. On the contrary, it is difficult for them to provide a clear and univocal signal about the validity 

of their business case and underlying costs. As a result it is difficult to propose a clear and unambiguous 

solution to other stakeholders e.g. the central government, RVO, NKL. 

“Earn money under the 
terms of our shareholders, 
that is what we should do 
– Charge point operator 
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CPO’s main task 

The essence of the CPO’s task within the public charging infrastructure is placing and providing a reliable 

charging infrastructure. To do so they receive a request from the municipality in the form of a tender, a 

concession or a permit. Some CPO’s have integrated the mobility service provider role to increase their 

profit margins and to provide a better value proposition. This kind of organization can also receive an 

application from an e-driver. The municipality imposes preconditions regarding location and 

specifications. Meaning that the CPO’s view and experience the municipalities as a tedious party to 

cooperate with, CPO’s would like to see that the municipalities speed up their (internal) processes of 

concessions, tenders, or quickly switch to the permit model.  

The grid operator has to ensure that the connection between the public charging station and the 

electricity grid is realized. The CPO’s have to submit a connection application at the grid operator. The 

internal throughput time of this application lasts up to 18 weeks which is a real stumbling block for the 

CPO’s. Especially since the grid operators do not eschew to use the 18 weeks in its entirety. In addition, 

grid operators have their own, often multiple, contractors. 

These contractors are responsible for practical matters such 

as paving, digging, and realizing grid connections. The 

contractors are responsible for the physical work that has 

to be carried out. This means that the CPO must not only 

manage grid operator’s processes and corresponding risks, but also those of their contractors.  

Another issue the CPO’s have to cope with is the historical role that the grid operators took by 

means of E-laad. Although the initial initiative of placing many (free) public charging stations was a good 

initiative, they were mostly placed at ‘strategic’ locations. These locations are not only strategic for 

learning about smart charging systems, and the interaction between EV and the grid. These locations are 

also strategic for commercial activities since charging points at these locations are generally most 

occupied, and as a result most profitable. The last concern of CPO’s regarding the grid operators is the 

required testing and relating quality mark for charging stations. Some CPO’s consider this not a task for 

the grid operators, but for themselves. Thereby, the possibility to test allows for competition between 

the charging station manufactures which gives the CPO’s more control.  

What the CPO’s actually want is that the grid operators quit with making the process such 

complicated and thereby unmanageable. Moreover, the grid operators should provide unified structured 

guidelines and thereafter remain rather passive on matters concerning the public charging 

infrastructure. Beside the grid operators and the municipalities as complementors, the CPO has to 

collaborate with commercial parties such as the mobility service provider (if not integrated) and the 

charging station manufacturer. These collaborations, in the form of business relationships, are about the 

supply of suitable charging stations, payment cards and interoperability agreements. 

Although the market is still relatively young, the 

supply chain becomes increasingly effective and thereby 

chain integration, i.e. close alignment and coordination 

within the supply chain, is becoming more visible. Lastly, the 

energy provider supplies the electricity used by the e-driver 

to charge their EV. The purchase of electricity is also based upon a business relationship and associated 

contractual agreements. As a finale note, the CPO does not have direct contact with the e-driver. 

“I think, give us the authorization to 
do it. And I’ll put the charging station 
in the ground, on the same day 
– Charge point operator 

 

“If we want to remain in this 
business, we must do everything to 
perform better than the competitor 
– Charge point operator 
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5.2.7 Mobility service providers 

Most of the mobility service providers (MSP) are not only active in the public charging market, but also in 

the semipublic and private charging market by selling and taking care of the services concerning charging 

stations and related supplies. Within the public charging infrastructure ecosystem, the MSP role is 

relatively new. Regarding the public charging infrastructure the MSP is the party that provides the back 

office for the CPO, processes the charging transactions, and take care of the supply of payment cards. 

Some organizations take both the control (CPO) and the administrative (MSP) role since they are strongly 

associated, but also to maintain a greater profit margin, and to provide a better offering.  

The MSP takes care of the contractual relationship with the e-driver, making it possible that the 

e-driver can charge by selling e-drivers the charging service. Subsequently, the MSP processes and settles 

the charging activities towards the CPO and the e-driver. Because there are multiple MSP’s and CPO’s 

active on the Dutch market, they have to cooperate. Moreover, their activities must be coordinated to 

ensure a charging infrastructure whereby e-drivers can charge always, everywhere and at each provider.  

As a result they have to ensure interoperability between the public charging stations and a 

customer-friendly administration procedure. The mutual cooperation between the MSP and the CPO is 

organized by means of the platform “eViolin”. This platform is aimed at enabling general accessibility 

regarding commercial and technical activities for charging stations located in public space. More specific, 

eViolin aims to create clear agreements and transparency concerning interoperability, administrative 

matters, and technical protocols.  

The MSP is the main player for the e-driver since they are in direct contact with the e-driver. 

Thereby, the MSP ensures that the e-drivers can drive around 

carelessly and that each of them receives a clearly structured bill 

including his or her charging activities at the end of each month. 

The e-drivers’ charging behavior is not only related to the charging 

on the public charging infrastructure but also to the (fast)charging 

on semipublic and private charging stations. As a result the MSP has to cope with a wide range of 

charging speeds.  

On the other hand, the MSP’s collect in this way valuable information for themselves and for 

other stakeholders. As a further matter, the MSP can adjust the charging speeds and provide dynamic 

pricing in future with which they can offer e-drivers incentives to charge their EV at favorable times. But 

they can also sell the flexibility to grid operators and energy providers by providing, respectively, peak 

shaving solutions and solution regarding the prediction and the balancing of the supply and demand on 

the electricity market. As a result the MSP’s can facilitate the transition to sustainable energy. When the 

flexibility will not be used optimally the MSP will frustrate the energy transition as a whole, which could 

result in many extra costs for energy providers and grid operators in the Netherlands.  

Concluding, the role of the MSP is on the one hand a very logical and obvious function that is 

easy to explain, i.e. enable e-drivers that they can charge everywhere and anywhere without having any 

hassles. However, on the contrary it is an elusive and tricky role to understand and to organize because it 

is highly integrated with the CPO role. In addition, payments and related administrative matters can also 

be performed by a bank or other payment providers.  

“The MSP role is quite simple. 
If you are not part of eViolin, 
you are not a service provider 
– Mobility service provider 
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MSP’s main task 

The main task of the MSP within the public charging infrastructure is selling charging services to e-drivers 

and ensuring e-drivers can charge anytime and anywhere at charging stations from different CPO’s but 

also from different MSP’s. The MSP also take care of the payments, administration and subsequently the 

billing of the e-drivers’ charging activities. As mentioned previously, the role of the MSP is strongly 

intertwined with that of the CPO. Hence, the issues and challenges for the MSP are also related to the 

activities of the municipalities and the grid operators.  

However, it should be noticed that in the situation of the CPO these issues are related to their 

direct organizational activities, i.e. placement and operation of the charging stations. While for the MSP 

these issues are indirectly related to their organizational activities. 

However, due to the challenges at the municipal and grid operator 

level the MSP cannot ensure a suitable customer promise regarding 

applications for a charging station in public space.  

In order to effectively sell charging services to e-drivers, 

MSP’s make use of different marketing tools, applications for mobile phones, and helpdesk services. 

Some MSP’s have business relationships with car dealers. These relations are purely commercial and 

from the car dealer perspective aimed at selling more EV. From the MSP perspective, these relations are 

aimed at selling more charging stations for semipublic/private use, and selling more accessories and 

requisites across the EV charging market.   

5.2.8 Car manufacturers 

All major car manufactures are present and active on the Dutch market. They are represented by 

different (semi) independent importers and dealers. As mentioned, the car manufactures are pushed to 

diversify their powertrain portfolio by means of strict regulations previously (Chapter 4). As a result 

almost all car manufactures are (partially) electrifying their powertrains. A crucial aspect for the EV to be 

successful is the existence of a suitable charging infrastructure. To a certain extent this situation is 

comparable with that of the chicken and the egg. More specific, the public charging ecosystem in its 

entirety can be viewed as the main complement of the EV industry.  

However, the motive of the car manufacturers is not to increase their market share by means of 

EV in the short term, but to maintain their market share in the long term with which they want to ensure 

car sales in future by looking at new (sustainable) technologies. In addition, the Netherlands is only a 

small part of their total market share. Car manufactures realize that they have to do something on 

producing and commercializing low-emission and zero-emission 

vehicles. However, the vast majority of car manufacturers have 

differing strategies which are based upon future expectations about 

technological developments, market developments, and future 

consumer demands. At national level this has been resulting in a 

debate about financial incentives for EV, provided by the national government. Despite the fact that the 

development of a suitable public charging infrastructure is the key to success of EV, the importers and 

dealers are not present during the discussion and therefore not directly involved during the 

development of the public charging infrastructure.  

“We ensure that e-drivers 
have good charging facilities, 
apps, and other stuff 
– Mobility service provider 

 

“Our products are made for 
everyone, also for those who 
have no private charging point 
– Car manufacturer 
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There seem three main arguments that explain their absence. Firstly, car manufacturers, and 

therefore dealers and importers, are not used to take care of all the ‘side’ issues required to allow the 

drive of a vehicle. This is for traditional car manufactures and for importers and dealers a slightly 

uncomfortable and new situation. Special is that public charging points, like gas stations, cannot be 

assigned to a specific car brand. The second argument includes the aforementioned differing strategies 

of the car manufacturers regarding EV. Thirdly, the current (financial) situation in the Dutch car sector is 

not very well and in addition the sales targets and strategies of the importers and dealers are 

determined by the car manufacturers. Thereby, importers and dealers are do not count the same 

margins as manufacturers. Where manufacturers still have a proportional margin on newly sold vehicles, 

the margin for importers and dealers is rather limited.  

Car manufacturer’s main task 

The task of the car manufactures, represented by importers and dealers, within the Dutch public 

charging infrastructure is still limited. Recently, one has tried to involve the major car importers and 

dealers by means of the ‘RAI vereniging’. The RAI is the industry association for importers and 

manufactures of the means of transport in the Netherlands. The RAI represents the interests of the 

affiliated importers and manufacturers. More specific, it was attempted to establish a funds in which the 

different importers first would pay a fee for each vehicle sold. When that did not work, the RAI 

attempted it with a fee for each EV sold. This fee, circa €100 per EV sold, would create a fund which 

could be used by governments for the development of infrastructure for sustainable mobility.  

However, after months of meetings and discussing within the RAI association, the importers 

involved were unable to create a joint proposal. Main reason for this failure was the lack of alignment of 

the different visions, strategies, interests and expectations regarding EV. In other words, the importers 

were unable to reach an agreement on the fund. The belief that the RAI and associated stakeholders 

would achieve the establishment of the fund was besides the strictly regulated tasks of the grid 

operators, i.e. E-laad, one of the main reasons for the national government to consider the development 

of the public charging infrastructure as a task for commercial market parties.  

Overall, the absence of the car manufactures on the public charging market is understandable 

because the interest of the car manufactures and associated importers is not to promote EV, but to sell 

as many cars as possible. However, on the other hand it is 

not because the national government has provided them 

for millions in tax incentives to increase and to speed up 

the sales of EV. And in addition, other stakeholders have 

been investing in a suitable public charging infrastructure 

too. With respect to all of this, there is one exception: Tesla. Tesla, not represented in the RAI, produces 

and commercializes only FEV’s, and develops required (public) charging network themselves (only for 

Tesla’s).  

  

“When the technique is far away it is 
not yet so competitive. But if it comes 
closer, it becomes more competitive 
– Industry association 
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5.2.9 Consultancies & research institutions  

Lastly, the knowledge institutions, subdivided in consultancies and research institutions, are also 

involved in the public charging infrastructure ecosystem. The knowledge institutions are not directly 

involved as an ecosystem participant, meaning that they do not directly contribute to the integrated 

solution. As a knowledge institute they mediate between relationships and advice stakeholders on 

aspects such as data analysis, technology 

developments and practical matters regarding 

the allocation and use of public charging stations.  

Moreover, by doing research and 

carrying out detailed analyses they support 

specific stakeholders during their decision making process. Consultancies are mainly focused on 

municipalities. More specific, they perform location and data analyses in order to ensure high occupancy 

rates as well as a sufficient coverage ratio. Perhaps even more important, consultancies assist 

municipalities by setting specific requirements and they foster the translation of municipalities’ 

questions, challenges and demands to an appropriate 

overview for the commercial parties. Research 

institutions are focused on a wide variety of research 

topics. Some of these research studies are of a 

practical nature, for instance the development of 

forecast models for smart charging, or the performance of data analyses on the use of the charging 

infrastructure in order to improve its efficiency.  

Other research studies are of a theoretical nature, a good example is the report written in the 

form of a ‘green deal’ which contributed to the establishment of the NKL. 

In addition, the development of the public charging infrastructure and EV 

in the Netherlands is seen as flagship for the knowledge institutions. 

Especially since the Netherlands can be seen as one of the leading 

countries within the field of electric mobility. This opens up a number of 

prospects regarding knowledge sharing and doing business with foreign companies and governments.  

To aid further analysis regarding stakeholder alignment, a systematic and concise overview of these 

stakeholders, including their roles, interests, expectations, and strategies is presented in Table 4. 

Insight 10; Main practical observations part 1: stakeholder analysis 

 

Main practical observations: 

· A wide variety of cross-industrial stakeholders are present within the Dutch public charging ecosystem. 

· Each stakeholder acts according a role and rationale, and complex multi-directional relationships exist. 

· The role and rationale of each stakeholder and the innovative setting of the ecosystem causes a situation 

where decisions are often seen as conflicting. 

· Misalignments between organizational types and cultures are identified which partly explain why current 

projects are locally oriented and why from a national perspective too few activities and projects fit together. 

· All stakeholders have high expectations on the success of EV which is the sine qua non of public charging.  

· The stakeholders acknowledge for various reasons the necessity for a suitable public charging infrastructure. 
 

“It would be very odd if commercial 
organizations think about the interests of social 
developments because it is not their core task. 
But it happens, particularly in new markets 
– Consultant 

 

“EV is better on many 
aspects. But, just go to 
the pub and listen to 
what people have to say 
– Knowledge institution 

 

“Instead of struggling for an unattractive 
dry tea biscuit, organizations should 
collaborate to change the tea biscuit into 
a much more valuable cream cake 
– Consultant 
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Table 4: Overview of the stakeholder analysis with regard to the Dutch public charging infrastructure 

 Role & main tasks Interests Expectations & visions Strategies 

National 
government 

Stand above all other stakeholders 
involved; reactive: optimizing the 
public charging chain, assist and 
correct where necessary  

Achieve national and international EV 
objectives, as part of this, a suitable public 
charging infrastructure should be 
developed; economic growth 

Development of a public charging infrastructure is a 
market task; clear and collective market representation 
regarding issues and possible legislative changes; 
opportunities for Dutch organizations to develop and 
exploit products and knowledge (internationally) 

Reactive role during the development of a public charging 
network; approving of a variety of supportive and corrective 
policies (e.g. RVO, FET); support for research funding (e.g. NKL) 

Local government Responsible of the public space; 
approve location and placement of 
charging stations; adherence to 
local policies and social interests 

Variety of interests due to political, 
geographical and demographical 
differences; preserve strategic parking 
spaces; optimal use of parking spaces 

Growing number of EV charging spots  may aggravate 
parking pressure; public charging market is organized 
and self-sustaining in the short term 

Variety of supportive policies in cities and surrounding regions; 
policies and financial incentives for charging station requests 
and corresponding permits differ by municipality; support for 
regional pilot projects and policy making 

Energy providers Providing and selling electricity in 
order to allow charging 

Maintain and increase market share; 
interests increases as the penetration of 
renewable energy increases; flexibility on 
the wholesale market; balancing electricity 
supply and customer demand; prediction 
of electricity price movements  

EV and thereby the charging infrastructure will become 
an essential and valuable (buffer) element in the 
transition to renewable energy and future energy 
systems; EV may pose a threat to the balance  between 
supply and demand in the long term, i.e. managing 
undesirable peak demand 

Development of dynamic pricing, peak shaving and 
optimization models; have established several public charging 
networks to learn about EV and charging behavior, however, 
nowadays a bit reluctant to participate in new projects; lobby 
for legislative change which allows for intermediate 
measurements and dynamic pricing to steer charging behavior 

Grid operators Responsible for the grid stability; 
tasks are fixed by law; responsible 
for construction, modifications and 
removal of the physical connection 
between the grid and the public 
charging point 

Grid stability and safety; supply security; 
postpone grid reinforcements and 
investments; pronounced interests 
regarding the public charging 
infrastructure and which task to fulfill 
differ among grid operators 

Large scale adoption of EV may pose a threat to the grid 
stability and cause additional investments; solution for 
guaranteeing grid stability is with EV by means of smart 
charging; expectations and visions about future 
developments of EV and corresponding charging 
infrastructure differ among grid operators 

Different strategies due to misaligned visions and beliefs 
regarding task, placement and impact of public charging 
stations; participate in (test)  projects to learn about charging 
behavior and the impact on the grid; development of forecast 
models for smart charging; collaborate (by means of EVnetNL 
and ElaadNL) to coordinate activities  and safeguard interests 

Charging station 
manufacturers 

Providing charging stations Selling charging stations and making profit 
in the short term; maintain R&D activities; 
market expansion (both national and 
international); functional requirements  

EV demand will increase and charging market has a lot 
of potential for growth; economies of scale are 
becoming increasingly important; opportunities to 
develop and exploit products internationally in the short 
term 

Partnerships in large scale projects to ensure large sales and to 
create economies of scale; develop low-end product for short 
term market purposes; develop high-end products also for 
private and semipublic purposes, i.e. market segmentation 

Charge point 
operators 

Place, maintain, operate and 
thereby provide a reliable public 
charging infrastructure 

Level playing field; quickly organize 
market; legislation change; market 
expansion (national and international); 
commercial activities in the short term; 
being part of future energy transition 

EV demand will increase and charging market has a lot 
of potential for growth; competition will grow more 
intense over time; new market entrants and leavers; 
opportunities to develop and exploit products 
internationally in the short term 

Strategies differ and are not always clear due to connection 
with other organizations and business model viability; protect 
business-  and profit models; provide themselves a profitable 
position in future; collaborate with MSP’s by means of eViolin 

Mobility service 
providers 

Selling and providing charging 
services to e-driver; ensure that e-
drivers can charge anytime, 
anywhere at different charging 
providers 

Selling services and making profit; market 
expansion (both national and 
international); reliable public charging 
infrastructure; interoperability between 
multiple CPO’s and MSP’s 

EV demand will increase and charging market has a lot 
of potential for growth; opportunities to develop and 
exploit products internationally in the short term 

Develop new services; increase marketing intensity; market 
segmentation; participate in (test) projects;  Create agreement 
on administrative matters, interoperability, and technical 
protocols (by means of eViolin) 

Car manufacturers Represented by importers and 
dealers; not directly involved due 
to several reasons; focus is on the 
EV; role within the public charging 
infrastructure is still limited 

Charging infrastructure is necessary; 
compliance with strict regulations on 
carbon emissions; main interests are not 
with EV but to maintain market share in 
the long term; diversify product portfolio  

Expectations about technological developments, market 
developments, and future consumer demands differ 
among car manufacturers;  EV will be part of future 
automotive market; unclear expectations regarding the 
development of a public charging infrastructure  

Strategies are focused on EV and differ due to various 
expectations and visions of future developments; introducing 
variety of EV on the market; lobby for supportive policies by 
means of the RAI vereniging 

Consultancies and 
research 
institutions 

Give advice, doing research and 
carrying out detailed analyses for 
various stakeholders 

Develop and exploit  knowledge national 
and internationally; commercial interests 

EV demand will increase and charging market will grow; 
Netherlands remains a leading country within the field 
of electric mobility 

Collaboration with a wide variety of ( international) 
stakeholders; (international) knowledge sharing activities and 
projects; lobby for research funding and new assignments 



34 
 

5.3 Stakeholders misalignments and alignments 

The stakeholder analysis has shown that a wide variety of stakeholders are active within the Dutch public 

charging ecosystem. Generally speaking one can conclude that the stakeholders in the Netherlands have 

been supporting the development of a public charging infrastructure. The various stakeholders all have 

high expectations regarding the success of EV, and acknowledge for various reasons the necessity for a 

suitable public charging infrastructure. Table 4 clearly shows that the different stakeholders have 

various drivers to operate within the public charging ecosystem. Furthermore, the empirical analysis 

demonstrates that the strategies of the stakeholders are not purely aimed at either hindering or 

supporting the development of the public charging infrastructure. Instead, the strategies are aimed at 

influencing the ecosystem’s configuration in order to align it with individual interests. Hence, 

stakeholders seek to create a configuration that maximizes the fulfillment of their own interests.  

However, these tendencies actually result in an ecosystem with multiple conflicting (i.e. 

misaligned) interests and strategies that hamper the development of the public charging infrastructure. 

The most important and obvious alignment struggles are elaborated in detail in Appendix G, H, I and  

surround three practical issues, respectively (1) placing and operating public charging stations, (2) 

allocating charging spots within the public space, (3) smart charging and influencing charging behavior. 

 Consequently, the results of the empirical analysis proof that, as in accordance with the 

conceptual framework (Figure 1), stakeholder expectations, visions, interests, strategies and goals are 

crucial factors that have to be aligned in order to create a more effective and profitable operating 

innovation ecosystem. The most striking result that emerges from the empirical analysis is, however, the 

existence of misunderstanding, distrust and incomprehension between multiple stakeholders, created by 

the tendencies discussed above.   

For example, the majority of commercially driven organizations are blaming the grid operator to 

be tedious, unwilling to think along, and that the grid operators act beyond their role. One can see a 

form of mistrust and incomprehension from various stakeholders towards the grid operator. Though the 

grid operator shows a feeling of patronizing superiority, they are not unwilling to cooperate or think 

along. Instead, the grid operator just wants to guard their interests regarding smart charging. In addition, 

different stakeholders view and experience the municipality as a tedious party to cooperate with. The 

municipality is, in turn, rather reluctant to cooperate with commercially driven organizations because 

municipalities experience them as ‘aggressive’ organizations, only interested in making profit. 

Insight 11; Main practical observations part 2: Stakeholder alignments and misalignments 

 
  

Main practical observations: 

· Each stakeholder has various drivers to operate within the Dutch public charging ecosystem (e.g. 

“commercially driven” CPO’s, “responsibility driven” grid operators, and “society driven” governments).   

· Stakeholder strategies are not purely aimed at hindering or supporting the development of the public charging 

infrastructure. Instead, stakeholder strategies are aimed at influencing the ecosystem’s configuration in order 

to align it with individual interests (e.g. the grid operator by imposing “unnecessary” requirements). 

· Difficulties in cooperation can be partly attributed to relatively high levels of misunderstanding, mistrust and 

incomprehension (e.g. between "slow and patronizing" grid operators, "tedious" municipalities and 

"aggressive" CPO's. 
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5.4 Underlying stakeholder class characteristics 

Taken together, the stakeholder analysis, corresponding Table 4, and Appendix G, H, I show that since 

the collective expectations regarding the development of the public charging infrastructure are positive, 

stakeholders feel forced to cooperate, at least to some extent. Although there are misaligned strategic 

paths, the stakeholders can take advantage in temporarily sharing certain resources and cooperate 

toward shared objectives. The central point for understanding stakeholder alignment is that results show 

that contrasting characteristics between typical stakeholders exist, which underlie misalignments 

between interested stakeholders. Though some situations contain differences between specific 

stakeholders, common characteristics can be derived and assigned to specific organizational classes.  

Major contrasts exist between three organizational classes: (1) the private organizations, 

constituted by the CPO, MSP, energy provider, charging station manufacturer and car manufacturer; (2) 

the public organizations, constituted by the local government (municipality, province, city region) and 

national government; and (3) the semipublic organizations, constituted by the grid operator. These 

classes have different conceptions of how the establishment of the ecosystem should look like.  

To aid further analysis of how organizational class may influence alignment, the following 

sections will discuss results according to the organizational class that key stakeholders belong to. A 

distinction is made between two types of private organizations; private organizations α: organizations 

whose core activities are currently related to those of the innovation ecosystem (constituted by the CPO, 

MSP and charging station manufacturer); and private organizations β: organizations whose core activities 

are currently unrelated to those of the public charging ecosystem (constituted by the car manufacturer 

and energy provider). The latter also applies largely to the semipublic- and public organizational class, 

whose core activities are also not related to those of the innovation ecosystem. 

Table 5 serves to identify factors that facilitate/hinder overall alignment within an emerging 

ecosystem according to organizational class. Moreover, Table 5 shows various characteristics which are 

presented across 18 different factors. Going from left to right, Table 5 first presents 18 different, but 

highly interdependent alignment related factors. The second column provides explanations for each 

factor. Some of these explanations include a range of standard units which are used to express the speed 

or degree of characteristics. The right four columns present typical characteristics for each organizational 

class and underlying organizations, across the 18 different factors. During the empirical analysis it 

appeared that the factors do not carry the same weight and are interdependent. For example, it turned 

out that the core focus and the driver to innovate are guiding factors to determine the organizational 

collaboration and risk attitude. Next, five practical examples serve to highlight how organizational class 

characteristics influence (mis)alignment, and demonstrates interdependency between different factors.   

Insight 12; Main practical observations part 3: underlying stakeholder class characteristics and factors  

 

Main practical observations: 

· Stakeholders can take advantage in temporarily sharing certain resources and cooperate toward shared 

objectives (e.g. the “efficient” CPO and “effective” municipality, by organizing the market in the short term). 

· Contrasting characteristics between different organizations exist which underlie misalignment (e.g. Appendix 

G, H, I or the following examples, 1-5). 

· Common stakeholder characteristics can be derived and assigned to private (αβ), semipublic and public 

organizational classes.  The factors on which the stakeholder characteristics differ are elaborated in Table 5. 
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Table 5: Overview of stakeholder characteristics as function of organizational classes and factor 

Factor Explanation [measure] Private organizations α* Private organizations β** Semipublic organizations** Public organizations** 

  
CPO; MSP; Charging station 
manufacturer 

Energy provider; Car 
manufacturer Grid operator Local government; National 

government 
Core focus Center of interests and daily activities  Commercial  Commercial  Mandatory responsibilities  Society  

Span of control 
Setting of activities and peoples/organizations that the 
organization can influence  

Internal  Internal  Both internal and local 
Both internal and 
national/regional/local 

Driver to innovate  Main reason to be innovative 
Possibility to exploit 
opportunities 

Possibility to explore 
opportunities 

Changing setting, legislation, 
regulations 

Changing setting, societal 
interests, legislation ,regulations 

Primary aim of 
innovation 

Desired outcome of innovation activities Profit Learning  
Safeguard responsibilities and 
legislation compliance 

Comply with societal interests 
and policies 

Collaboration attitude 
Focus of interests and decisions making while working 
jointly on an activity 

Self-interest Self-interest Self-interest and social interest Social interest  

Innovation behavior Course of action to achieve innovation  objectives  
Fiercely compete for market 
share and (mutually) collaborate 
for the development of standards 

Participate in (pilot) projects 
(mutually) collaborate for the 
development of standards 

Participate in (sizeable) pilot 
projects and mutual cooperation 
for the development of standards 

Supportive  and (mutual) 
cooperation for the development 
of standards 

Business relationship 
characteristics 

The way in which the association between the 
organizations entered into for innovative purposes can 
be characterized 

Businesslike Businesslike 
According strict rules and 
agreements 

Based upon mutual trust, 
transparency and policy 

Implementation 
process  

Process of putting innovation related  decisions or plans 
into practice  

Efficient implementation Effective implementation 
Coordinated and effective 
implementation 

Coordinated and effective 
implementation 

Innovation planning   
Usual period for planning and performing innovation 
activities [Short-Medium-Long] 

Short term  Long term Long term Medium term 

Risk attitude 
Attitude toward exposing the organization to 
dangerous, harmful or failing situations  

Risk taking Risk considerations Risk avoiding  Risk considerations 

Decision making 
attitude 

Main aspects of how (important) decisions are made Opportunity based decisions Opportunity based decisions 
Comprehensive and thoughtful 
decisions 

Comprehensive and thoughtful 
decisions 

Decision making speed The rate of decision taking[Rapid-Average-Slow] Rapid Average Slow Slow 

Proactiveness 
Creating or controlling a situation by causing something 
to happen rather than responding to it after it has 
happened [Proactive-Reactive-Waiting] 

Proactive Ranging from waiting to proactive Ranging from waiting to proactive Ranging from waiting to proactive 

Open-minded attitude  
Willingness to consider new initiatives and ideas 
[High-Medium-Low] 

High Medium Low Medium 

Flexibility  
The degree to be able to adapt and respond to 
(un)foreseen environmental change [Flexible-Inflexible] 

Highly flexible  In between flexible and inflexible Inflexible Inflexible 

Need for organization 

Short term necessity of a structured and clear 
environment in which all organizations  follow the same 
rules and get equal opportunity to compete 
[High-Medium-Low] 

High Ranging from low to medium Ranging from low to medium Ranging from low to high 

Location of innovation 
challenges 

Position of innovation challenges and corresponding 
focus[In-house-External] 

External  In-house and external In-house and external  In-house  

Employee influence 
Employee’s ability to affect (internal) business by 
means of new ideas/innovations [High-Medium-Low 

High Low Low Ranging from low to medium 

*organizational core activities are related to those of the innovation ecosystem 
**organizational core activities are unrelated to those of the innovation ecosystem 
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Example 1 Misaligned span of control, core focus and business relationship characteristics 

The first example concerns the different class characteristics (Table 5) regarding the span of control, core 

focus and business relationship characteristics. Moreover, the example demonstrates how the 

characteristics are misaligned between private organizations α and the public organizations.   

From a practical perspective, what one can see is that a private organization, such as a CPO, MSP 

or an energy provider, does not speak the language of a public organization, and vice versa. A private 

organization is focused on its internal activities and for them it is difficult to think about the interests of 

others. For example, during the allocation of a charging spot it is 

difficult for a CPO to think about local activities such as the nearby 

residents, the road authorities, legal Affairs and spatial planning. A 

CPO wants to maintain a businesslike collaboration: a CPO carries 

out tasks efficiently without wasting resources. Of course, it would 

be favorable and commercially attractive if all the green spaces in the public environment could be 

adapted slightly in their favor, so that a charging station could be allocated everywhere and always. 

However, there are many more issues than the CPO can overlook, and their proposed solutions are 

rarely acceptable across all local/regional policy areas.  

On the contrary, the same applies for a municipality civil servant who wants to trust (new) 

private organizations but rarely understands the underlying internal focused interests of a private 

organization. For example, how to deal with shareholders, how to get funding, or what is the value 

proposition for the customer? Regarding public charging it is difficult for the public organizations to 

figure out what commercially driven organizations really consider as 

important. For instance, what is more important: the charging tariff or 

the location of the charging spot? In other words, what to do if the 

charging tariff per kilowatt-hour increases with 1 Euro cent when one can 

charge directly in front of the door instead of 100 meters at the end of the parking space?  

Example 2 Misaligned core focus, risk attitude, innovation planning, span of control, driver 

to innovate, location of innovation challenges and flexibility 

The second example demonstrates what the influence of differences in risk attitude, core focus, span of 

control, driver to innovate, flexibility, location of innovation challenges and innovation planning, is on 

alignment. Moreover, the example demonstrates how the characteristics (Table 5) differ between the 

private organizations α and the semipublic organizations.   

When one compares the core focus of these organizations the misalignments really makes sense. 

For example, the grid operator is fully focused on its mandatory responsibilities: the grid safety and grid 

stability, and thereby the avoidance of risks which 

could threaten the grid stability not only tomorrow 

but also for decades. In addition, they have as utility 

company an important (mandatory) task for the local 

society to fulfill the requested energy needs. The grid 

operator’s organization is designed likewise, and the 

inflexible bureaucratic structure of the grid operator is simply not designed to cope with innovative 

technologies. They have to gain internal support and permission for innovation required adaptations and 

“How on earth could we 
judge a market party?  
– Medium-sized municipality   

 

“The process is intransparent, 
has enormous long waiting 
times and unclear outcomes 
– Mobility service provider 

 

“We have only a small group of 
innovators and there is natural resistance, 
necessary process changes are time-
consuming and very difficult to achieve 
– Grid operator 
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they must also deal with statutory tasks. In other words, there is a top-down hierarchy with clearly 

defined roles and responsibilities. The grid operator is focused on rules and standards, and operational 

processes are rigidly controlled with best-practices methodologies and close supervision.  

These factors are largely reflected by their activities within the public charging ecosystem. Most 

obvious example is that the public charging points are, due to legislation, in the same manner connected 

to the grid as households. They therefore belong to the same connection 

category and the grid operator considers them as the same. As such, the grid 

operator (must) impose redundant requirements to the construction and the 

connection of the public charging point to their electricity grid.  

These requirements are, in turn, a real stumbling block for the CPO, 

whose core activities are related to those of the innovation ecosystem and are intended to make profit. 

A CPO exercise initiatives, and act from the perspective to exploit (business) opportunities which is 

inherently associated with risk taking. The decisions are opportunity 

based and are taken more quickly. The organization is designed to 

efficiently coop with innovations in the short term and the willingness 

to consider new initiatives is high. The organizations are flexible and 

creative and their operational processes are far from being 

standardized. As such, their challenges are more with organizing the emerging and changing 

environment around their own interests, than with overcoming internal challenges.  

Example 3 Inter alia, misaligned driver to innovate, primary aim of innovation, risk 

attitude, collaboration attitude, location of innovation challenges and implementation process 

The third example cite evidence to consider core focus, driver to innovate, primary aim of innovation, 

risk attitude, collaboration attitude, location of innovation challenges and implementation process as 

factors which influence alignment between stakeholders. More specifically, the following example 

concerns the characteristic differences (Table 5) between private organizations α, private organizations β 

and public organizations.  

The private organizations whose core activities are unrelated to those of the innovation 

ecosystem are somewhat reluctant regarding innovative activities. Although these private organizations 

are commercially driven, they are more focused on learning and exploring (business) opportunities. They 

are willing to consider new initiatives, however, it is still challenging to 

efficiently coop with innovations because the organization has different 

interests and daily activities.  

For example the energy providers who are, after establishing 

some EV related projects, nowadays a bit reluctant. This is 

understandable because of the lack of a clear and profitable business case. In addition, the reluctance 

does make sense because of the fact that the energy providers do not consider EV or the renewable 

energy markets as their core task. Instead, they consider it as a potentially valuable instrument in future 

(i.e. opportunity exploration). The same applies to the car manufactures, the absence of the car 

manufactures on the public charging market is understandable because the interest of the car 

manufactures and associated importers is not to promote EV and support the required public charging 

infrastructure, but is to be profitable and to sell as many cars as possible. However, on the other hand 

“Our biggest cost items are 
solving difficulties caused 
by the grid operator 
– Charge point operator 

 

“For us it is purely a 
strategic choice, and of 
course we have priorities  
– Car manufacturer 

 

“The grid connection 
is always fatal for 
the business case 
– CPO 
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the absence of the car manufactures is incomprehensible because the national government has provided 

them for millions in tax incentives to increase and to speed up the sales of EV. 

 In addition, multiple local governments have invested heavily in a suitable public charging 

infrastructure too. This, in turn, makes sense because both the local as national authorities are driven by 

changing (environmental) national or local settings and 

societal interests. Despite the fact that the public 

organizations are open to support innovation, the 

innovation implementation process can be characterized 

by coordinated activities, risk considerations, and the 

compliance with an unequivocal policy. In addition, the innovation challenges are generally within the 

organization in terms of gaining suitable resources, and defining and approving new frameworks and 

guidelines which allow latitude for weighing up several interests. Whether the tasks or activities are 

completed on time, or how (efficient) individuals perform, or what the final (measurable) results are, are 

less important and barely emphasized.  

The governmental attitude, the duration of their implementation process and related decision 

making speed is, in turn, a stumbling block for the CPO. In other words, the CPO’s process of putting 

innovations into practice can be characterized by efficient activities and rapid decision making. The CPO 

has to deal with external innovation challenges. CPO’s would like to see that the municipalities speed up 

their (internal) processes and switch to a generic applicable application guideline, so that they as private 

organization can be more efficient and as a result more profitable in the short term.  

Example 4  Misaligned innovation planning, risk attitude, and driver to innovate 

The fourth example gives reasons to consider innovation planning, risk attitude and driver to innovate as 

factors influencing how stakeholders reach alignment. The following example demonstrates differences 

in characteristics (Table 5) between private organizations α and semipublic organizations. In addition, 

this example elucidates that the misalignments not only directly occurs between different classes, but 

also indirectly within a single organizational class (private organizations α). 

An issue which goes quite difficult is that the grid operator wants the charging station to remain 

functional without any defects over a long period of time (e.g. 

10 years). The grid operator therefore wants to extensively 

test the charging stations before approving it to be connected 

to their grid (i.e. risk avoiding).  

On the contrary, the charging station manufacturer wants to sell as many charging stations as 

possible in the short term (e.g. preferably this month) since they are commercially driven. Both the grid 

operator and the charging station manufacturer are open to a sort of compromise in the form of a 

testing approach, which is probably also something that the city 

region accepts as satisfactory since they can use this approach as a 

sort of experiment. However, the CPO is somewhat unwilling 

because they should probably buy more expensive charging 

stations, which is disadvantageous to their turnover.  

“Hundreds of millions are spent on tax 
benefits, the least car manufacturers 
can do is to set something against  
– Public organization 

 

“Testing is not an alternative it is 
just an additional link in the chain 
– Charge point operator 

 

“For commercial parties it is 
extremely interesting to curb 
the grid operator's power 
– Private organization 
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Example 5 Misaligned innovation planning/behavior, and decision making speed/attitude 

The last practical example will be explained by means of quantities and the way how various 

organizations classified interpret (Table 5) innovation planning, innovation behavior, decision making 

speed and decision making attitude. 

A CPO, but also other private and public organizations, cannot understand why a grid operator 

should do a sizeable pilot project with 700 charging stations located on places where they as CPO also 

could have done commercial activities. According 

the CPO, such a pilot projects appear to be (close 

to) a commercial proposition, and why not a pilot 

project with just 5 of 10 charging stations? On 

the other hand, the grid operator thinks 

differently, they already manage millions of grid connections, so what are 700 charging stations?  

When looking at the decision making speed and the innovation planning, one can also see 

varying interpretations. For instance, when a grid operator is willing to discuss issues regarding public 

charging matters it means, for example, scheduling fortnightly 

appointments for the coming year. And a commercially driven 

organization says: “WHAT, I have to do something else, but you know 

what, let’s settle it next Friday within just 1 hour, preferably with a Skype 

call, and then it should be done.” From yet another perspective, the public organizations attach less 

importance to the decision making speed. They attach value to comprehensive and thoughtful decisions 

that comply with societal interests and policies and consequently efficiency is less important.  

5.5 Empirical insights 

Within this research project the case of the Dutch public charging ecosystem for EV’s was investigated to 

examine specific stakeholder characteristic, by which factors that influence overall stakeholder 

alignment can be clarified. The empirical results point to three themes that are largely responsible for 

influencing alignment within an ecosystem. This section concludes the empirical analysis by generating 

generally applicable scientific knowledge by excluding case-specific subjects from the results. In fact, 

three broad themes emerged from the empirical analysis: 

The first theme highlights misalignments between stakeholders of a similar organizational type 

(.e.g. misalignments between municipalities). The empirical results demonstrate that of emerging and 

innovative setting results in major differences in between stakeholders of a similar organizational type, 

i.e. intra organizational misalignment. A striking example of such an intra-organizational misalignment is 

the misalignment among car manufacturers, resulting in the failure of the ‘RAI sustainable mobility’ fund. 

Depending on the organizational type the misalignments stem from differences in interests, 

expectations, visions, and/or strategies. Together with the fact that organizations generally operate from 

self-interest, the relationships between similar stakeholders are generally superficially and rarely 

transparent. As such, the mutual misalignments between stakeholders of similar organizational type 

have to be considered in order to obtain a comprehensive overview about overall stakeholder alignment 

creation. 

 

 

“An increase of 1 million connections within 
the next 20 years does not amount to much 
compared to the 7 million we already manage  
– Grid operator 

 

“We have consultations 
once every 6 weeks 
– City region 
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 The second theme, emerging from the empirical analysis relates to inter-organizational 

alignment issues. An explanation of this is to be sought in the way in which stakeholders act and position 

themselves towards other stakeholders within an emerging and innovative setting. In other words, 

organizations have various drivers to operate within the context of an innovation ecosystem, and 

thereby act according a specific role and rationale. This, however, results in a setting with multiple 

misaligned interests and/or strategies. These misalignments, in turn, adversely affect the development 

of the integrated solution and the performance of the ecosystem as a whole. Interestingly, the empirical 

results show that an ecosystem with huge potential and in which commonly shared positive expectations 

are present can mitigate these adverse effects. It is shown that in this particular setting the stakeholders 

are mildly forced to cooperate at least to some extent. Hence, stakeholder strategies are not purely 

aimed at either hindering or supporting the development of the offering and/or the ecosystem. Instead, 

the strategies are aimed at influencing the ecosystem’s configuration in order to maximize the fulfillment 

of individual interests. As such, it is argued that a crucial factor in determining stakeholder’s drivers and 

strategies involves a specific configuration of the innovation ecosystem that each of the stakeholders 

prefers.  

The, third, and most striking theme that emerged from the empirical analysis is the existence of 

contrasting stakeholder characteristics across multiple (18) factors. The results provide evidence for 

contrasting organizational characteristics as underlying cause for misunderstanding, mistrust, 

incomprehension and/or prejudices. By means of well-founded and structured analysis stakeholder 

specific views, perceptions, processes and perspectives are categorized into common factors and 

assigned to four organizational classes, i.e. private organization α, private organization β, semipublic 

organization and public organization. By means of different examples it is empirical established that 

great differences in factors hinder overall alignment, and consequently hamper the development of a 

more effective and profitable operating innovation ecosystem. As such, the derived factors have to be 

considered in order to obtain a comprehensive overview about overall stakeholder alignment creation.  

Taken together the empirical results reveal important clarifications to understand the processes 

by which stakeholders reach alignment within an emerging innovation ecosystem. The next chapter 

moves on to discuss the academic and practical implications of this research project.   
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6 Discussion 
This chapter presents the discussion of this case study research project. The objective of the project was 

twofold, academic and practical, aimed at uncovering factors that influence how stakeholders reach 

alignment within an emerging innovation ecosystem. As such, this research contributes to the literature 

on innovation ecosystems by uncovering: what factors influence how innovation ecosystem stakeholders 

reach alignment. The practical contribution of the research project is with the set of recommendations 

to the Dutch public charging organizations, for a better understanding of their alignment process. 

The chapter begins with the academic contribution of this master thesis, including theoretical 

implications, suggestions for future research, limitations and managerial implications. This chapter 

concludes with practical insights, informed by extensive theoretical research. In this section, insights are 

tailored to the various stakeholders’ needs and preferences. The practical insights will be presented in 

the form of stakeholders’ needs, recommendations and future actions, and are directed to the NKL. 

6.1 Theoretical implications and suggestions for future research 

Ecosystem scholars have emphasized that innovation ecosystem stakeholders should align their activities 

to create a successfully operating innovation ecosystem (Adner 2006, 2012; Williamson & De Meyer, 

2012; Adner et al., 2013; Overholm, 2014; Walrave et al., 2015). However, the factors that influence how 

interdependent ecosystem stakeholders reach alignment are not well understood. This study therefore 

contributes to the literature by uncovering factors that influence how stakeholders reach alignment 

within an innovation ecosystem 

The influence of intra-organizational misalignment on ecosystem performance 

Firstly, in accordance with the conceptual framework (Figure 1) and corresponding literature (e.g. 

Moore, 1993; Iansiti & Levien, 2004a; Adner, 2006, 2012; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Overholm, 

2014), the results highlight the importance of the pursuit and alignment of a common set of innovation 

goals and commonly shared expectations, visions, and interests. In particular, the empirical analysis 

points to various factors that may actually hinder alignment. In addition, the findings provide theoretical 

implications by demonstrating that significant misalignments not only occur between stakeholders that 

differ in organizational type but also between stakeholders of the same organizational type, i.e. intra-

organizational misalignment.  

The empirical results give reason that as result of these intra-organizational misalignments, 

together with the fact that organizations generally operate from self-interest, relationships between 

similar organizations are generally superficially and rarely transparent. Practical examples (such as the 

failure of the RAI sustainability fund; and the lack of a univocal signal from the CPO’s regarding legislative 

changes to the Ministry of Economic affairs) reveal that these misalignments adversely affect the 

performance of the ecosystem as a whole. In addition, the results demonstrate that the allocation of 

specific misaligned characteristics may vary per stakeholder (e.g. Table 4).  

Inter-organizational misalignment and ecosystem configuration  

The literature review at the start of this report indicated that ecosystem stakeholders typically act 

according a specific role and rationale, this is also convincingly supported by the empirical results. 

Furthermore, literature stated that the achievement of commonly shared understandings of goals and 
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the integrated solution constitutes a serious challenge to ecosystem development, due to initial 

misalignments in terms of goals, strategies and intentions (Moore, 1993; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; 

Sharapov et al., 2013; Kapoor & Lee, 2013). The empirical findings underline that such initial 

misalignments adversely affect the development of an innovation (i.e. integrated solution) and the 

performance of an ecosystem as a whole (e.g. Appendix G, H, I). By doing so, this study argues that an 

ecosystem with huge potential and in which commonly shared positive expectations are present can 

mitigate these adverse effects. 

However, more research on this topic needs to be undertaken before the association between 

the potential ecosystem’s development and future value, adverse effects, and the performance of the 

ecosystem as a whole is more clearly understood.  

In addition, literature mentioned that it is likely that stakeholders influence the ecosystem’s 

configuration in order to align it with their own interests (Wilkinson & Young, 2002; Williamson & De 

Meyer, 2012; Sharapov, Thomas & Autio, 2013). The results of this study clearly show evidence of these 

scientific findings by recognizing that stakeholder strategies are not purely aimed at either hindering or 

supporting the development of the ecosystem. Though, from a stakeholder perspective the strategies 

are regularly perceived as unnecessarily hindering. The latter is especially the case between contrasting 

organizational class characteristics (as indicated in Table 5), resulting in misunderstanding, mistrust, 

incomprehension and/or prejudices. 

However, further research should be undertaken to investigate how such specific configurations 

emerge, and how an ‘optimal' configuration should look like. Also the role of the ecosystem’s 

governance structure is an important issue for future research since ecosystem stakeholders are not part 

of the same hierarchy (Sharapov et al., 2013). Another promising research direction is to concentrate on 

power struggles within an emerging ecosystem. For instance, by examining how (powerful) stakeholders 

with different backgrounds and having their own preferred ecosystem configuration are supposed to 

create a new integrated solution together.  

The importance of organizational classes for alignment  

This study extends the literature by revealing contrasting characteristics across 18 factors and four 

organizational classes (Table 5) which underlie misalignment. By means of a thorough case analysis this 

study argues that major differences (i.e. misalignments) between four organizational classes (i.e. private 

α, private β, semipublic and public) cause difficulties in the understanding of ecosystem’s internal causal 

relationships, and consequently hamper the development of a more effective and profitable operating 

ecosystem. These factors and organizational classes may apply to other types of ecosystems and thereby 

contributes to the understanding of how ecosystems should be designed in order to create a momentum 

for joint learning (Iansiti & Levien, 2004a; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Sharapov et al., 2013).  

In addition, literature on ecosystems mentioned that the alignment of innovation goals 

constitutes a serious challenge due to the diversity in industrial background and cultures of the 

stakeholders involved (Moore, 1993; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Sharapov et al., 2013; Kapoor & Lee, 

2013). Such diversities cause, in turn, difficulties for individual stakeholders to understand the causality 

of what is happening in the innovation ecosystem (Iansiti & Levien, 2004a, Adner, 2006, 2012; 

Williamson & De Meyer, 2012). The results of this study provide corroborating evidence for 

abovementioned reasoning.  
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 However, additional studies will be needed to develop a full picture of these (18) factors, and 

thereby to fully understand the causes and effects of the contrasting characteristic across the different 

organizational classes. In future investigations it might be possible to consider the emergence of 

characteristics and class-differences over time. For example, it is likely that a research within a more 

mature ecosystem setting produces new insights regarding the impact of the differences between 

organizational classes, because organization are probably more familiar with each other’s characteristics, 

needs and interests. Lastly, future research can focus on sense making and how different organizational 

classes understand things differently, and consequently how misunderstandings influence the alignment 

between the different organizational classes. 

6.2 Limitations  

The generalizability of the results should be interpreted with certain limitations in mind.  

 Firstly, this research project is conducted in the context of just one single industry and therefore 

this study is unable to establish the generalizability of the findings across different ecosystem settings. It 

will be of interest to see whether the empirical results can be replicated in other emerging contexts and 

what boundary conditions may be needed to extend the generalizability of the research findings.  

 Because the empirical analysis is limited to the Netherlands it is important to note that this 

research draws on specific assumptions and preconditions. While some (practical) findings will also apply 

to other countries or cases, it is important to point out four issues that are specific to the Dutch public 

charging setting and which have to be considered when replicating the findings of this research project. 

First, no (major) car manufacturers are present within the Netherlands which makes that national 

government can act relatively independent in relation to EV, without considering industrial interests. 

Second, the relatively recent split of the grid operator and electricity providers in the Netherlands makes 

it difficult to align their conflicting interests regarding smart charging and influencing charging behavior. 

Third, the historical role that the grid operators took by means of E-laad is unique to the Netherlands. 

Fourth, also the influences of the radical decision of the Ministry of Economic Affairs that the 

development and the maintenance of the public charging infrastructure for EV should be done solely by 

commercial market parties is exclusively in the Netherlands.  

Finally, the study considered the broader context of the empirical analysis and mentioned that the 

failure of the transition to EV will cause the failure of the development of the (public) charging industry, 

and vice versa. However, the study was unable to clarify the influence of the transition to EV on the 

(strategic) positioning of the different public charging stakeholders.  In other words, the study does not 

explicitly consider whether the stakeholders were more focused on the development of EV or the 

development of the public charging infrastructure.   

6.3 Managerial implications  

The findings of this study have a number of implications to managers of organizations within an 

emerging innovation ecosystem. The core message, presented by this study, to managers is the role of 

underlying stakeholder characteristics in achieving alignment. The study emphasizes the importance of 

considering such characteristics continuously during the collaboration and alignment process with other 

organizational types. It seems that only when a manager fully understands the others organizations’ 
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specific views, perceptions, processes and perspectives it is possible to maximize the benefits from 

business relationships and collaborations. Naturally it is important to consider the strategies and drivers 

of other stakeholders. However solely focusing on strategic matters is likely to result in 

misunderstanding, mistrust, incomprehension or prejudices. For managers, adopting a mindset of 

openness to comprehend and to learn about organizational differences, as well as making internal 

opportunities and resources (i.e. materials, money, staff, and other assets) available that facilitate 

learning are therefore critical in achieving alignments and thereby fruitful collaborations during the 

ecosystem development.  

 Secondly, the amount of mistrust and misunderstanding that was found during the empirical 

analysis indicates that managers should try to communicate much more clearly what they want, what 

they can and what they expect of other stakeholders. Where possible they should partner up with 

comparable stakeholder to align their messages. This together makes it less difficult for other 

stakeholders to discover what they consider as important, and thereby benefits the performance of the 

overall ecosystem in the long term. 

 The last managerial implication refers to the conceptual framework and is strongly intertwined 

with the findings of this study. Hence, it is vital that managers understand their organizational role within 

the innovation ecosystem, and the impact of their organizational actions on the ecosystem as a whole. 

As such, managers should care about how their solution fit in but also enhance the innovation ecosystem 

as a whole. For this reason, for managers adopting a mindset of system thinking helps them to cope with 

uncertainty, to understand their ecosystem, and to coordinate existing resources in an appropriate way 

(Rong, Shi, & Yu, 2013). 

Insight 13; Managerial implications for managers within an emerging ecosystem setting 

 

6.4 Advice for the Dutch public charging stakeholders and the NKL 

This final section provides recommendations intended for the stakeholders within the Dutch public 

charging ecosystem and the NKL. The recommendations are based upon extensive (theoretical) research, 

and tailored to the stakeholders’ needs and preferences. Moreover, the direction of the advice is guided 

by the potential to achieve joint value and progress within the NKL environment. The practical insights 

will be presented in the form of recommendations and possible future actions, and are directed to the 

NKL. This section concludes with an overview of the interviewees’ desired results of the research project.  

· Managers have to become aware of the existence of underlying stakeholder characteristics. Only if there is 
mutual awareness among ecosystem actors, it is possible to reach alignment which could maximize the 
benefits from business relationships and collaborations. 

· For managers, adopting a mindset of openness to comprehend and to learn about organizational differences 
as well as making internal opportunities and resources available that facilitate learning are critical in achieving 
agreements and thereby fruitful collaborations during the ecosystem development.  

· Managers should try to communicate much more clearly what they want and expect of other stakeholders.  

· Where possible, managers should partner up with comparable stakeholders to align their messages. 

· For managers, adopting a mindset of system thinking help them to cope with uncertainty, to understand their 
ecosystem, and to coordinate existing resources in an appropriate way. 
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Practical recommendations for organization within the Dutch public charging ecosystem 

It is important to note that the managerial implications (section 6.3) could be interpreted as rather 

general. A suitable answer to this has to be sought in the objective of this study. Hence, the objective of 

this study was concerned with the functioning and the performance of the public charging ecosystem as 

a whole. Notwithstanding this, the empirical results show that the attention of the organizations is 

almost exclusively focused on their internal business activities/interests and thereby it is difficult for the 

organizations to look beyond their own interests.  

This study argues that these difficulties can largely be explained by the underlying stakeholder 

characteristics (Table 5), the different interests (Table 4), and by the fact that these organizations for the 

first time have to deal with each other in an innovative and emerging setting. Of course, it is logical that 

organizational decisions are largely based upon own interests. However, how difficult it is, it is vital that 

you as manager (i.e. organization) try to understand; the role of your organization within the ecosystem; 

the impact of individual actions on the public charging ecosystem as a whole; and to think about how 

your individual offering fit in but also enhance the public charging ecosystem as a whole.  

We have interviewed 30 managers. They were different but also intelligent and valuable to the 

ecosystem. But in the end, none of them has an absolute monopoly on the wisdom needed to overcome 

the existing challenges within the public charging ecosystem. Therefore, instead to position yourself 

within the ecosystem and act to create and defend your role and interests during the development of 

the public charging infrastructure, one should become a system thinker and collaboratively change the 

dry tea biscuit into the much more valuable cream cake.  

In order to do so, it is recommended to create some self-reflecting questions. These questions 

could be used to look beyond their own organizational interests by continuously reflecting on the 

(possible) impacts of your organization’s decisions/actions on the ecosystem as a whole. Some possible 

examples of such self-reflecting questions are: 

 

 

 

 

 

Example of self-reflecting questions 
 What is our role, added value and main interest within the public charging ecosystem? 

 How does it fit in the ecosystem’s overarching goals, interests, performances and developments?  
 With which organizations do we collaborate / have business relationships?  

 What consider these organizations as important and what are their interests? 
 On which characteristics do we differ?  

 What actions can we undertake to bridge these differences? 
 On which interests do we differ / agree?  

 What actions can we undertake to bridge these differences? 
 What are the influences of our actions / decisions to other ecosystem’s organizations? 
 … 
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Practical recommendations for the NKL 

Besides recommendations directed to the individual stakeholders concerned, recommendations will be 

provided to the NKL. As already described, the NKL is a knowledge center for matters regarding the 

public charging infrastructure in the Netherlands. The NKL is a collaboration of a wide variety of parties 

which are all related to the development of EV in the Netherlands. Furthermore, the aim of the NKL is to 

decrease the costs of joint projects for public charging and to enhance the collaboration between the 

organizations involved.8  

 Because the NKL includes representatives of almost all stakeholders it is the ideal environment 

for stakeholders to learn from eachother. That makes the following set of academically substantiated 

recommendations potentially very valuable. Despite the three main issues (as presented in section 5.1) 

are the fundamentals of the current stagnation of the Dutch public charging infrastructure, the 

recommendations are not particularly focused on these. A simple explanation for this is because this 

research project is not specifically designed around solving these issues. Rather the issues were used to 

underpin the need for alignment and inter-organizational collaborations. And even though the study was 

designed around solving these particular main issues, it would have been impossible to resolve one or 

more of them since these are too complex, too complicated, too extensive, depending on many different 

organizations, and largely depend on uncontrollable (external) factors and (technological) developments. 

As such, the objective of the recommendations for the NKL is aimed at understanding alignment 

and enhancing the collaboration between the organizations involved. It is however important to 

emphasize that collaboration should be seen as mean and not as goal, because in the end it is, and it will 

(most likely) always be, about organizational interests. Although different misalignments in terms of 

interests, visions and strategies (Table 4) exist, it is recommended to the NKL to consider the results 

which demonstrated that the stakeholders could support each other (e.g. CPO to the municipality and 

vice versa, Appendix H). This is particularly the case when one associates the misalignments to the 

stakeholders’ organizational type and main interests.  

In addition, the central point for understanding organizational alignment is that the results show 

that contrasting characteristics between typical organizational classes exist (Table 5) which underlie the 

presence of misunderstanding, mistrust, incomprehension and prejudices. Therefore the main practical 

recommendation to the NKL is to strive for a learning oriented environment and thereby obtaining 

mutual understanding, trust, comprehension, and preconceived opinion that is based upon reason or 

actual experience instead of prejudices. Although the advisory committee (including the stakeholder 

representatives) only meets once every two months, the learning oriented environment is assumed to be 

reasonably quickly valuable because it can directly create awareness to the representatives concerned.  

More specifically, it is likely that by explaining the importance of the underlying organizational 

differences (Table 5) and by providing the concise stakeholder overview (Table 4) the representatives 

present enter into discussion, and adopt a mindset of openness to comprehend and to learn about 

organizational differences. It is, of course, important for the representatives to share the gathered 

information and knowledge with the responsible manager of similar organizations (e.g. by sharing 

valuable empirical findings, guided by Table 7). This section concludes with a more concrete example of 

how the NKL could establish a learning oriented environment with minimal efforts/resources (Table 6) 

                                                           
8
 http://www.nklnederland.nl/over-ons/ 
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Table 6: Example of ‘learning oriented environment’ step-by-step guide for the NKL 

Step / action Question to be asked / resource to use from this report 

1. Bring together representatives, and explicate 
key innovation goals and ultimate (future) 
ecosystem setting (avoid thinking in extremes, 
e.g. always charging spot follows e-driver)   

· How does the ultimate ecosystem configuration look like (without 
considering organization specific interests)? 

· What do we want to achieve with each other?  

· What are common key goals to reach, and how to implement? 

2. Emphasize key challenges which have to be 
overcome in order to achieve the ultimate 
ecosystem setting and key innovation goals  

· What are the organizations’ main interests regarding the public 
charging infrastructure, where do the interests conflict? 

· What are the organizations’ core tasks? 

· Use Table 4 to explicate the divergent and various expectations, 
visons, strategies and interests 

3. Create awareness for  possibilities regarding 
future collaborations 

· What are organizations’ common interests?  

· How can organizations help/support each other? 

· Use Table 4 to explicate overlapping expectations, visons, 
strategies and/or interests. 

4. Emphasize underlying organizational 
characteristic, possible collaboration 
challenges and encourage mutual discussions  

· Why is it so challenging to collaborate? 

· To what degree could we benefit from the collaboration? 

· Use table 5 to explicate organizational differences 

5. Learning phase, encourage mutual discussions 
(e.g. by means of a role play) and create 
mutual understanding  

· Why do organizations behave as they do, are we that different?  

· What is the effect of organizational differences? 

· How to deal with these organizational differences? 

· Use table 5 to explicate organizational differences 

6. Identify where the real misalignments are, 
emphasize recovered misalignments (i.e. new 
alignments), and explicate agreements  

· Where are the real misalignments and how to resolve? 

· How to implement alignments and misalignments in the 
predetermined ultimate ecosystem configuration? 

· Are we able to achieve predetermined key/individual goals? 

7. Start translating these agreements into action · What are the internal possibilities/challenges? 

· What are other (external) challenges/obstacles?  

· Which resources are required?  

Interviewees’ desired results  

This chapter concludes with an overview of the interviewees’ needs and preferences of this research 

project, which are based upon the obtained feedback during the interviews. More specifically, each 

interviewee provided feedback regarding the expected and desired results of this research. Multiple 

desired results and directions for advice emerged from this feedback, as shown in Table 7. Hence, Table 

7 provides a roadmap for various interviewees to desired insight.  

Table 7: Roadmap for interviewees to desired insight  

Desired result/advice direction Included Out of scope Source  

Description of the current situation    Chapter 5; Appendix G, H, I 

Identification of the main issues    Section 5.1; Insight 10, 11, 12 

Concise stakeholder overview     Table 4, 5 

Try to hold up a mirror to organizations    Section 6.3, 6.4 

General recommendations    Section 6.3, 6.4; Insight 13 

Identification of sore points     Section 5.1; Insight 10, 11, 12; Appendix G, H, I 

Overview of the value chain    Out of scope 

Identification of collaboration challenges    Section 5.3, 5.4, 5.5 

Identification of conflicts and overlaps     Section 5.3; Table 4, 5; Appendix G, H, I 

Advice broader than the business case     Section 6.3; 6.4; Insight 13 

Picture of the infrastructure’s cost structure     Out of scope 

How to deal with organizational differences     Section 6.4; Insight 13 
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7 Conclusion 
The goal of this study was twofold: 1) to identify the factors that influence how stakeholders reach 

alignment within an emerging innovation ecosystem. 2) To provide a set of recommendations to the 

Dutch public charging organizations for a better understanding of their alignment process. This led to the 

following research question: What factors influence how innovation ecosystem stakeholders reach 

alignment?  By drawing on an in-depth case study of the Dutch public charging infrastructure ecosystem 

for EV’s, this research question was addressed. 

In total, over 30 interviews were conducted resulting in a substantial and rich qualitative 

database. Other sources of information were (organization related) documents, literature and archives 

that served to triangulate the interview data. Different approaches were used to analyze the immense 

amount of information gathered. Following an iterative process of data collection and discussion with 

knowledgeable experts ensured that findings could be validated during the data collection process. This 

approach resulted in highly relevant findings regarding the factors that influence how stakeholders come 

to alignment. 

Firstly, the findings validated the importance of the factors as mentioned by the conceptual 

framework; the importance of initial misalignments (Moore, 1993; Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; 

Sharapov et al., 2013; Kapoor & Lee, 2013); and the likelihood that stakeholders influence the 

ecosystem’s configuration in order to align it with their own interests (Wilkinson & Young, 2002; 

Williamson & De Meyer, 2012; Sharapov et al., 2013).  

Secondly, the findings demonstrated that significant misalignments not only occur between 

stakeholders that differ in organizational type but also between stakeholders of the same organizational 

type, i.e. intra-organizational misalignment.  In addition, the findings argued that as result of these intra-

organizational misalignments, together with the fact that organizations generally operate from self-

interest, relationships between similar organizations are generally superficially and rarely transparent. 

Thirdly, and most interestingly, the findings revealed contrasting characteristics across multiple 

(18) factors and four organizational classes which underlie misalignment. Moreover, this study argued 

that major differences between four organizational classes (i.e. private α, private β, semipublic and 

public) causing difficulties during collaborations.  

Drawing on the empirical findings a number of practical recommendations were provided to the 

Dutch public charging organizations. The core of these recommendations was that (1) managers have to 

become aware of differences in stakeholder characteristics (2) adopting a mindset of openness to 

comprehend and to learn are critical in order to achieve agreement and fruitful collaborations (3) 

managers should try to communicate much more clearly what they want and expect of other 

stakeholders; (4) where possible, managers should partner up with comparable stakeholders to align 

their messages. 

Finally, practical recommendations to the NKL were provided. The main objectives of the 

recommendations were aimed at understanding alignment; enhancing collaborations between the 

organizations involved; and to strive for a learning environment. 

Concluding, this study has demonstrated that various alignment challenges, ranging from 

strategic to cultural matters, have to be overcome in order to develop a more effective and profitable 

operating innovation ecosystem. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A Search strategy 

The aim of the systematic review of existing literature is to provide insights into the search strategy, the 

selection criteria and the extraction of the data. This knowledge and information about the field of 

interest is required for answering the research question. The keyword search strategy was used for 

finding relevant literature and was performed using the ProQuest ABI Inform databases. Due to the 

overload of information the search engines were constrained using combinations of keywords, 

combination of top journals and keyword(s), and the relevance of the title/content of the paper. In 

addition, all used keywords had to be aligned with the research question. An overview of the search 

strings used for this literature review can be found in Appendix B. Besides the keyword strategy the 

snowball technique was applied on the final selection of scientific papers. The snowball technique was 

used as a supplementary literature search with the purpose to find related scientific journals and to 

investigate subordinate subjects more thoroughly. An example subset of papers found using the 

snowball technique is shown in Figure 4. 

 
Figure 4: Subset of papers selected through keyword strategy and/or snowballing technique 
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Appendix B Search strings 

Subject Search string Number of 
potential 
papers 

Number of 
selected 
papers 

Keywords: 
Interests, expectations, strategies 

Interest AND expectations AND strategy [1995-
2015] 

423.000 0 

Interest AND expectations AND strategy AND 
actor  [1995-2015] 

17.600 0 

Actor AND strategy AND technology AND 
innovation AND expectation AND roles AND 
interests [1995-2015] 

18.100 1 

Ecosystem Business ecosystem 453.000 0 

Innovation ecosystem 164.000 0 

Business ecosystem AND innovation 85.800 0 

Innovation ecosystem AND alignment [1995-2015] 19.200 0 

Business ecosystem AND alignment AND 
innovation [1995-2015] 

17.900 0 

Business ecosystem AND alignment [1995-2015] 16.700 0 

allintitle: Business ecosystem [1995-2015] 320 0 

allintitle: Innovation ecosystem [1995-2015] 241 1 

allintitle: Business ecosystem AND value [1995-
2015] 

20 0 

allintitle: Business ecosystem AND strategy [1995-
2015] 

18 0 

allintitle: ecosystem partners [1995-2015] 12 1 

allintitle: Business ecosystem AND innovation 
[1995-2015] 

10 0 

allintitle: Innovation ecosystems AND value [1995-
2015] 

6 1 

allintitle: Innovation ecosystem AND strategy 
[1995-2015] 

5 1 

allintitle: Business ecosystem AND stakeholders 
[1995-2015] 

1 0 

Top Journals:  ‘Strategic  
Management Journal’ 

pub("Strategic Management Journal") AND 
ecosystems [1995-2015] 

53 1 

pub("Strategic Management Journal ") AND 
allintitle: ecosystems [1995-2015] 

3 1 

‘Harvard Business review’ pub("Harvard Business review") AND ecosystem 
[1995-2015] 

67 0 

pub("Harvard Business review") AND allintitle: 
ecosystem [1995-2015] 

1 1 

‘Technology Analysis & Strategic 
Management’ 

pub("Technology Analysis & Strategic 
Management") AND ecosystem [1995-2015] 

42 0 

pub("Technology Analysis & Strategic 
Management") AND allintitle: ecosystem [1995-
2015] 

0 0 
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Appendix C Selection criteria & data extraction 

Besides the search strategy it is important to define the quality- and the content related criteria. The 

purpose of applying selection criteria during the search is to converge the literature to a more 

appropriate and usable number of papers (approximately 15), to find a balance between top journals 

which could be used for theoretical concepts and mechanisms, and lower journals which could be used 

for interventions and outcomes. The selection of potential papers included the relevance of the paper 

based on the title, abstract and on the year of publication (after 1995 is preferred). The quality-related 

criteria used during the selection of potential papers consist of a predefined list of journals by ranking, 

the influence index, the impact factor (all via www.scimagojr.com), and the number of times that the 

paper is cited. In order to assess the quality of the book, the authors were analyzed by checking 

published papers. If the authors have published in top journals or the book is cited by top journals, then 

it was justified to assume that the book is of a high quality as well. The final selection of scientific papers 

can be found in Appendix D. The content of the final selection of papers are used to cluster the features 

and processes of creating stakeholder alignment for innovations in a complex and dynamic setting. The 

clustering of these features was done by synthesizing the key concepts of the selected papers. The 

evaluation of the papers was performed by reading the abstract, discussion and conclusion of the 

papers. The most important content and concepts of these papers were visualized in a word-cloud 

(Appendix E), and subsequently selected and listed into a working document. An overview of the data 

extraction information is shown in Appendix F 
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Appendix D Final selection of scientific papers 
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1 Expectations as a key to understanding actor 
strategies in the field of fuel cell and hydrogen 
vehicles 

Budde, B., Alkemade, F., 
& Weber, K. 

2012 Technological 
Forecasting and Social 
Change 

30 1,265 2,68 

2 The sociology of expectations in science and 
technology 

Borup, M., Brown, N., 
Konrad, K., & Van Lente, 
H. 

2006 Technology Analysis 
and Strategic 
Management 

460 0,740 1,05 

3 Developing the internal alignment and external 
viability of ecosystems for path-breaking innovation 

Walrave, B., Talmar, M., 
Podoynitsyna, K., 
Romme, A., & Verbong, 
G. 

2015 Working paper - - - 

4 Collectively created opportunities in emerging 
ecosystems: The case of solar service ventures 

Overholm, H. 2014 Technovation 1 2,027 4,08 

5 Coordinating and competing in ecosystems: How 
organizational forms shape new technology 
investments 

Kapoor, R., & Lee, J. 2013 Strategic Management 
Journal 

33 7,909 3,81 

6 Building ecosystem momentum: The case of 
AppCampus 

Sharapov, D., Thomas, 
L., & Autio, E. 

2013 DRUID Celebration 
Conference paper 

- - - 

7 Methodology of business cosystems network 
analysis: A case study in Telecom Italia Future 
Centre 

Battistella, C., Colucci, 
K., De Toni, A. F., & 
Nonino, F. 

2013 Technological 
Forecasting and Social 
Change 

12 1,265 2,68 

8 Entrepreneurship in Innovation Ecosystems: 
Entrepreneurs’ Self-Regulatory Processes and Their 
Implications for New Venture Success 

Nambisan, S., & Baron, 
R. A 

2012 Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice 

14 3,254 3,92 

9 Explicating dynamic capabilities: the nature and 
microfoundations of (sustainable) enterprise 
performance 

Teece, D. J. 2007 Strategic Management 
Journal 

3177 7,909 3,81 

10 Ecosystem Advantage: How to Successfully Harness 
the Power of Partners 

Williamson, P. J., & De 
Meyer, A. 

2012 California Management 
Review 

24 1,805 2,14 

11 Value creation in innovation ecosystems: how the 
structure of technological interdependence affects 
firm performance in new technology generations 

Adner, R., & Kapoor, R. 2010 Strategic Management 
Journal 

355 7,909 3,81 

12 Match your innovation strategy to your innovation 
ecosystem 

Adner, R. 2006 Harvard Business 
Review 

509 0,424 1,53 

13 Strategy as ecology Iansiti, M., & Levien, R. 2004 Harvard Business 
Review 

696 0,424 1,53 

14 Predators and prey: a new ecology of competition Moore, J. F. 1993 Harvard Business 
Review 

1017 0,424 1,53 
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8,76 The wide lens: A new strategy for innovation (2012) Academy of Management Review 

Strategic Management Journal 7,909 3,81 

16 The keystone advantage: what the new dynamics of 
business ecosystems mean for strategy, innovation, 
and sustainability (2004) 

Iansiti, M., & Levien, R. Research Policy 2,635 3,73 

 

Strategic Management Journal 7,909 3,81 

California Management Review 1,805 2,14 
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Appendix E Word Cloud (via www.wordle.net)  

 

 
Figure 5: Most important content and concepts of scientific papers used 
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Appendix F Data extraction 

Paper title Authors Key words Methodological Descriptive 

Expectations as a key to understanding 
actor strategies in the field of fuel cell and 
hydrogen vehicles 

Budde, B., 
Alkemade, F., & 
Weber, K. 

Expectations; Strategy; 
Automotive industry; 
Sustainability  

Literature analysis, 
case study, 
prescriptive   

Hydrogen & fuel cell 
technology, German car 
manufacturers, conceptual 
framework 

The sociology of expectations in science 
and technology 

Borup, M., Brown, 
N., Konrad, K., & Van 
Lente, H. 

Expectations; Science; 
Technological change; Visions; 
Actor groups 

Literature analysis, 
prescriptive 

Implications, lessons 
learned, defining future 
areas of investigation 

Developing the internal alignment and 
external viability of ecosystems for path-
breaking innovation 

Walrave, B., Talmar, 
M., Podoynitsyna, 
K., Romme, A., & 
Verbong, G. 

Innovation ecosystems; Path-
breaking innovations; Internal 
alignment; External viability; 
Socio-technical environment 

Literature analysis, 
systemic 
perspective 
descriptive, 
prescriptive   

Multilevel framework, main 
dimensions for future 
research, propositions 

Coordinating and competing in 
ecosystems: How organizational forms 
shape new technology investments 

Kapoor, R., & Lee, J. Firm boundaries; Technology 
investment; Business 
ecosystem; Complementors; 
Alliances 

Case study 
exploratory study, 
descriptive, 
prescriptive 

US healthcare industry 
(1995-2006), future 
research, implications 

Building ecosystem momentum: The case 
of AppCampus 

Sharapov, D., 
Thomas, L., & Autio, 
E. 

Ecosystem; Legitimacy; 
Institutional theory; platform-
based market 

Literature analysis, 
case study 

AppCampus, two-stage 
model of ecosystem 
creation 

Collectively created opportunities in 
emerging ecosystems: The case of solar 
service ventures 

Overholm, H. Entrepreneurial opportunity; 
Business ecosystem; Ventures; 
Entrepreneurship 

Case study,  
exploratory study, 
descriptive 

US, organizational level, 
solar service industry, 
implications 

Methodology of business cosystems 
network analysis: A case study in Telecom 
Italia Future Centre 

Battistella, C., 
Colucci, K., De Toni, 
A. F., & Nonino, F. 

Methodology of business 
ecosystem network analysis 
(MOBENA); Business 
ecosystem; Foresight 

Literature analysis, 
case study, 
prescriptive, 
descriptive 

Telecom Italia Future 
Centre, digital imaging 
ecosystem, mapping of 
tangible and intangible 
relationships  

Entrepreneurship in Innovation 
Ecosystems: Entrepreneurs’ Self-
Regulatory Processes and Their 
Implications for New Venture Success 

Nambisan, S., & 
Baron, R. A 

Innovation ecosystems; New 
ventures; Entrepreneurs; Self-
regulatory processes 

Literature study, 
theoretical, 
descriptive 

Framework, implications 
for managerial practice, 
hub-based innovation 
ecosystem 

Explicating dynamic capabilities: the 
nature and microfoundations of 
(sustainable) enterprise performance 

Teece, D. J. Co-specialization; Intangible 
assets; innovation; Managerial 
capitalism; Business 
ecosystems; Entrepreneurship  

Literature analysis, 
prescriptive, 
descriptive 

Dynamic capabilities, 
framework, enterprise 
performance, strategic 
decision making  

Ecosystem Advantage: How to 
Successfully Harness the Power of 
Partners 

Williamson, P. J., & 
De Meyer, A. 

Networks; Value creation; 
Organizational structure 

Descriptive, case 
examples, 
prescriptive 

Ecosystem advantage & 
strategies, joint learning, 
Partner roles; lead firm 

Value creation in innovation ecosystems: 
how the structure of technological 
interdependence affects firm performance 
in new technology generations 

Adner, R., & Kapoor, 
R. 

Technological change; First 
mover advantage; 
Business ecosystem; Vertical 
integration; Complements; 

Field study, 
hypothesis testing, 
descriptive, 
prescriptive 

Global semiconductor 
lithography equipment 
Industry, framework, 
statistical testing 

Match your innovation strategy to your 
innovation ecosystem 

Adner, R. Innovation ecosystems; 
Ecosystem strategy; Risks; 
Expectations 

Descriptive, case 
examples, 
prescriptive 

Ecosystem strategy & risk, 
differentiated partner roles, 
framework 

Strategy as ecology Iansiti, M., & Levien, 
R. 

Business ecosystems; 
Ecosystem’s health; Strategy; 
Relationships 

Descriptive, case 
examples, 
prescriptive 

Ecosystem strategy & 
ecology, differentiated 
partner roles, framework 

Predators and prey: a new ecology of 
competition 

Moore, J. F. Business ecosystem; 
Challenges; Competition 

Descriptive, case 
examples 

Evolutionary stages 
ecosystem, framework 
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Appendix G Placing and operating public charging stations  

The placement and operation of public charging stations is currently the most prominent issue within the 

Dutch public charging ecosystem. In order to provide a clear picture of the stakeholders engaged in 

developing a public charging infrastructure it is necessary to go back to the early beginning of the Dutch 

public charging infrastructure. In the early stages of the transition to electric mobility in the Netherlands 

the grid operators (by means of E-laad) and the electricity producers (as CPO/MSP) were most active 

during the establishment of at least some part of the public charging infrastructure. At that time, both of 

them were aimed on learning about EV, their interaction with the grid, and smart charging systems.  

The activities of the grid operators were aimed on protecting their interests regarding the (local) 

grid stability in order to postpone or to prevent future grid reinforcements and associated millions of 

investments. The energy providers, i.e. electricity producers, were aimed at operating and managing EV 

charging mainly for commercial purposes. After the decision of the national government that the grid 

operator as semipublic stakeholder was no longer allowed to place and operate public charging points, 

and thereby leave the development of a suitable public charging infrastructure to the commercial 

market parties.  

The paradox of opportunity versus threat remains present for the grid operators. After this 

decision E-laad was dived in two foundations. The first one, EVnetNL, is aimed at the administration and 

maintenance of the 3.000 public charging points installed by E-laad. The second, ElaadNL, concerns the 

safe, effective and correct connection between the public charging station and the electricity grid. In 

addition, some of the grid operators remain active by means of test projects in order to learn about 

charging behavior and the impact on the grid. On the contrary, the energy providers are nowadays a bit 

reluctant to invest in a new and extensive public charging infrastructure due to lack of a clear business 

case, their short term influence and gains, and they consider EV and its infrastructure  as a potentially 

valuable instrument in future.  

After the decision of the Ministry of Economic Affairs that from June 1st 2014 the development 

and the maintenance of the public charging infrastructure for EV should be done solely by commercial 

market parties, several new commercial parties (CPO) have entered the public charging ecosystem. As a 

result different CPO’s have been working on the development of the current public charging 

infrastructure. Together with the previously developed public charging infrastructure by E-laad and the 

energy providers there is currently a quite diverse landscape in which: EVnetNL take cares of the 

administration and maintenance of the nearly 3.000 public charging points that they have installed under 

the guise of E-laad; the energy providers as commercial stakeholder (i.e. CPO/MSP) take care of the 

administration and maintenance of their developed infrastructure; and where new CPO’s have been 

developing their own public charging infrastructure.  

This landscape is not only diverse but perhaps confusing. Mainly the current role of the individual 

local grid operator but also the role of the collective (EVnetNL and ElaadNL) is annoying and not always 

clear according the CPO. Some practical examples regarding the processes and applications are already 

mentioned in section 5.2.6. However, the main strategic misalignments between the grid operators and 

the CPO, from a CPO perspective, can be allocated to three phenomena.  

The first one is the historical role that the grid operators took by means of E-laad. Their public 

charging stations were mostly placed at ‘strategic’ locations. These locations are not only strategic for 

learning about smart charging systems, and the interaction between EV and the grid. These locations are 
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also strategic for commercial activities since charging points at these locations are generally most 

occupied, and as a result most profitable. The second one is the current role that the grid operators take 

by EVnetNL and ElaadNL to maintain their public charging infrastructure, but also to safeguard their 

(future) interests. The third and last phenomenon is the current role that local grid operators take by 

means of (large scale) test projects or by the establishment of a subsidiary CPO. Although the latter are 

legally permitted for the grid operator the CPO is questioning these activities because, according to 

them, they appear to be close to commercial propositions which also hinder the commercial short term 

activities of the CPO.  

Altogether, the above mentioned phenomena do not only cause strategic misalignments, but 

also cause mistrust and incomprehension towards the grid operators. However, on the other hand, it 

seems that the grid operators are unaware of any wrongdoing and all in all it seems that the grid 

operators have no intention to act tedious. 

Besides the above mentioned strategic misalignments, the competition among the CPO’s is 

intense and fierce. Within this competition area every single CPO is fighting for market share, and as 

collective they want to keep the development of the public charging infrastructure and related activities 

as much as possible for themselves. In other words, there is currently a situation where on the one hand 

the CPO’s are competing to fulfill their short term commercial interest, i.e. making profit, and on the 

contrary they are competing to fulfill their long term interest, i.e. being part of the energy transition and 

try to provide themselves a profitable position for the future. 

According the vast majority of CPO’s there is still a financial gap with regard to the operation of 

the charging stations which is in turn disadvantageous for their short term interest. Due to the financial 

gap and commonly recognized practical challenges they discuss and try to organize and shape the 

market around their interests. On the other hand, it is difficult for them to provide a clear and univocal 

signal about the validity of their business case and underlying costs. The protection of their individual 

business case is logical and understandable since they are competitors and do not want to reveal the 

details of their business activities, value propositions and competitive advantage. However, as a result it 

is difficult to propose a clear and unambiguous signal, for instance, regarding legislative changes to the 

Ministry of Economic affairs, or a univocal signal regarding process changes to grid operators. 

Stakeholder positions with regard to placing and operating public charging stations 

Concluding, it can be stated that three types of stakeholders are engaged in the placement and 

operation of public charging stations. The main interests of these stakeholders differ regarding the 

placement and operation of public charging stations, especially when one associates them to the actual 

stakeholders’ (regulated) roles. However, on the contrary the strategies that the stakeholders have been 

using to fulfill their interests appear to be misaligned. All three stakeholders have, in different ways, their 

own network of charging stations. It is also useful to note that the CPO only focuses on the public 

charging infrastructure. While the grid operator and energy provider is also focused on the development 

of EV, and the semipublic and private charging infrastructure. In other words, the grid operator and the 

energy provider are both not really interested in placing and operating charging stations. They are mainly 

interested in the management of EV at the grid level. 

The organizational type, interests, strategies, and the term focus regarding the placement and 

operation of public charging points of each stakeholder are summarized and shown in Insight 14. 
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Regarding this specific part the term focus refers to the main term focus in years of the stakeholder’s 

activities. The CPO has to be profitable on the short term and the performance of the organization 

entirely depends on the success of the activities within the public charging ecosystem. However, on the 

other hand the grid operator and the energy provider want to know what the influence of EV and the 

charging infrastructure is on their organizational activities in the long term. In addition, their business 

performance does not directly depend on the short term success of EV and the public charging 

infrastructure.  

Insight 14; Stakeholder positions with regard to placing and operating public charging stations  

Stakeholder Organizational 
type  

Main interest Strategies Term focus 

Short  Long 

Grid operator Semipublic 
 

Manage EV at the grid level to 
maintain grid stability and 
safety 

Mutual cooperation (EVnetNL, 
ElaadNL); participate in test 
projects 

 • 

CPO Commercial 
 

Commercial activities Developing public charging 
infrastructure; protect business 
models 

•  

Energy provider Commercial  
 

Manage EV at the grid level for 
commercial purposes 

Developing public charging 
infrastructure; nowadays rather 
reluctant  

 • 

In addition, the vast majority of the CPO’s, but also the bulk of the other stakeholders interviewed, are 

blaming the grid operator to be inefficient, tedious and unwilling to think along but mostly they blame 

the grid operators that they act beyond their role. So besides the strategic misalignments and earlier 

mentioned frustration about grid operator’s process, one can see mistrust and incomprehension from 

the CPO but also from other stakeholders towards the grid operator. However, on the contrary, during 

the interviews there were no indications which revealed that the grid operator is unwilling to cooperate 

and think along with other stakeholders in the ecosystem.  

In other words, it seems that the grid operator is somehow unaware of any wrongdoing and all in 

all it seems that the grid operator has no deliberate intention to act tedious to the CPO or to other 

stakeholders at all. The contradicting mindset of the CPO and the grid operator, the willingness, and the 

need to cooperate open perspectives for effective cooperations towards their shared innovation goals, 

i.e. a more effective and controllable public infrastructure, since it seems that even though the strategies 

are misaligned, the overarching innovation goals are not. However, in order to enable effective 

cooperation it seems that underlying internal as well external hindering processes should be identified 

and be solved. The following section will continue on the stakeholders that are involved during the 

allocation of the public charging spots.  
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Appendix H Allocating charging spots within the public space 

Due to the fact that many current and potential e-drivers are unable to charge their EV on private 

grounds the location of public charging spots is part of a broader discussion between several 

stakeholders. The (strategic) location itself but also the preceding process is of strategic importance for 

the grid operator, CPO, municipality but also for the e-driver. Despite the fact that the e-driver is usually 

the one who places the applications for a public charging station, the e-driver is not included during this 

research project since the e-driver is not an active stakeholder during the development of the public 

charging infrastructure. It may also be the case that the charging station is placed without a direct 

application from an e-driver. However, future research should reveal what the drivers and arguments of 

e-driver’s charging behavior are in order to effectively manage and process their applications.  

Roughly speaking, there are two principles regarding the allocation of public charging spots, 

namely allocation on e-driver’s application (usually <300 meters of his/her house) or strategic allocation 

of the charging spot at more profitable locations, e.g. close to the grocery store or close to the shopping 

mall. The visions on which principle is most suitable and/or preferred differ between the stakeholders 

and within such a stakeholder type. However, ultimately it is the municipality that decides whether or 

not and where to allocate the charging spot within public space.  

As mentioned previously, the allocation process varies by municipality because each municipality 

has its own developed and established processes, and the content and the structure of the processes 

depend on the responsible person. In addition, for the municipality it is very important that the public 

charging stations fit within the local policy and the social interest of the community. The latter is also 

consistent with the municipality’s core task; considering the welfare and interests of the municipality as 

a whole and paying attention to anything that would promote the welfare or interests of the 

municipality and its residents. In addition, finance is obviously important for the municipality.  

However, according the municipality the CPO underestimates the importance that a municipality 

attaches to the quality and the functioning of its public space, but also to the balance of interests of the 

municipality’s residents. This also includes that less profitable charging spots must be provided with a 

charging station. What one sees is that on the one hand municipalities like EV and the related benefits. 

However, on the other hand the municipality usually does not have suitable procedures, resources, and 

usually does not want to lose many of its parking spaces to (strategic) EV charging spots. However, a 

large scale adoption of EV may aggravate parking pressure since an increase in charging spots will be at 

the expense of regular parking spaces.  

In smaller municipalities, parking pressure is usually negligible, but there is nevertheless 

reluctance to allocate public charging spots, possibly due to uncertainty about developments and long 

term implications. And besides the latter, the municipalities are pursuing an organized and self-

sustaining public charging market in the short-term. Hence, the vast majority of municipalities are 

currently searching for, but also developing, suitable (national) guidelines for the allocation of public 

charging spots.  

The CPO often receives a request for one or more charging stations, usually at predetermined 

locations, from the municipality in the form of a tender, a concession or a permit. The municipality 

imposes preconditions regarding location and specifications, and also the internal processes are rather 

complex and thereby elusive. This means that CPO’s view and experience the municipalities as a tedious 

party to cooperate with. CPO’s would like to see that the municipalities speed up their (internal) 
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processes of concessions, tenders, or quickly switch to the permit model. In addition, they would like to 

see that municipalities apply a common process to deal with the applications which, in turn, allow the 

CPO’s to work more effectively and efficient.  

Instead of waiting for an application (allocation on e-driver’s request) there are also CPO’s that 

(only) work according the ‘strategic allocation’ principle. In other words, they want to place and operate 

charging stations that are strategically located for their commercial activities since charging stations at 

these locations are generally most occupied, and consequently most profitable. However, these 

locations are usually at crowded places and, again, municipalities are reluctant to allocate charging spots 

at these strategic locations.  

Finally, the grid operator is involved during the allocation of public charging spots. The grid 

operator has to ensure that the connection between the public charging station and the electricity grid is 

realized. In order to achieve this, the CPO’s have to submit a connection application at the grid operator 

for by the municipality approved location. The challenges during the collaboration between the CPO and 

the grid operator are already mentioned in section 5.2.6. However, regarding the allocation of a public 

charging spot it could be the case that the allocated location requires soil investigation, or is rejected by 

the grid operator, e.g. due to the distance between the existing grid and the charging station placed at 

the charging spot. As a result, the location application will often have to go through the whole process 

again.  

Stakeholder positions with regard to allocating charging spots within the public space 

Concluding, it can be stated that three types of stakeholders are engaged in the allocation of public 

charging points. The interests regarding the allocation of public charging points of the stakeholders are 

partly misaligned. For example, the CPO wants to be profitable so an increase in EV and charging spots is 

beneficial. On the other hand, the municipality does not want to lose its (strategic) parking places to 

charging spots. However, when one associates them to the actual stakeholders’ roles, organizational 

type and their main interests it seems that the stakeholders could mean a lot to each other, e.g. both the 

municipality and the CPO want an organized market in the short term. On the other hand, although a 

situation is achieved where municipalities the CPO’s do have an agreement on how to organize the 

allocation of charging spots, they still depend on the decisions of the different grid operators. It is also 

useful to note that the CPO only focuses on the public charging infrastructure, while the grid operator 

and municipality are also focused on the EV, and the semipublic and private charging infrastructure.  

The organizational type, interests, strategies, and the term focus regarding the allocation of 

public charging points of each stakeholder are summarized and shown in Insight 15. Regarding this 

specific part the term focus refers to the main term focus in weeks of the stakeholder’s activities. The 

organizational performance of the CPO depends in its entirety on the success of the activities within the 

public charging ecosystem. This means that the CPO is fully focused on the public charging industry and 

the internal processes are designed accordingly. The CPO is therefore able to switch and respond quickly 

to location applications, e.g. the same week. However, on the other hand the grid operator and the 

municipality are not fully focused on the activities within the public charging ecosystem. Their internal 

processes are not (yet) designed as such and for this reason the internal throughput time and response is 

not that quick and agile as that of the CPO, e.g. municipalities and grid operators have throughput times, 

respectively, up to 6, 18 or more weeks and uncertain results.    
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Insight 15; Stakeholder positions with regard to allocating charging spots within the public space  

Stakeholder Organizational 
type  

Main interest Strategies Term focus 

Short  long 

Grid operator Semipublic 
 

Charging spot is close enough to 
existing grid; no polluted soil 

Approve the location of the charging 
spot; soil investigation 

 • 

CPO Commercial 
 

Profitable  charging spots; 
common, effective and efficient 
allocation processes  

Compete with other CPO’s to win 
concessions or tenders; lobbying for 
the permit model 

•  

Municipality Public 
 

Maintain quality and functioning 
of public space; balance 
interests of residents; optimal 
use of parking spaces 

Support for regional pilot projects 
and policy making; mutual 
cooperation (e.g. G32, G4); 
developing, suitable guidelines 

 • 

In addition, the vast majority of the CPO, but also several municipalities interviewed are blaming the grid 

operator to be inefficient, tedious and unwilling to think along during the allocation of charging spots. So 

besides the misaligned interests, one can see incomprehension from the CPO but also from the 

municipality towards the grid operator. On the other hand, the CPO views and experiences the 

municipality as a tedious party to cooperate with. The CPO would like to see that the municipality speed 

up their (internal) processes but also stop making a fuss about the location of charging spots. The CPO 

partially understands that the municipality is not only intended to take care of public charging activities, 

however, the CPO does not understand the rationale of the municipality.  

The municipality is, in turn, rather reluctant to cooperate with the CPO. This is mainly for the 

reason that the municipality experiences the CPO as an ‘aggressive’ organization, only intended to make 

profit. This commercial attitude is interpreted by the municipality as a threat to its main interests and 

core tasks. There are some collaboration exceptions regarding the allocation process and associated 

activities, though these are locally oriented and thereby not (yet) suitable for nationwide applications. 

 As such, currently the process and related matters for policy marking for the allocation of public 

charging spots is regularly defined by consulting firms who try to bridge the gap between the CPO and 

the municipality. In other words, the consulting firms support the municipality’s decision making process 

by setting clear frameworks and guidelines for the allocation of public charging spots. They regularly 

perform location analyses in order to ensure the desired occupancy rates. Perhaps even more important, 

consultancies assist the municipality by setting up specific requirements and they foster the translation 

of municipality’s questions, challenges and demands to an appropriate overview for the CPO.  

As a finale note, it appears that even though the interests are misaligned, the willingness to 

cooperate in order to organize the market exists. Mainly because the CPO wants to get rid of the 

ineffective and inefficient allocation processes. And on the other hand, the municipality wants to focus 

on their core tasks again since the allocation process of public charging stations still requires a lot of 

resources. The following section will continue on the stakeholders that are involved and interested in 

smart charging and influencing charging behavior 
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Appendix I Smart charging and influencing charging behavior 

As described, the placement and operation of public charging stations is currently the most prominent 

issue within the Dutch public charging ecosystem. However, the real (future) value is with smart charging 

and therewith controlled charging. In other words, it is expected that EV and therewith the charging 

infrastructure will become an essential and valuable (buffer) element in the transition to renewable 

energy and future energy systems.  

Within the public charging infrastructure ecosystem smart charging is the main interest for the 

grid operator and the energy provider, and also the reason that they developed public charging 

infrastructure. In addition, the MSP is currently the stakeholder that is in direct contact with the e-driver, 

meaning that probably the MSP also will play a significant role when smart charging is widely applicable. 

Although the expectation that smart charging will become a valuable and essential in future energy 

systems, the way how it should be organized is still unclear, inter alia due to required legislative changes, 

the long term perspective, and future uncertainties. When looking at the grid operator, energy provider, 

and the MSP there are several reasons for them to introduce some form of controlled or managed 

charging.  

The energy provider wants to manage EV at the grid level for commercial purposes. For the 

energy provider the flexibility of smart charging is valuable on the wholesale market, during the 

prediction of the electricity price movements, but also in balancing the electricity supply and customer 

demand. The energy provider want to be able to sell the flexibility to e-drivers by introducing and 

providing dynamic pricing with which they can offer e-drivers incentives to charge their EV at favorable 

times. But the energy provider can also sell the flexibility to the grid operator by providing peak shaving 

solutions and thereby ensure that they can postpone associated grid investments.  

For the grid operator smart charging is valuable in order to maintain the stability of the (local) 

grid and simultaneously postpone grid reinforcements and associated investments in future. More 

concrete, a large scale adoption of EV in the long term may pose a threat to the grid stability. Therefore, 

the grid operator seeks to avoid high peaks in (charging) demand on a local scale by means of smart 

charging in order to postpone associated grid reinforcements and investments.   

The MSP is currently the stakeholder that is in direct contact with the e-driver. The MSP is 

likewise in the position to adjust the charging speeds and provide dynamic pricing in future with which 

they can offer e-drivers incentives to charge their EV at favorable times. But they can also sell the 

flexibility to the grid operator and the energy provider by providing, respectively, peak shaving solutions 

and solution regarding the prediction and the balancing of the supply and demand on the electricity 

market. As a result the MSP can facilitate the transition to sustainable energy.  

However, when the flexibility will not be used optimally the MSP will frustrate the energy 

transition as a whole, which could result in many extra costs for energy providers and grid operators in 

the Netherlands. However, currently the focus of the MSP is selling charging services to e-drivers and to 

ensure that they can charge anytime and anywhere. Moreover, the exact role of the MSP within the 

public charging infrastructure ecosystem in future is questioned by many interviewees.  

Stakeholder positions with regard to smart charging 

Concluding, it can be stated that three types of stakeholders are interested in smart charging systems. 

The grid operator and the energy provider want to know what the influence of EV and the charging 
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infrastructure is on their organizational activities in the long term. Moreover, smart charging and 

therewith the possibility to influence charging behavior is the main interest of the grid operator and the 

energy provider. On the short term, it is, however, the MSP that is in direct contact with the e-driver and 

also in the position to manage the flexibility of the EV in future.  

However, the way how smart charging should be organized in the long term is still unclear due to 

several reasons and uncertainties. Moreover, the interests of these three stakeholders do not always 

align with each other. For example, in times of excess electricity from renewable sources, the interest of 

the energy provider would be to charge as many EV as possible. However, charging many EV 

simultaneously could cause an overload and it therefore would not be in the interest of the grid 

operator. On the other hand, in times of excess electricity from renewable sources the MSP can sell the 

flexibility to the grid operator and the energy provider by providing, respectively, peak shaving solutions 

and solution regarding the prediction and the balancing of the supply and demand on the electricity 

market. On the other, in a situation where the e-driver is most willing to pay the MSP can sell the 

flexibility to the e-driver.  

The organizational type, interests, strategies, and the term focus regarding the placement and 

operation of public charging points of each stakeholder are summarized and shown in Insight 16. 

Regarding this specific part the term focus refers to the main term focus in years of the stakeholder’s 

activities. The MSP has to be profitable on the short term and the performance of the organization 

entirely depends on the success of the activities within the public, semipublic and private charging 

ecosystem. However, on the other hand the grid operator and the energy provider have a long term 

focus regarding smart charging and therewith influencing charging behavior. In addition, the business 

performance of the grid operator and the energy provider does not directly depend on the short term 

success of EV and the public charging infrastructure.  

Insight 16; Stakeholder positions with regard to smart charging  

Stakeholder Organizational 
type  

Main interest Strategies Term focus 

Short  long 

Grid operator Semipublic 
 

Manage EV at the grid 
level to maintain grid 
stability and safety 

Mutual cooperation (EVnetNL, ElaadNL); 
participate in test projects; development of 
forecast models for smart charging 

 • 

MSP Commercial 
 

Commercial activities MSP integrated within CPO; develop new 
services; increase marketing intensity 

•  

Energy 
provider 

Commercial  
 

Manage EV at the grid 
level for commercial 
purposes 

Developing public charging infrastructure; 
nowadays rather reluctant; development of 
dynamic pricing, peak shaving and 
optimization models 

 • 

In addition, what the analysis shows is that although the main interests of both the grid operator as the 

energy provider are with smart charging, their current activities have more to do with testing smart 

charging systems and safeguarding related long term interests, this is largely the case due to the 

uncertainties about how smart charging should be organized in the long term. As a result, the energy 

provider and the grid operator are not competing on the real future value of smart charging. Instead, the 

energy provider but mainly the grid operator is currently seeking to position itself in such a way to 

appropriately safeguard their interests regarding smart charging in future. However, the associated 

strategies used by the grid operator together with its unwillingness to cooperate, in turn, frustrates 

other stakeholders who are blaming the grid operator to act beyond its role. 


