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Executive Summary
The purpose of the report is to identify and evaluate the organisational change implemented by General Dynamics (GD) and the UK Ministry of Defence (MoD), resulting in the formation of the Joint Acceptance Group (JAG). The purpose of the change was to eliminate duplication in vehicle testing processes, improve operational efficiency, and foster greater collaboration between GD civilian personnel and MoD military staff.
The report assesses how the change process was managed, using Kotter’s 8-Step Change Model to evaluate the structure and flow of the transition. Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis identifies the driving and resisting forces influencing the change, and Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory highlights how motivation and morale were affected.
These findings highlight successful practices including leadership, participative management, and improvements to working conditions. However, challenges related to cultural integration and unresolved overtime disparities remain.
The report ends with recommendations for future organisational changes. Earlier communication, stronger senior leadership engagement, and continued efforts to promote cultural cohesion.











Table of Contents
Executive Summary	1
Introduction	3
Main Findings	4
Organisational Change Overview	4
Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis	5
Change Process - Kotter’s 8 Step Change Model	6
Leadership and Motivation	9
Leadership Styles	9
Analysis Using Herzberg’s Theory	10
Conclusion	11
Bibliography	12
 

















Introduction  

General Dynamics (GD) is a key contractor to the UK Ministry of Defence (MoD), responsible for developing, testing, and delivering advanced defence vehicles (General Dynamics UK, 2025). Currently, GD has a contract to deliver 589 'AJAX' Armoured Fighting Vehicles, across six variants, valued at £5.5 billion (House of Commons Library, 2022). The vehicles are assembled at the Merthyr Tydfil site, with testing and acceptance performed separately by GD's factory teams and the MoD's independent testing team consisting of actively serving members of the British Army.
A recent organisational change saw the integration of these two teams into a single entity, the Joint Acceptance Group (JAG). This collaboration aimed to improve operational efficiency by eliminating test duplication, promoting better transparency and collaboration, and enhancing decision making throughout the vehicle testing and acceptance process.
The change was necessary for streamlining operations however this presented various challenges, with respect to team integration, communication, and differing organisational cultures. This report looks at how the change process was managed and identifies both successful practices and potential areas for improvement. The effectiveness of the change will be assessed using Kotter’s 8-Step Change Model, providing insight into the structure and flow of the transition. Additionally, Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis model, as described by Mullins (2016), illustrates how change is influenced by the balance between driving and resisting forces within an organisation
Understanding how employees were impacted through this process is also essential. Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory is applied to assess the impact of the change on staff motivation and morale.









Main Findings

Organisational Change Overview
In mid-2022, General Dynamics (GD) and the UK Ministry of Defence (MoD) implemented an organisational change by integrating their respective testing teams into one testing team known as the Joint Acceptance Group (JAG). Prior to this, vehicle acceptance testing for the AJAX Armoured Fighting Vehicle programme was carried out separately. Both GD’s Factory Acceptance Team and the MoD’s independent teams, consisting of actively serving British Army personnel, conducted vehicle assessments at the Merthyr Tydfil site. However, the vehicle assessments were carried out separately by each time at different stages of the testing and acceptance plan.
The decision to merge the teams was driven by delays in vehicle deliveries and missed deadlines. Discrepancies in GD's and MoD's testing procedures caused inefficiencies, such as late identification of faults by MoD that required GD engineers to rework vehicles. This delayed the schedule and increased labour demands, with MoD teams required to work overtime, unlike GD staff. These challenges were compounded by cultural tensions, creating a 'blame culture' where each team accused the other of causing failures. 
The creation of JAG aimed to eliminate duplication, promote communication, and strengthen team cohesion. Merging the groups into a single unit ensured consistent testing, reduced overlooked faults, and improved mutual understanding. Senior managers from both GD and the MoD led the change, with input from select shop floor personnel. While the decision was communicated to the testing teams on the shop floor, the change was not initially welcomed. Both groups held the belief that the other lacked the professionalism and commitment to the programme, and concerns were raised about losing identity and influence within the new structure.
Despite early resistance, the transition to JAG streamlined the acceptance process, improved performance, and ensured timely delivery of high quality AJAX vehicles.


Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis
Organisational change often faces multiple pressures for and against implementation. Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis model (Lewin, 1947) provides a guideline for examining the forces driving and resisting the formation of the Joint Acceptance Group (JAG) between GD and the MoD. By analysing these forces, it is possible to gauge the likelihood of a successful change and highlight areas needing further management attention.

Driving Forces - Several strong drivers pushed the merger forward. Firstly, the persistent delays in vehicle deliveries placed contractual obligations and organisational reputation under threat. Reducing duplication of effort between GD and MoD testing teams was seen as essential to streamline operations and meet deadlines. Senior management from both organisations, recognising these issues, jointly supported the change.
At the operational level, shop floor managers collaborated effectively to implement the changes, developing a joint testing procedure and encouraging the participation of frontline staff. A further significant driver was the desire to create a better working environment between GD civilian staff and MoD military personnel, aiming to reduce tensions and foster collaboration.

Resisting Forces - Resistance was strong, especially early on. As highlighted in University of Boston (2025) cultural differences can significantly impact organisational behaviour. Cultural tensions and an 'us versus them' attitude led to hostility towards the merger. Both teams doubted the other's professionalism and testing standards. Poor communication from senior management fuelled uncertainty and rumours. Disagreements over testing standards, with GD prioritising deadlines and the MoD focusing on robustness, created friction.
Another source of resistance was the resentment over overtime policies. MoD staff, required to work overtime under command without additional pay compared to GD staff, perceived the arrangement as unfair, which occasionally led to reduced morale and cooperation. Furthermore, the increased pressure on assembly teams to deliver vehicles faster resulted in reduced build quality and a rise in defects, indirectly resisting the goals of the JAG integration.

Evaluation - Overall, the driving forces outweighed the resisting forces, particularly due to the operational collaboration at the shop floor level and early improvements in delivery speed. However, as Lewin (1947) suggested, reducing resisting forces is crucial for sustainable change. Continued attention to cultural integration, communication, and workload management remains necessary to fully anchor the change within organisational culture (Mullins, 2016).

Driving Forces (For Change)	Resisting Forces (Against Change)
Need to meet deadlines	Cultural differences (Us Vs Them)
Reduce duplication and delays	Poor communication
Create a better working environment (JAG)	Differences in testing standards
Senior management push	GD and MoD staff pay
Shop floor manager collaboration	Pressure on assembly teams


Change Process - Kotter’s 8 Step Change Model
The formation of the Joint Acceptance Group (JAG) between General Dynamics (GD) and the Ministry of Defence (MoD) can be analysed using Kotter’s 8-Step Change Model. This model provides a structured approach to managing change, highlighting both best practices and potential pitfalls (Kotter, 1996).

Figure 1 - Expert Programme Management, 2021
Create Urgency - Kotter (1996) identifies this step as the foundation for change, where an organisation must highlight key risks, failures, or opportunities to encourage immediate action. It involves convincing stakeholders that change is necessary.
In this case, urgency was evident due to persistent delays in vehicle deliveries, blame culture, and inefficiencies caused by duplicated testing processes. However, this urgency was not adequately  communicated by senior leadership through structured channels; instead, most of the awareness stemmed from internal team discussions and word of mouth. Although the reasoning behind the change was widely understood by testing teams and management, the lack of direct communication may have limited buy in from individuals at the early stages (Hayes, 2018).
Build a Coalition - According to Kotter (1996), this step requires forming a powerful team of individuals from across the organisation who support the change and can lead it effectively. Although the initial decision was made by senior GD and MoD management, the implementation was left to shop floor managers. Despite the absence of senior leadership post announcement, the collaboration between shop floor and MoD managers was strong and inclusive. Their efforts to involve team members from both sides reflected what Kotter Inc. (2018) describes as a guiding coalition, the nerve centre of the 8 stage process.
Create a Vision - This step involves creating a clear and compelling vision for the future, accompanied by a strategy for how the change will be achieved (Kotter, 1996). A clear vision was developed on the shop floor, through the creation of a joint testing procedure and the grouping of individuals from each team. This approach aligns with Kotter’s recommendation that a vision must be simple, logical, and relatable. However, Mullins (2016) highlights the importance of shared organisational culture, which was initially lacking making it difficult for all parties to immediately embrace the new approach.
Communication - Kotter (1996) argues that consistent, open communication is essential for reinforcing the vision and securing buy in. Leaders must use every channel to share the new direction and encourage feedback. At GD, communication was mostly top down and consisted of announcements regarding the new testing structure. However, ideas and feedback were welcomed and discussed with shop floor managers. This approach demonstrates only a partial alignment with Kotter’s recommendation on consistent, transparent communication. While the openness to team feedback was positive, more formal two way communication could have accelerated acceptance.
“Change communication – to provide organizational members with a clear and unambiguous information about what is going to change as a result of the merger” (Hayes, 2018).
Empowering Action – This step removes obstacles and encourages experimentation and risk taking (Kotter, 1996). It involves eliminating barriers that block change. Resistance emerged in two areas: disagreement over testing standards and pressure on build teams. GD focused on meeting deadlines, while MoD prioritised battlefield reliability. Additionally, the quicker testing turnaround increased strain on assembly teams. Although some of these issues were acknowledged, not all were addressed, leaving pockets of friction.
Create Short Term Wins - Kotter (1996) highlights that achieving visible, early successes is critical for building momentum in a change process. These successes must be visible, unambiguous, and clearly linked to the change initiative. For the JAG integration, early wins included the delivery of new toolkits and testing equipment, the creation of bay specific work areas, and the implementation of computer based reporting systems, which replaced slower paper based methods. These improvements led to faster testing times, quicker fault resolution, and enhanced communication between testing and rectification teams. Although some pressures continued, particularly increased demands on assembly teams and frustrations regarding overtime arrangements. These early successes helped build confidence among GD and MoD personnel that the Joint Acceptance Group approach was beneficial.
Build on the change - Kotter (1996) states the importance of using early wins to maintain momentum and drive deeper change. At GD, early improvements such as faster testing times and improved fault rectification helped reinforce the value of the Joint Acceptance Group (JAG) structure. Managers built on these successes by encouraging further collaboration and refining testing processes, although ongoing pressures on assembly teams indicated that continuous improvement remained necessary (Hayes, 2018). 
Embed the Change - The final step involves making the new behaviours and practices part of the organisation’s core values and day to day routines (Kotter, 1996). For organisational change to be maintained, new behaviours must become part of everyday practices. GD and MoD managers worked to embed collaboration through daily integrated meetings and shared problem-solving responsibilities. Over time, cultural barriers reduced, and a stronger team identity developed. However, Mullins (2016) notes that lingering issues, such as differences in overtime policies, demonstrate that embedding change requires ongoing reinforcement and consistent leadership support. 

Leadership and Motivation
Effective leadership and the management of motivation are critical during periods of organisational change. In the transition to the Joint Acceptance Group (JAG), leadership at the shop floor level played a pivotal role in implementing and embedding the change. Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory (1959) offers a useful framework for evaluating how employee motivation and satisfaction were influenced throughout the process.
Leadership Styles
The leadership approach adopted during the change process was largely transformational. While senior management initiated the integration, the responsibility for actioning the merger was delegated to shop floor managers. These managers displayed key characteristics of transformational leadership, such as inspiring a shared sense of purpose and fostering collaboration across teams (Mullins, 2016).
Daily meetings involving both GD and MoD personnel were introduced to encourage communication, teamwork, and the development of a unified identity. Managers promoted a participative leadership style by delegating lead testers from both sides to jointly structure and manage testing activities. This participative strategy empowered employees and facilitated the acceptance of new processes, aligning with Mullins’ (2016) that involving employees in decision making enhances commitment and engagement.
MoD managers reinforced the mission critical nature of the work, reminding personnel that the vehicles they tested would be used in hostile environments by fellow service members. This nature proved to be a key motivator, particularly among GD staff, promoting pride and responsibility in their work.
Despite these positive aspects, some challenges remained. The transformational and participative efforts at the shop floor level were not fully matched by sustained senior leadership engagement, potentially limiting the overall cultural integration across the wider organisation.


Analysis Using Herzberg’s Theory
Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory (1959) suggests that two separate sets of factors influence job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Motivators are factors that increase job satisfaction and encourage higher performance such as recognition, achievement, responsibility, and personal growth. In contrast, hygiene factors do not motivate employees when present, but if absent or insufficient, they can lead to dissatisfaction. These include elements such as salary, working conditions, company policies, and interpersonal relationships. Both categories were highly relevant during the JAG integration.
Positive motivators were effectively implemented. Testers who excelled were eligible for "Impact Awards", gift cards recognising exceptional contributions, and good collaboration and work ethic were acknowledged during formal appraisals for both GD and MoD personnel. These recognitions fostered achievement, responsibility, and professional growth, aligning with Herzberg’s (1959) motivators.
Addressing hygiene factors was just as crucial. Initially, inadequate tooling, particularly for MoD teams, caused dissatisfaction. This was rectified by allocating specific working bays with fully equipped toolkits and dedicated computers for faster reporting. The move away from paper based fault logging to digital systems significantly improved efficiency, contributing to better working conditions (Mullins, 2016).
By merging the two teams, duplicated testing tasks were eliminated, reducing overall workload pressure. The need for excessive overtime, a major source of frustration, decreased significantly, leading to improved morale across both GD and MoD personnel. Nevertheless, some hygiene issues persisted. Disparities in overtime compensation between GD and MoD personnel occasionally caused tension, with some resentment still apparent when MoD personnel were required to work overtime without additional financial benefit. According to Herzberg (1959), unresolved hygiene issues, even if minor, can negatively impact overall job satisfaction and should be continuously monitored.
In summary, the leadership and motivational strategies deployed during the JAG integration successfully addressed key challenges, but ongoing attention to underlying hygiene factors will be required for sustaining motivation and cohesion.


Conclusion
The integration of General Dynamics (GD) and Ministry of Defence (MoD) personnel into the Joint Acceptance Group (JAG) represented a significant organisational change, this aimed at improving efficiency, eliminating duplication, and fostering a more collaborative working environment. Using Kotter’s 8-Step Change Model, the analysis showed that although urgency and operational coalition were established, communication gaps and unresolved tensions limited the effectiveness of the change (Kotter, 1996; Hayes, 2018).
Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis revealed that although substantial resisting forces existed, particularly cultural tensions and pay resentment, the driving forces, including shop floor leadership and improved resources outweighed these (Mullins, 2016). Short term improvements such as new tooling, streamlined testing, and digital reporting systems helped to reinforce the transition.
Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory further demonstrated that employee satisfaction was influenced not only by improved recognition and responsibility, but also by the removal of dissatisfiers such as poor equipment and excessive overtime (Herzberg, 1959; Mullins, 2016). However, lingering disparities in working conditions, particularly overtime expectations, suggest that hygiene issues were not fully resolved.
In conclusion, while the JAG integration was largely successful, future organisational changes would benefit from earlier, clearer communication strategies, more active senior leadership engagement throughout the process, and continued efforts to address both cultural integration and equality of working conditions. Embedding these improvements will ensure sustainable, positive change and greater organisational resilience.
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