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Executive Summary
The strategic change needs addressed by this report are those of the Ford Motor Company, which is an international automotive company in the automobile industry that is changing rapidly due to electrification and growing integration of digital and stricter environmental regulations. The organisation is chosen as it is experiencing a two-fold strategic conflict; on the one hand, it needs to preserve profitability in its traditional commercial and internal combustion business, and, at the same time, the company invests huge sums in electric vehicle (EV) and software solutions. The external environmental forces are the increasing rate of EV adoption, the growing global competition posed by digitally native manufacturers, and the timing of regulatory deadlines to comply with the regulations to reduce emissions, which shortens the limited timeframe to adapt to the new environment and raises the cost of inaction for Ford.
The key change problem to be noted is the gap between short-term financial performance and long-term capability development, with the emerging EV operations documenting losses and legacy divisions providing the cash needed to finance transformation. In order to deal with such complexity, the report compares the Three-Step Model and Eight-Step Model of Lewin and Kotter with the McKinsey 7S framework, which is employed to diagnose internal alignment in comparison. An intermediate application has been suggested to trade urgency, behavioural transition and systemic coherence.
The suggested strategic change is the profitable scaling of EV and digital platforms and integrating the practise of reskilling the workforce, adaptive leadership, and collaboration between functions. The anticipated results are low EV loss margins, faster innovation processes and organisational agility. Financial effects revolve around disciplined capital allocation and productivity-driven funding instead of growing the debt, and cultural ones revolve around changing the risk-averse manufacturing culture towards experimentation and constant learning. The combination of the change plan will enable Ford to transform scale and brand equity into a technology-based competitive advantage that is sustainable, not incremental operational enhancement.
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[bookmark: _Toc221284604]Introduction
Organisational environments have become such that competitive locations are rapidly transferred as a result of interwoven technological, regulatory, and social forces, and this implies that change is more appropriately considered an ongoing strategic potential and not a periodic project. The research evidence on VUCA conditions has shown that strategic agility and organisational learning are decisive in uncertainty, and the quality of diagnosis and response is more important than the speed of implementation when the various pressures interplay (Atanassova et al., 2025).
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Figure 1 2024 supplemental information
Source: (Ford Motor Company, 2025)
The Ford Motor Company is the target of this report, as it has a quantifiable two-fold problem to maintain financial performance in the short term to fund the long-term change. As Ford reported in 2024, net income attributable to Ford of $5,879 million shows the financial interests of capital allocation between legacy and future capabilities (Ford Motor Company, 2025). At the same time, in 2023, the sales of electric cars worldwide reached nearly 14 million cars (approximately 18 % of all car sales), which increases the strategic cost of an untimely renewal (International Energy Agency, 2024).
It is in this context that leadership needs to organise commitment in the ambiguity, where models and frameworks are applied contextually by change managers, but not mechanically (Phillips and Klein, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc221284605]Organisational Background
Ford Motor Company is working in a global automotive market where the value creation has speedily moved away from mechanical differentiation to electrification, software integration and low-carbon compliance, making the strategic value of adaptability over the size of production more and more important (International Energy Agency, 2024). In this transition, diversified product portfolio and repositioning of Ford under the Ford + strategy underpin its competitive relevance, which connects short term operational performance with long term capabilities renewal of vehicles, digital services and connected mobility experiences (Ford Motor Company, 2025). The purpose of the organisation set out by the organisation itself, to help build a better world where all people can move and realise their dreams, is an indication of an identity that is not limited to manufacturing but expands to encompass the wider mobility and creation of value to stakeholders.
At the organisational level, Ford is a large multinational with an estimated workforce of around 165,000 individuals in 2024, having huge manufacturing resources with a worldwide distribution network (Ford Motor Company, 2025). Regarding finances, the reported revenues of $184,992 million in 2024 indicate the strength of the demand and the ability to invest, but also indicate the vulnerability of transformation to the discipline of capital allocation (Ford Motor Company, 2026). Segment performance shows a strategic stressor: Ford Pro brought in a result of 9,015 million adjusted EBIT, and Ford Model e experienced a loss of 5,076 million, which represents the conflict between the traditional profitability and the new EV investment. With the market already accounting for approximately 18 % of the world's car sales, the sustainability of Ford hinges on the transformation of scale and brand equity into digitally enabled, cost-effective invention prior to the consolidation of competitive ecosystems.
[bookmark: _Toc221284606]Environmental Analysis 
[bookmark: _Toc221284607]External Environment – PESTLE
[bookmark: _Toc221284608]Political and Economic Factors
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Figure 2 World Economic Outlook Growth Projections
Source: (International Monetary Fund, 2025)
Policy-led industrial change and geopolitical risk are also becoming part and parcel of the strategic environment of Ford, repricing supply chains, pushing mandated technology changes faster instead of letting them evolve gradually. As an example, the EU policy has officially stated the course of movement towards ending sales of new cars with CO2 emissions by 2035, indicating that the regulatory paths have now become a part of product-life choices and long-cycle capital planning (European Commission, 2022). Simultaneously, industrial competition and trade specifically the size and export value of the Chinese EV manufacturers puts pressure on the need of incumbents to reduce costs more rapidly, to localise key components and establish durable chain of battery supplies as opposed to globalised optimisation (Reuters, 2026). On the economic front, Ford will experience fragile demand due to the constrained consumer purchasing power and credit conditions; the IMF estimates that global growth will be 3.3 % in 2025 and 2026, lower than the average 2000-2019, meaning that affordability will continue to be a pressure in high-end markets (vehicles) and hence tolerance will be lower to price increases associated with transition (International Monetary Fund, 2025). 
[bookmark: _Toc221284609]Social and Technological Factors
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	Figure 3 Rate of Technology Change
Source: (International Energy Agency, 2024)
Social pressures are drawing towards low-carbon mobility and frictionless digital experiences, which is shifting towards software-based value, trust and convenience instead of being purely mechanical differentiation. The rate of technology change is already quantifiable: the world was nearly selling 14 million electric cars in 2023 and 18% of all cars sold, which means that the industry has already progressed beyond the initial phase of technology adoption and has entered the mass-market segmentation phase, meaning that the major market competitors may soon lose their customer base to competitors with more advanced product portfolios and customer experiences (International Energy Agency, 2024). With this diffusion gauge gaining momentum, the strategic challenge facing Ford is not just model availability but also capability maturity in software, data and lifecycle service provision since EV competition is progressively characterised by platform economies of scale, update frequency and ecosystem associations instead of individual product releases. 
[bookmark: _Toc221284610]Legal and Environmental Factors
Legal requirements are becoming increasingly stiff to the extent that sustainability is turned into an operating constraint of compliance with a direct impact on the product engineering, supplier selection and investment sequencing. In the United States, the new rule that was adopted by the EPA establishes tougher standards of harmful emission reduction to lower emissions beginning with model year 2027, which provides a time-framed compliance horizon that would require a faster implementation of technologies and a well-managed programme of governance (Environmental Protection Agency, 2024). Independent regulatory review suggests such requirements to be a 50 per cent and 44 per cent reduction in the mean tailpipe CO2 emissions of light-duty and medium-duty vehicles, respectively, compared to model year 2026, signalling a step-change, not a further tightening of the belt (International Council on Clean Transportation, 2025). 
[bookmark: _Toc221284611]Internal Environment – VRIO

[bookmark: _Toc221284616]Necessity and Triggers for Change
[bookmark: _Toc221284617]Performance gaps and strategic exposure
The operational necessity of a strategic change at Ford is informed by an objective lack of contact between the cash-generating historic business and the loss-making future bets, which renders transformation a survival imperative and not an optional upgrade. According to its annual report of FY2024, Ford disclosed net income attributable to Ford Motor Company of 5,879 million, but this topline strength hides internal disjunction among business segments that are operating at cross purposes (Ford Motor Company, 2025). The same filing indicates that Ford Pro is already profitable with a 9,015 million adjusted EBIT, and Ford Model e is still a loss-making enterprise with an adjusted margin of -131.8, indicating that Ford is not yet economically self-sufficient on a large scale (Ford Motor Company, 2025). This mismatch is a strategic risk as it suggests that the past cash flows have to continue to subsidise the future over a long period of time, and this means that the firm is more vulnerable to demand shocks, pricing wars and capital market tightening conditions that can rapidly reduce the transition runway of the firm.
[bookmark: _Toc221284618]Digital disruption and competitor pressure
The external adoption curve is narrowing the capability-renewal time frame of Ford, since the EV uptake is now in the mass-market wave rather than the initial adopter wave. According to the International Energy Agency (2024), nearly 18% of all cars sold in 2023 were electric (as compared to 14% in 2022), suggesting that the incumbents are rapidly experiencing increasing parity pressures in the cost, range, charging integration and user experience of EVs. Some of the empty space in the filing by Ford is dedicated to industrywide competitive pressures, which supports the thesis that the competitive foundation is already moving and subtracting first-generation EV margins instead of rewarding its participation by itself (Ford Motor Company, 2025). Competitor pressure, in the strategic sense, is growing to include digitally enabled companies, whose differentiation is based on the software-defined functionality and constant updating, and not just on the size of manufacturing, making the possibility of Ford falling behind in the innovation cycles even though it can scale to volumes more of a possibility.
[bookmark: _Toc221284619]Workforce skills and innovation readiness
Another catalyst is capability reconfiguration, as the automotive frontier is becoming more software-intensive, and necessitates new competence-forming processes that have culturally and structurally distinct requirements from traditional mechanical engineering. Burr (2024) demonstrates that incumbent car manufacturers have to actively develop internal software competence and supplement it with external cooperation, which means that the problem of innovation lag is often embedded in the architecture of skills and organisational structure and not only access to the technologies. As a result, the strategic change should include all three aspects: governance, incentives and reskilling at Ford to invest in the products, as the transformation spending can still run at a loss without bridging the competitiveness gap fast enough to ensure long term sustainability.
[bookmark: _Toc221284620]Change Management Models
[bookmark: _Toc221284621]Strategic fit and diagnostic requirement
The challenge of change at Ford is ambidextrous: the company has to protect profitable legacy business at the same time as developing a competitive electric-vehicle and software business under severe time constraints. Financial reporting shows disparity between healthy commercial results and ongoing EV losses, which means that Ford is running two parallel business logics and not a linear change programme (Ford Motor Company, 2025). This background is noteworthy since the choice of models should be based on the complexity of the problems, but not on hypothetical preference. The change at Ford is capital-intensive, culturally disruptive, and politically sensitive, which implies that the most efficient framework has to create urgency and alignment but be able to quickly adapt to the changes in regulatory and technological processes.
[bookmark: _Toc221284622]Model 1: Lewin’s Three-Step Model (Unfreeze–Change–Refreeze)
The Unfreeze-Change-Refreeze model by Lewin is a clear framework of behaviour to use in order to modify established routines, and this is especially well-known in manufacturing-based set-ups because hierarchies of norms can slow down speed. The unfreezing stage is particularly applicable to the case of Ford since the staff members previously focused on mechanical superiority will have to embrace a new competitive philosophy based on software and digital ecosystems. The empirical qualitative studies demonstrate that resistance increases when preparation is not actively developed, and this fact supports the proactive approach of communication and engagement techniques (Vasel, 2025). The weakness of Lewin, however, is that it is deemed to be linear because the concept of refreezing can be construed as stability, yet the EV environment at Ford demands constant repetition. 
[bookmark: _Toc221284623]Model 2: Kotter’s Eight-Step Model
The model used by Kotter is quite compatible with the urgency of mobilisation of organisational energy at Ford, since leadership functions aimed at creating urgency, coalitions and short-term wins are operationalised. Empirically, it has been correlated that staged mobilisation is related to leadership credibility and readiness to change, with long-term impetus being based upon behavioural legitimacy as much as procedure sequencing (Mouazen, 2023). In the case of Ford, this focus of leadership is vital since change is a process that incorporates various stakeholders whose cooperation is key to defining the pace of execution. However, the sequential quality of Kotter can be inflexible to highly inflexible changes in rapid regulatory or market transitions, since flexibility is required, as Carreño (2024) writes, as its inflexibility can hinder long-term flexibility. The McKinsey 7S scheme is a complement to the two models as it identifies inconsistencies in strategy, structure, systems and skills, and it provides internal consistency in the implementation (Rosnerova et al., 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc221284624]Comparative lens: McKinsey 7S for organisational alignment
McKinsey 7S reinforces the Ford model decision-making process by using an alignment test with hard and soft positioning aspects of the strategy, structure, systems, shared values, style, staff and skills, such that failure in implementation is not attributed to the weakness of execution but to the misfit. Research has recently grouped 7S as a model of descriptive alignment that can be used to diagnose the factors of organisation that influence change performance to the greatest extent, which is applicable to Ford since the introduction of technology strategy will not be successful with incentives, skills and operating systems still focused on the old value logic (Rosnerova et al., 2024). As a comparative investment, 7S assists Ford in stipulating what needs to be changed within the organisation (skills architecture, decision rights, performance measures) to render the freezing phase of the Lewin model relevant and the victories phases of the Kotter model long-lasting.
[bookmark: _Toc221284625]Judgement on the best-fit approach for Ford
A hybrid approach, Kotter best suits urgency and mobilisation, Lewin's behavioural stabilisation, and McKinsey 7S organisational alignment since none of the models fits the speed and the systemic complexity of its strategic change.
[bookmark: _Toc221284626]Leadership and Organisational Culture
[bookmark: _Toc221284627]Leadership demands created by Ford’s transformation
The change agenda that is being implemented by Ford needs leaders to provide ambidexterity: maintain the cash flow of the old line of operations and create profitable EV and software under time pressure. This duality is evident in the FY2024 result of Ford, where Ford Pro brought in the income of 9,015m adjusted EBIT, and Model e brought in the revenue of 5,076m adjusted EBIT loss and an EBIT margin of -131.8%, meaning that the leadership needs to balance performance protection and capability renewal at the same time (Ford Motor Company, 2025). This setting promotes leadership beyond communication to execution architecture that focuses on speed of learning, capital discipline and workforce alignment since transformation risks cannot be addressed by only using operational control.
[bookmark: _Toc221284628]Transformational, transactional and servant leadership effectiveness
Transformational leadership applies as it enhances preparedness to disruptive change by influencing meaning, commitment and psychological safety that is essential in cases of role redesign and identity disruption among the employees. A peer-reviewed study's results on organisational change readiness reveal that transformational leadership is positively related to readiness outcomes, whereas transactional behaviours are more conditional based on the context and reinforcement mechanisms (Mekonnen et al., 2023). There is still a need for transactional type of leadership in the Ford environment since compliance, quality and safety cannot be envisioned into existence; it balances execution by having clear target goals, monitoring and accountability. The empirical evidence also indicates that various elements of leadership are consistent with various phases of the Kotter-type change processes and, therefore, Ford must possess a mixed repertoire, as opposed to a single leadership approach (Mouazen et al., 2023). 
[bookmark: _Toc221284629]Judgement for Ford
A hybrid approach involving transformational leadership to drive commitment and innovation, and transactional discipline to ensure safety/quality and lower execution variance, coupled with servant-leadership behaviours, is the solution that can sustain trust throughout the restructuring and reskilling. This mixture is equivalent to the quantifiable segment divergence of Ford and to the intensity of the transition to EV/software (Ford Motor Company, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc221284630]Organisational Culture Evaluation
[bookmark: _Toc221284631]Schein’s three levels as a culture diagnosis for change risk
The model developed by Schein (artefacts, espoused values, underlying assumptions) can be used to understand why the strategic case might be rational, but Ford can still meet resistance. Artefacts (plants, routines, quality systems, stage-gate governance) are indicative of a historically optimised culture towards scale manufacturing, and the espoused values are more towards digital capability and customer experience, with a portfolio restructuring and EV buildout of Ford (Ford Motor Company, 2025). 
[bookmark: _Toc221284632]Culture as an enabler or barrier to change execution
The recent empirical studies suggest that organisational culture is a powerful determinant of change management performance and has an interaction with the leadership style, which means that the leadership approach used by Ford should be culturally literate instead of being model-driven (Abawari, 2024). A review of the organisational culture literature shows that the leaders are at the centre of establishing and strengthening behavioural norms, which implies that culture change is not an HR programme but a leadership practise that lies within the systems (Bogale, 2024). In the case of Ford, the cultural risk is that legacy assumptions, namely stability, hierarchy, and long development cycles, may adversely affect the operating cadence needed on EVs and software-defined products, particularly when external competition drives the timeline of innovation.
[bookmark: _Toc221284633]Judgement for Ford
Finally, Ford has the greatest enablers in the form of pride in engineering, discipline in operations and customer focus within commercial segments; this can be used to facilitate change once it is converted to software quality and high-paced training processes. But the identical strengths may turn into a limitation when they do not encourage experimentation or cross-functional digital cooperation, setting an innovation-lag trap at a time when the Model e economics require rapidity and cost learning (Ford Motor Company, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc221284634]Strategic Change Plan
[bookmark: _Toc221284635]Proposed change focus and rationale
The strategic change plan created by Ford emphasises profitable expansion of EV and software business and safeguarding cash generation of commercial and legacy business as a result of FY2024 outcomes of the company: Ford Pro contributed to the company with a structural performance deviation of 9,015m adjusted EBIT meanwhile Ford Model e contributed to the company with an average of 5,076m adjusted EBIT loss (Ford Motor Company, 2025). This strategy thus focuses on renewing capability (software, battery cost, operating model speed) that bridges the profitability gap prior to EV adoption and regulation, condensing the runway of transition of Ford, considering that world electric car sales approached 14 million in 2023 and 18 per cent of all car sales (International Energy Agency, 2024). 
[bookmark: _Toc221284636]SMART objectives aligned to Ford’s vision
Objective 1 (economic sustainability): Be able to reduce adjusted EBIT loss of Ford Model e by more than 30% by FY2027, based on FY2024, through battery cost-down, platform simplification and software-enabled revenue per vehicle (Ford Motor Company, 2025).
Objective 2 (capability speed): Reduce the end-to-end product development time by 20% on EV and software product features, through programme milestones and release cadence, by FY2027 to accelerate mass-market adoption of EVs (International Energy Agency, 2024).
Objective 3 (people capability): Reskill at least a quarter of targeted roles in software, data, battery and systems engineering by FY2027 by competency certification and deployment into cross-functional product teams, since change reactions and adoption outcomes are highly influenced by employee perceptions of support and readiness (Khaw et al., 2022).
Objective 4 (compliance readiness): Compliance-ready (model-year compliant) product and supplier compliance with the tougher US emission regime beginning MY2027, through fleet compliance monitoring and supplier qualification gates (Environmental Protection Agency, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc221284637]Implementation phases and governance
[bookmark: _Toc221284638]Phase 1: Preparation (0–6 months)
Create a transformation governance office which combines portfolio investment choices, operating model redesign and people-side adoption, as evidence demonstrates that structured strategies and visible sponsorship lead to delivering success (Prosci, 2023). In this step, Ford is supposed to complete a capability map of software-defined vehicles (SDV), battery sourcing and data platforms and base segment economics and delivery bottlenecks on FY2024 performance as the baseline (Ford Motor Company, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc221284639]Phase 2: Transition (6–24 months)
Implement cross-functional platform reset programme: consolidate EV structures, standardise software development modules and increase cross-functional product teams to accelerate learning cycle and secure Pro cash flows by operational excellence and service growth. This step must actively address resistance as a natural reaction, as recent resistance literature has underscored that resistance can have a significant negative effect on the performance of modern leaders unless they articulate meaning, lessen uncertainty and dilute local response (Warrick, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc221284640]Phase 3: Stabilisation (24–36 months)
New routines should be institutionalised with new KPIs, decision rights and performance systems to ensure that gains continue after initial mobilisation since change reactions change over time and need to be reinforced to avoid regression (Khaw et al., 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc221284641]Financial plan and ROI logic
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Figure 4 Financial Plan and ROI Logic – Indicative Budget Framework
Ford must ring-fence a transformation budget based on (i) discretionary spend reallocation, (ii) productivity savings in heritage activities and (iii) controlled capital allocation in line with quantifiable milestones. The logic of ROI associates the investment with the reduction of the gap in EV loss, as the results of the FY2024 segments demonstrate that Model e continues to make losses and makes it more dependent on Pro cash income (Ford Motor Company, 2025). The financial governance must demand quarterly value-realisation gates, providing funding only when the cost-down and delivery metrics get better, and not putting long-term investment and lack of learning into practice. 
[bookmark: _Toc221284642]Communication and stakeholder engagement plan
Employees, unions, dealers, suppliers, regulators and fleet customers should be prioritised in stakeholder mapping as the transformation of Ford will involve both the systems with regard to operations and systems with regard to the market. Communication: It should be done hierarchically: strategic narrative, monthly executive briefing, bi-weekly manager toolkits to localise, weekly team updates to be executed more clearly, as transparency and frequency are both again related to reduced uncertainty and more positive change responses (Khaw et al., 2022). 
[bookmark: _Toc221284643]Risk management and evaluation metrics
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Figure 5 Risk Management Framework – Strategic Change Plan (Ford)
Among the major risks, there are (1) resistance and ability drag, (2) operational disruption in plants and supply chains and (3) financial uncertainty due to the pressure on pricing and timing of EV and regulations. Skills-based workforce planning, organised issue escalation, and contingency buffers on critical suppliers should be considered as risk controls, and leadership should proactively track the indicators of resistance that take the form of delay, passive non-compliance or quality erosion (Warrick, 2023). Dashboard-based evaluation (integrating financial, operational and people indicators) should be encouraged since KPI dashboards enhance organisational control when they are closely aligned to strategic goals and belong to cross-functional teams (Nunes et al., 2024). 
[bookmark: _Toc221284644]Conclusion
The analysis proves that strategic change at the Ford Motor Company is not a frivolous addition, but a structural necessity due to the quantifiable performance drift, quicker technological shift and more rigid regulatory boundaries. The organisation scale and brand equity are still major strength but not enough to guarantee long-term competitiveness, as value creation is becoming more determined by the capabilities of software, economies of electrification, and ecosystem relationships. Thus, the key strategic challenge is to turn the old operational excellence into adaptive capability instead of sustaining the current practises.
The major facilitator of this change is leadership, not only with the help of visionary communication but also with the help of orderly governmental rule, coalition formation and balance between the rate of innovation and the reliability of execution. The behavioural architecture needed to maintain the momentum and protect the operational performance is the blended leadership strategy that incorporates transformational motivation with transactional control. Similarly, organisational culture defines whether strategic intent is converted into everyday practise; those cultures that encourage experimentation, cross-functional team work and lifelong learning enhance the ability to absorb change, and hierarchical bureaucracies and aversion to risk lengthen the adjustment processes.
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Value


This resource base is useful as Ford is the largest player in the truck and commercial sector, which means that it generates cash flow to invest in strategic renewal; in its FY2024 report the company disclosed over 184.99bn total revenue which can support investment capability as the industry moves forward (Ford Motor Company, 2025). The value logic however is evolving to focus on software as opposed to mechanical differentiation and therefore the legacies of Ford create value only when they are constantly recast as to new architectures; which is consistent with findings that dynamic capabilities define whether digital investments translate into performance results among incumbents (Ellström, 2022). 


Rarity


The brand equity, international manufacturing presence, and customer relationships in the business are also relatively unique to Ford, yet they are getting more and more challenged as the rivals grow in the scale of EV platforms and digital ecosystems. The results disclosed in FY2024 segment show this conflict: Ford Pro posted a adjusted EBIT of 9.015bn and Ford Model e posted a adjusted EBIT loss of 5.076bn, which means that the rarity of legacy segments cannot necessarily be replicated in new technology areas (Ford Motor Company, 2025). Digital innovation research indicates that the more firms incorporate digital capability into operating models compared to taking it as an add-on feature, the more of an advantage it creates (de la Torre et al., 2025).


Imitability


The Ford experience in production, network and quality management with suppliers is expensive to copy, but as the imitation barriers are reduced with time, the EV powertrain knowledge diffusion and modular platforms become less expensive to copy. The strategic risk is that the manufacturing excellence turns into table stakes and defensibility moves to software stacks, battery supply chains and rapid learning cycles; and empirical evidence indicates that organisations that do not have strong sensing routines, seizing routines, and reconfiguring routines, face challenges in maintaining differentiation throughout digital transition (Ellström, 2022).


Ford possesses institutional forms of change implementation, and organisational preparedness is not uniform across the portfolio since the company needs to operate a profitable legacy business and create a new one. It is a classical ambidexterity problem with incentive systems, speed of decision and cross-functional cooperation defining whether transformation outpaces market change, Al-Moaid (2024) concludes that a lack of a proper change management model makes change governance and cultural alignment core internal capabilities, as opposed to project hygiene.


Organisation
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Selected Income Statement Information. The following table provides supplemental income statement information (in millions):
For the Year Ended December 31, 2024

Company excluding Ford Credit Ford Credit Consolidated

Revenues B 172706 $ 12286 $ 184,992
Total costs and expenses 168,721 11,052 179,773
Operating income/(loss) 3,985 1234 5219
Interest expense on Company debt excluding Ford Credit 1115 — 1115
Other income/(loss), net 2073 378 2451
Equity in net income(loss) of affiliated companies 636 42 678
Income/(Loss) before income taxes 5579 1654 7233
Provision for/(Benefit from) income taxes 941 398 1.339
Net income/(ioss) 4638 1,256 5894
Less: Income/(Loss) attributable to noncontroling interests 15 — 15

B 1623 5 1256 S 5879

Net income/(loss) attributable to Ford Motor Company
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World Economic Outlook
Growth Projections

ESTIMATE PROJECTIONS

(Real GDP, annual percent change) 2024 2025 2026
World Output 3.2 3.3 3.3
Advanced Economies 1.7 1.9 1.8
United States 2.8 2.7 2.1
Euro Area 0.8 1.0 1.4
Germany -0.2 0.3 1.1
France 1.1 0.8 1.1
Italy 0.6 0.7 0.9
Spain 3.1 2.3 1.8
Japan -0.2 1.1 0.8
United Kingdom 0.9 1.6 1.5
Canada 1.3 2.0 2.0
Other Advanced Economies 2.0 21 2.3
Emerging Market and Developing Economies
Emerging and Developing Asia 5.2 5.1 5.1
China 4.8 4.6 4.5
India 6.5 6.5 6.5
Emerging and Developing Europe 3.2 2.2 2.4
Russia 3.8 1.4 1.2
Latin America and the Caribbean 2.4 25 2.7
Brazil 3.7 2.2 2.2
Mexico 1.8 1.4 2.0
Middle East and Central Asia 24 3.6 3.9
Saudi Arabia 1.4 3.3 4.1
Sub-Saharan Africa 3.8 4.2 4.2
Nigeria 3.1 3.2 3.0
South Africa 0.8 1.5 1.6
Memorandum
Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies 4.2 4.2 4.2
Low-Income Developing Countries 4.1 4.6 5.4

Source: IMF, World Economic Outlook Update, January 2025
Note: For India, data and forecasts are presented on a fiscal year basis, with FY 2024/25 (starting in

April 2024) shown in the 2024 column. India's growth projections are 6.8 percent for 2025 and 6.5 percent
for 2026 based on calendar year.

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND IMF.org/pubs
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