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Executive Summary
The purpose of this report is to analyse and critically examine a recent change to the working hours at a small engineering firm based in Pembrokeshire. The company designs and manufactures components and subassemblies for HGV trailers. In August 2025, the standard Monday to Friday 8am to 4pm pattern was replaced with a compressed working week, comprising of 8am to 5pm Monday to Thursday, and 8am to 12pm on a Friday. The total working hours for the week did not change. The change was initially proposed by the engineering manager, and an anonymous vote was taken, with all but one member of staff voting to proceed with the change. The one objection was due to commitments outside of the workplace. The change was implemented a month after the vote concluded. 
The report begins by introducing the organisation, and the details of the change implemented. A critical examination was then carried out on how the change was managed. Lewin’s forcefield analysis is applied to identify the driving and restraining forces of the change. Lewin’s three step model of unfreezing, changing and refreezing is used to evaluate the effectiveness of the change process. Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is also applied to consider how the new working hours may affect employee motivation across each level of the hierarchy. 
The findings of this critical examination show that the change was largely successful. The transparent communication in the form of a written letter, an anonymous vote, and the month notice period all contributed to a smooth implementation. Some weaknesses were also identified through evaluation, such as the lack of a clear rationale for the change, the lack of accommodation for the objecting employee, the absence of a review, and a lack of adherence to the new working hours from more senior members of staff. Following this evaluation, the recommendations for future changes include giving a clear reasoning for the change being implemented if possible, considering accommodations or alternatives for members of staff that have genuine reason for objecting to change, and to schedule post implementation reviews to evaluate the impact that the change may have had. 
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Introduction  

Change is a constant feature of modern engineering workplaces rather than an occasional event. It is driven by competitive pressure, and the need to adapt to a rapidly shifting environment (Mullins, 2016; Cameron and Green, 2019). Irrespective of size, firms must plan, communicate and implement organisational change carefully, to prevent mishandled decisions from causing discontent that can spread quickly through those physically or socially together in a team environment (Mullins, 2016). 
I am a junior engineer at a small engineering firm based in Pembrokeshire, that designs and produces components and sub-assemblies for HGV trailers. As a new company, there are just three engineers and five shop floor staff that carry out welding, fabrication and composite work for commercial vehicle innovation projects. In August 2025, management introduced a compressed working week to replace the standard Monday to Friday 8am-4pm. The new working pattern introduced was 8am-5pm Monday to Thursday, and 8am-12pm on a Friday. Total weekly hours remained the same, but an earlier finish on a Friday was implemented. 
This report identifies and critically examines how the change was managed. Lewin’s (1947) Forcefield Analysis is applied to the driving and resisting forces, using his three step model of unfreezing, changing and refreezing (Lewin, 1951) to evaluate the change process. Employee motivation is considered through Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs. The aim for this report is to identify the elements of the change that can be considered good practice and effective, highlight where the approach could be improved, and propose how the process can be altered to improve how future changes are managed. 


Main Findings
Context and nature of the change
Compressed working weeks such as the four and a half day pattern adopted by my current workplace, have become more common and more sought after in the UK within the last few years. Trials involving a full four day week reported improvements in staff wellbeing and retention without a noticeable reduction in productivity (Lewis et al., 2023; Pang, 2020). The Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development has observed that flexible working hours is one of the most commonly requested benefits by job candidates (CIPD, 2025). Therefore, adjusting working hours to account for a shorter Friday can be seen as a response to pressure from competition, or to provide an incentive when competing for new staff. 
Contracted hours were not reduced as part of this change in operating hours. Each working Monday to Thursday was instead extended by one hour. All staff are contracted to begin their working day at 8am, and everyone finishes at 12pm on Friday. The difference between departments is that the shop floor staff must adapt to an extra hour per day of physical work for four consecutive days, whether that be carrying out fabrication tasks, or composite work. Whereas the engineers such as myself spend the majority of the nine hour work day at a desk carrying out design work and research. Personally, I find the longer weekdays manageable, and the early Friday finish provides something to look forward to, as well as giving illusion of an extended weekend. I have found that with a longer workday, I increase the amount of breaks I take away from my computer. 
Change in a small engineering firm can look different compared to at a larger company. With just eight people on site, excluding upper management, face to face contact is frequent, roles overlap and all employees carry a respectable share of the workload (Mullins, 2016). This close working environment means that change is easier to communicate but also means that discontent with the change process can travel fast through the workplace. 

How the change was managed
The engineering manager proposed the change internally, and an anonymous vote was organised among all members of staff. Only one person voted against the change to a compressed working week, for personal commitments outside of the workplace. Once the vote had been concluded, a letter was issued to every employee to give notice, and the new hours were implemented around a month later. I understood the change to be an incentive for new hires and a way of retaining current employees. No definitive reasoning behind the change was ever provided by management, but I am under the impression that it was not in response to an operational problem. 
Certain features of the process are examples of good process according to change management literature. The step of offering members of staff a vote to voice their agreement or disagreement is consistent with the participation approach set out by Kotter and Schlesinger (2008), who make the point that involving people in decisions around change that affect them, reduces resistance. Written communication in the form of a letter ensures that all employees receive the same message clearly, which Mullins (2016) identifies as important when managing change. The month notice provided gave all members of staff time to adjust any necessary arrangements such as childcare or travel, which is in line with the literature by Kotter (1996), that puts an emphasis on establishing a sense of urgency before implementing change. 
A closer examination of the change process reveals some shortcomings. Without a reasoning for the decision being provided by management, members of staff are free to speculate, which Ford, Ford and D’Amelio (2008) identify as a cause of resistance. Hayes (2014) argues that those leading the change should tie every change to an organisational purpose. This ensures that staff can understand the reasoning for what is being changed. 
The anonymous nature of the vote was correct in theory, but as the company is small it proved ineffective. A majority vote also meant that the single member of staff who objected to the change had to comply with the change despite a clash with personal commitments. At time of writing, no review of the change has been carried out or scheduled, despite the notice letter specifying that there would be. Therefore, there is no definite way of judging whether the change has resulted in a positive response from all members of staff. 

Lewin’s Forcefield Analysis
Kurt Lewin’s (1947) forcefield analysis views each situation as an outcome of a balance between driving and restraining forces. A driving force pushes for change, while a restraining force resists against this. Change occurs when the balance tips (Burnes, 2004). Applying Lewin’s model to the change of working hours at my workplace helps identify why the change was made. 
In the case of driving forces, the appeal of a half day Friday is an incentive to both prospective and current employees. There is high competition for skilled fabricators, welders and engineers in Pembrokeshire. Therefore, a long weekend every week is an attractive and low cost benefit compared to higher pay (CIPD, 2025; Armstrong and Taylor, 2014). Another force is the cultural shift towards flexible working that has gained popularity since the COVID-19 pandemic which has seen some non standard working schedules stick (Lewis et al., 2023). There is also evidence to suggest that compressed working weeks also encourage higher productivity and more efficient use of time during the working day (Pang, 2020; Haraldsson and Kellam, 2021). 
The restraining forces that can be seen include the extension of the working day to nine hours, which can result in increased fatigue in shop floor staff who primarily carry out physical work throughout the day. Mullins (2016) notes that working patterns interact with physiological needs and safety needs. Therefore, longer days in exchange for a compressed working week cannot be achieved without affecting the individual. Another restraining force is the needs of employees with external responsibilities, as shown in the case of the singular employee who objected to the change. This is an example of how one working pattern rarely suits everyone (Oreg, 2003). Lastly, senior management already work more flexible hours compared to the engineers and those on the shop floor, therefore the new change can highlight the difference in working hours further which according to Mullins (2016) can undermine perceived equity and morale. 

Lewin’s Three Step Model Applied
Lewin’s three step model describes change as a sequence of unfreezing the current state, moving to a new state, and refreezing the new pattern so that it becomes normal (Lewin, 1951). As Schein (1996, p.28) explains, the underlying insight is that “human change, whether at the individual or group level, was a profound psychological dynamic process that involved painful unlearning” before any new behaviours become the new normal. This model has been labelled as oversimplified for dynamic environments (By, 2005; Cummings, Bridgman and Brown, 2016). 

The unfreezing stage was brief in this case. The manager’s proposal of new working hours and the anonymous vote that was held signalled that working hours were subject to discussion, but no effort was made by those implementing the change to explain why the existing working hours needed to be altered. Schein (1996; 2010) describes unfreezing as creating a level of anxiety that motivates people to consider a change, balanced by a reduction in learning anxiety to make the change feel safe. The anonymous vote served a purpose by giving people a sense of control. Anxiety however was not created as no specific problem with the existing working week was provided. 
The transition was handled by those leading competently. The month notice allowed practical adjustments to be made, the written communication provided security, and the transition was executed cleanly on a set date. Hayes (2014) explains that the transition phase is where routines can break, so clarity and consistency are critical.

The refreezing stage of this change can be adjudged to be the weakest. Since implementation, no reviews have been carried out, and no noticeable differences in output, absence or fatigue have been conveyed. There has also been no opportunity for members of staff to raise any issues or give their input as to whether they think that this change has had a positive effect since its implementation. 

Applying Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs
Maslow’s (1943, 1954) hierarchy of needs proposes that motivation operates across five categorised levels, beginning with physiological and safety needs which fall under basic needs, belongingness and love, and esteem needs, which fall under psychological needs, and self-actualisation, categorised as self-fulfilment needs. Mullins (2016, p.230) acknowledges that “despite criticisms and doubts about its limitations, the theory has had a significant impact on management approaches to motivation”. 
At a physiological level, a longer working day increases fatigue, particularly in shop floor staff that are required to carry out more physical tasks. The increased time spent working can mean that the basic need for rest is less fulfilled. Mullins (2016) warns that this can erode everything else above it. At a safety level, the level of job security is not affected by the changes implemented.
At the level of belongingness and love needs, if a member of staff has a difference in opinion or stance on a newly implemented change, such as the objector to the change in working hours, there is a risk of feeling disjointed with the rest of the team. McGregor’s (1960) theory Y view of employees as self directed adults suggests that managers should trust members of staff to take initiative and understand what they require from their work environment. Also at a psychological level, esteem needs may have been supported by the use of a vote in the change process, which gives members of staff the impression that their opinions are valued. 
At a self-actualisation level, an early Friday finish provides members of staff with more personal time that can be used achieve a feeling of self-fulfilment, by allocating more time for their own personal development. Pang (2020) suggests that a compressed working week can give people the opportunity to pursue interests and relationships outside of work. 


Evaluation
The analysis of the working hours change shows clear examples of good practice, including the use of an anonymous vote, written communication in the form of a letter and a month of notice before the change was implemented. Utilising these tools align with guidance found in change management literature. However, the examination of the change also highlighted weaknesses in the change management. Firstly, the absence of rationale or reasoning for the change weakens the unfreezing stage, and allows members of staff to speculate (Ford, Ford and D’Amelio, 2008). Secondly, in the case of the objecting member of staff, they were not offered an exemption to the working hours change, which is not unheard of in a small company, or offered a compromise. Thirdly, the absence of a post implementation review weakens the refreezing, as there is no evidence to suggest that the change has had a positive effect or working as intended. 
An additional weakness worth noting, is the lack of adherence to the change from the more senior members of staff and management. When higher level members of staff do not adhere to the change in working hours implemented, other members of staff may perceive that they follow a different set of rules. Mullins (2016) draws on Adams’s (1965) equity theory to suggest that people are motivated by perceived fairness. Therefore, if members of staff feel that this situation is unfair then it can lead to a lack of motivation and cause withdrawal. Senior members of staff must lead by example to avoid this. 




























Conclusion 
The change to the working hours at my workplace was largely implemented successfully. Weaknesses and shortcomings in the change management were not as severe due to the small number of employees that the business employs. Therefore, communication was clear, and a majority vote shows that the change benefitted most members of staff. However, the change has been under reviewed, but there is no sign of the change being reversed, so it appears that it will remain in place. Judged against Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs, the new working hours seem to satisfy the needs for belonging, esteem, and self actualisation for most employees, although there is the risk of posing a risk to the physiological needs of members of staff on the shop floor. 
A recommendation following this analysis is that future changes should be proposed with a rationale, so that staff can associate and understand the decision in respect to the goals and needs of the business. Additionally, for members of staff that have legitimate reasons for not being able to adhere to a new change, accommodations should be considered. This will prevent those individuals from being outvoted and losing a sense of their belonging and may ultimately cost the business a talented member of staff. Also, reviews should be scheduled at pre-determined intervals, to allow the business to measure the effects of the change in areas such as absences, morale of the staff and productivity. If negative effects are observed, the change can be reversed or amended. Finally, a consistent adherence to the new working hours across all levels of staff, would ensure that no members of staff perceive the change as only applying to non-senior members of staff, therefore protecting fairness perceptions. 
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