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Executive Summary
This report evaluates an organisational change implemented at Amazon's CWL1 fulfilment centre in Swansea, specifically the restructuring of associate start times and break schedules as part of a wider operational efficiency initiative. The analysis examines how the change was managed, identifying strengths and limitations in the approach taken by site leadership.
Lewin's Force Field Analysis is applied to identify the driving and resisting forces surrounding the change. The analysis shows that operational efficiency requirements and alignment with Amazon's internal governance framework, including the approvals.amazon.com platform, acted as strong drivers. However, significant resistance emerged from associates concerned about disruption to personal routines, childcare arrangements and transport logistics. Lewin's Three-Step Change Model (Unfreeze, Change, Refreeze) is then used to generate recommendations for improving the management of similar changes, with emphasis on communication, consultation and embedding.
The report also considers the human dimension of the change process, applying Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory to assess the motivational impact of the revised schedules. The findings indicate that although the operational rationale for the change was sound, the implementation process lacked sufficient associate consultation and transparent communication, resulting in avoidable resistance and short-term disruption. Recommendations focus on early stakeholder engagement, structured use of Amazon's internal governance tools, and sustained motivational support throughout the transition period.
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Introduction  
Amazon is one of the world's largest employers and logistics operators, with its fulfilment network forming a critical component of its global supply chain infrastructure. CWL1, located in Swansea, Wales, is a major UK fulfilment centre employing thousands of associates across inbound, pick, pack and dispatch functions (Amazon, 2023). Like all Amazon sites, CWL1 operates within a highly structured, data-driven environment where operational efficiency, throughput and cost optimisation are central priorities (Kantor and Streitfeld, 2015).
Organisational change is an inevitable feature of modern business environments, particularly within high-volume logistics operations where market demands, technology and workforce dynamics evolve rapidly (Burnes, 2017). Effective change management is widely recognised as a key determinant of long-term organisational success (Kotter, 2012). Within Amazon, change is frequently driven by data analytics, productivity benchmarking and internal governance processes, including the approvals.amazon.com platform, which provides a structured framework for proposing and authorising operational changes (Amazon Internal Operations, 2023).
Lewin's Force Field Analysis (1951) and Three-Step Model provide established frameworks for diagnosing the forces surrounding organisational change and structuring the transition process. Kotter's (2012) Eight-Step Model offers a more detailed interpretation of the change process, outlining the specific leadership actions required at each stage. Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory (1959) enables an assessment of the motivational implications of change by distinguishing between hygiene factors and motivators. Together, these frameworks offer complementary lenses for evaluating the management of a specific change implemented at CWL1 involving the restructuring of associate start times and break schedules.














Main Findings
Understanding Organisational Change
Organisational change can be defined as any alteration to an organisation's structure, technology, processes or people (Mullins, 2016). Senior and Swailes (2016) distinguish between planned and emergent change, noting that planned change involves deliberate interventions designed to move an organisation from its current state to a desired future state. The change at CWL1 represents a planned operational change initiated in response to productivity data and network-wide scheduling directives.
Cameron and Green (2015) emphasise that change is not purely technical but fundamentally human, shaped by perceptions, culture and leadership. This is particularly relevant in large fulfilment environments where the workforce is diverse and often sceptical of top-down directives. Paton and McCalman (2008) argue that many change initiatives fail not due to flawed strategy but due to insufficient attention to the people dimension, a theme that is central to the CWL1 case.
Overview of the Change at CWL1
The change involved revising associate start times and break schedules across multiple departments. Historically, associates worked fixed shift patterns with long-established break times. The new approach introduced staggered start times to reduce congestion at entry points, improve throughput during peak periods and align break schedules with updated productivity targets.
The change was initiated following a review of operational data by Area and Operations Managers and was submitted for approval through Amazon's internal governance platform, approvals.amazon.com. This process required sign-off from senior leadership and input from HR and Legal to ensure compliance with employment legislation (Amazon Internal Operations, 2023). The Operations Manager led the business case development, while the HR Business Partner reviewed the proposal for compliance with employment contracts and working time regulations. Area Managers were tasked with coordinating the implementation across their respective departments, supported by Team Leaders who delivered the change at floor level.
Although operationally justified, the implementation process involved limited associate consultation. Associates were informed through team briefings with relatively short notice. Many expressed concerns about childcare, transport and disruption to personal routines. Pulse survey data indicated a temporary decline in morale following implementation.
Dent and Goldberg (1999) argue that resistance is often a rational response to perceived threats, and Kotter (2024) suggests that resistance frequently signals unmet communication needs rather than fundamental opposition to change. Ford, Ford and D'Amelio (2008) further contend that resistance can highlight legitimate concerns that, if addressed, improve change outcomes. These perspectives are directly consistent with the associate response observed at CWL1, where resistance was rooted in practical concerns rather than opposition to the principle of change itself.
Lewin's Force Field Analysis Applied to CWL1
Lewin's Force Field Analysis (1951) is a widely used diagnostic tool in change management that explains change as the interaction between driving forces that push it forward and resisting forces that hold it back. The model enables change leaders to outline the driving forces for the change and any resistance the change may encounter, highlighting that for change to occur, the driving forces must outweigh the resisting forces, either by strengthening the former, weakening the latter, or both (Burnes, 2004). Whilst the model has been critiqued for its relative simplicity and its assumption of a stable equilibrium prior to change (Dawson, 2003), it remains a valuable practical tool for identifying and mapping the forces at play in each change situation.
Table 1 Lewin's Force Field Analysis – CWL1 Schedule Change
Driving Forces	Resisting Forces
Operational efficiency data supporting schedule revision		Associate concerns over childcare and transport disruption
Alignment with Amazon network wide scheduling directives		Disruption to established personal routines
Approval and governance support via www.approvals.amazon.com		Limited prior consultation with associates
Productivity benchmarking against comparable fulfilment sites		Perceived lack of transparency from site leadership
Reduction of site entry congestion during peak periods		Short notice period for implementation
Support from senior site leadership and HR, including formal sign off from the Site General Manager and active endorsement from the HR Business Partner, who reviewed the proposal for contractual compliance and allocated resources to support the transition		Concerns regarding contractual implications
Potential for improved work life balance through staggered starts, achieved by reducing peak hour congestion at site entry points and distributing break periods more evenly across the shift		Low trust in management intentions among some associate cohorts


The driving forces at CWL1 were substantial and well-evidenced. The operational data clearly supported the need for revised scheduling, and the formal approval process through approvals.amazon.com provided a structured governance framework that lent legitimacy to the change. Senior leadership alignment and HR involvement further strengthened the driving forces through formal sign-off from the Site General Manager, active policy endorsement from the HR Business Partner, and the allocation of management resource to oversee the transition. However, the resisting forces were equally significant, rooted primarily in the personal and practical concerns of associates rather than opposition to the principle of change itself. This distinction is important: the resistance was not ideological but practical and could therefore have been substantially reduced through more effective communication and consultation.
Lewin (1951) argued that it is generally more effective to reduce resisting forces than to increase driving forces, as the latter approach can generate additional tension and conflict. This insight is directly applicable to the CWL1 case, where a more consultative approach to implementation, involving associates in the design of the new schedules, providing adequate notice, and offering practical support for those affected by transport or childcare challenges, could have significantly reduced resistance without compromising the operational objectives of the change.
Lewin's Three-Step Change Model – Recommendations
Lewin's Three-Step Model (1951) proposes that successful change requires three sequential stages: Unfreezing the current state, moving to the new state, and refreezing the new state to embed it within the organisation. Schein (1996) elaborated on this model, arguing that the unfreezing stage is the most psychologically complex, as it requires individuals to relinquish established habits, beliefs and behaviours. Cummings, Bridgman and Brown (2016) have critiqued the model for its linearity and its implicit assumption that change is a discrete, bounded event rather than a continuous process. Nevertheless, the model provides a practical and accessible framework for structuring change recommendations. Kotter (2012) developed a more comprehensive interpretation of this process through his eight step model, which outlines in greater depth the specific leadership actions required at each stage of change. The two frameworks are therefore complementary, and both are applied here to generate recommendations for future change initiatives at CWL1.
Unfreezing at CWL1
The unfreezing stage at CWL1 was insufficiently managed. Effective unfreezing requires creating a psychological readiness for change by communicating the rationale clearly, addressing concerns proactively and building a shared understanding of why the current state is no longer sustainable (Schein, 1996). This aligns with Kotter's (2012) first three steps: creating a sense of urgency, building a guiding coalition, and forming a strategic vision. At CWL1, each of these steps was underdeveloped in relation to the associate population. Whilst the Operations Manager and Area Managers communicated the operational rationale effectively to management-level stakeholders, this urgency was not cascaded meaningfully to associates on the floor. Team briefings were conducted with relatively short notice and were largely one-directional, providing associates with little opportunity to ask questions, raise concerns or understand the reasoning behind the change.
The guiding coalition at CWL1 was similarly limited in scope. Although the HR Business Partner and senior site leadership were involved in the formal approval process through approvals.amazon.com, associate representatives were absent from this coalition. Kotter (2012) argues that a guiding coalition must include individuals with sufficient authority, credibility and diversity of perspective to drive change effectively. The exclusion of associate voices from this coalition meant that the practical concerns of the workforce, relating to childcare, transport and personal routines, were not identified or addressed until resistance had already emerged.
The strategic vision for the change was articulated clearly at a managerial level but was not translated into language or formats that resonated with associates. Ford, Ford and D'Amelio (2008) argue that resistance to change frequently reflects a failure of communication rather than opposition to the change itself, a finding that is directly applicable to the CWL1 experience. A more effective approach to unfreezing would have involved earlier communication of the operational data underpinning the change, structured consultation sessions facilitated by Area Managers and Team Leaders with associate representatives, and the use of Amazon's internal feedback tools to gauge associate concerns before finalising the new schedules. The approvals.amazon.com platform could have been leveraged not only as a governance tool but as a transparency mechanism, with relevant elements of the approval documentation shared with associates to demonstrate the rigour and legitimacy of the decision-making process.
Moving at CWL1
The movement stage, the actual implementation of the new schedules, corresponds to Kotter's (2012) Steps Four to Six: communicating the vision, removing obstacles, and generating short-term wins. At CWL1, this stage was executed with insufficient support infrastructure across each of these dimensions. Communication during the implementation phase remained largely top-down and single-channel, delivered primarily through team briefings conducted by Area Managers. Whilst these briefings ensured that associates were formally informed of the changes, they did not constitute genuine two-way communication and provided limited opportunity for associates to raise individual concerns or receive tailored support.
The role of management during this stage was mixed. Area Managers and Team Leaders were responsible for delivering the change on the ground and, in some cases, demonstrated flexibility by accommodating individual associate concerns on an informal basis. However, the absence of a structured support framework meant that the quality of management engagement varied considerably across departments. Some associates reported feeling that their concerns were dismissed or minimised, which compounded the sense of dissatisfaction captured in the site's pulse survey data. Mullins (2016) notes that the relationship between employees and their line managers is one of the most significant determinants of engagement during periods of change, and the inconsistency of management support at CWL1 therefore represented a meaningful obstacle to successful implementation.
No formal change agent network was established at CWL1 during the implementation phase, which represented a missed opportunity. Change agents, individuals who act as bridges between management and the broader workforce, helping colleagues to understand, accept and adapt to change, have been identified as a critical success factor in large-scale change initiatives (Cameron and Green, 2015). In their absence, informal peer influence filled the void, and in some cases, this took the form of negative sentiment spreading among associate cohorts, amplifying resistance rather than reducing it. The appointment of Change Champions drawn from experienced and respected associates within each department would have enabled peer-to-peer support, provided a credible channel for communicating the rationale for the change, and created a mechanism for relaying associate concerns to management in real time.
Recommendations for the movement stage of future change initiatives at CWL1 therefore include: the appointment of formal Change Champions at team level prior to implementation; a phased rollout beginning with a pilot department to allow for iterative learning before site-wide implementation; clear, multi-channel communication delivered through digital noticeboards, team briefings and one-to-one conversations for associates with specific concerns; and the removal of practical obstacles, such as providing information about alternative transport options or signposting available support for associates with childcare responsibilities, to reduce the personal burden of the change on individual associates. Kotter (2012) emphasises that generating visible short-term wins during the movement stage is essential for maintaining momentum and building confidence in the change process. At CWL1, this could have taken the form of early recognition of departments or associates who adapted positively to the new schedules, with successes communicated site-wide to build a positive narrative around the change.
Refreezing at CWL1
The refreezing stage involves embedding the new arrangements within the organisational culture and ensuring that the change is sustained over time (Lewin, 1951). This corresponds to Kotter's (2012) Steps Seven and Eight: sustaining acceleration and anchoring the change within the organisation's culture and systems. At CWL1, this stage was relatively well-managed in comparison to the preceding stages, as the new schedules gradually became normalised over time and productivity metrics improved, suggesting that the operational objectives of the change were ultimately achieved. However, the refreezing process was prolonged by the resistance and dissatisfaction generated during the earlier stages and could have been accelerated and strengthened through more deliberate management action.
Senior site leadership played an important role in the refreezing stage by maintaining commitment to the new schedules and resisting pressure to revert to previous arrangements. This consistency of leadership stance was important in signalling that the change was permanent and that associates should direct their energy towards adaptation rather than resistance. However, leadership could have gone further by formally recognising and rewarding associates who demonstrated flexibility and adaptability during the transition, thereby reinforcing the behaviours and attitudes required for successful refreezing (Kotter, 2012). Armstrong (2014) argues that recognition is one of the most cost-effective tools available to managers for sustaining behavioural change, and its absence at CWL1 represented a missed opportunity to accelerate the normalisation of the new arrangements.
The refreezing process could further have been strengthened through the incorporation of the new scheduling principles into onboarding materials for new starters, ensuring that incoming associates were introduced to the arrangements as standard practice rather than as a recent change. Regular review meetings involving Area Managers, Team Leaders and associate representatives would have provided a structured mechanism for assessing the ongoing effectiveness of the new arrangements, identifying residual concerns, and adjusting where necessary. Cummings, Bridgman and Brown (2016) caution that treating refreezing as a definitive endpoint risks creating organisational rigidity and recommend instead that organisations cultivate a culture of ongoing review and adaptation. This perspective is particularly relevant to the CWL1 context, where operational demands evolve continuously and scheduling arrangements may require periodic revision in response to changing business needs.
Employee Motivation During Change – Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory
The motivational impact of the schedule change at CWL1 can be effectively analysed through the lens of Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory (1959), which distinguishes between hygiene factors, extrinsic conditions whose absence causes dissatisfaction, but whose presence does not in itself generate motivation, and motivators, intrinsic factors that actively drive engagement and job satisfaction. Mullins (2016) notes that Herzberg's framework remains highly relevant to contemporary workplace management, particularly in environments characterised by repetitive, process-driven work such as fulfilment centre operations.
The restructuring of start times and break schedules at CWL1 primarily affected hygiene factors, including working conditions, company policy, and the relationship between associates and their supervisors. Herzberg (1959) argued that deterioration in hygiene factors generates active dissatisfaction, which is consistent with the associate reactions observed at CWL1. The short notice period, limited consultation, and perceived lack of transparency all contributed to a deterioration in the hygiene factor of company policy and administration, triggering the dissatisfaction and resistance documented in the site's pulse survey data.
The role of Area Managers and Team Leaders was particularly significant in this context, as they were the primary point of contact for associates during the transition. Where managers communicated with empathy and provided practical support, associates reported a more positive experience of the change; where communication was perfunctory or dismissive, dissatisfaction was amplified.
To mitigate this motivational impact, site leadership could have taken steps to simultaneously address motivators during the change process. For example, involving associates in the design of the new schedules would have enhanced their sense of responsibility and achievement, both identified by Herzberg (1959) as powerful motivators. Recognising and rewarding associates who demonstrated flexibility and adaptability during the transition would have further reinforced positive motivational dynamics. Armstrong (2014) argues that organisations that attend to both hygiene factors and motivators during periods of change are significantly more likely to maintain associate engagement and minimise productivity disruption, a finding that is directly applicable to the CWL1 experience.
Vroom's Expectancy Theory (1964) offers a complementary perspective, suggesting that associates are motivated when they believe that their efforts will lead to desired outcomes. At CWL1, the absence of clear communication about the benefits of the new schedules for associates, as opposed to the organisation, meant that many associates could not identify a personal benefit from the change, reducing their motivation to engage positively with the transition. Future change initiatives should therefore ensure that the associate-level benefits of proposed changes are clearly articulated alongside the operational rationale.


Conclusion
The planned restructuring of associate start times and break schedules at Amazon’s CWL1 fulfilment centre was evaluated using Lewin’s Force Field Analysis, Lewin’s Three Step Model, Kotter’s (2012) Eight Step framework and Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory. The analysis showed that while the operational rationale for the change was strong, supported by productivity data, benchmarking and governance through approvals.amazon.com, the implementation process did not sufficiently address the human dimension of change.
The Force Field Analysis demonstrated that driving forces were clear and well evidenced, but resisting forces were equally significant and rooted in practical concerns such as childcare, transport and disruption to established routines (Lewin, 1951; Burnes, 2004). The unfreezing stage was weakened by limited consultation, short notice and insufficient communication of the strategic rationale. During the movement stage, the absence of structured support, inconsistent management communication and lack of change champions contributed to uneven associate experiences. Refreezing was eventually achieved, but the process was slower than necessary due to missed opportunities to reinforce positive behaviours and integrate the new schedules into wider organisational processes (Kotter, 2012).
Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory (1959) highlighted that the change primarily affected hygiene factors, generating short term dissatisfaction. Motivators such as involvement, recognition and responsibility were not leveraged, reducing engagement and limiting the perceived value of the change for associates (Armstrong, 2014).
Overall, the change achieved its operational objectives but would have benefited from earlier communication, stronger associate involvement, clearer articulation of personal benefits and more consistent managerial support (Kotter, 2012; Cameron and Green, 2015). Embedding these practices would enhance the effectiveness and acceptance of future change initiatives at CWL1.
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