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1.Executive Summary
Starbucks remains a globally recognised premium coffee brand, but its promise is tested by price pressure, digital convenience and local cafe alternatives. The strategic challenge is to make that premium credible across ordering, waiting, pick-up, recovery and human interaction, not merely through brand reputation.
The report links external analysis, five forces and RBV/VRIO to one finding: category demand persists, but competing formats challenge Starbucks on different parts of value, while brand, Rewards data, stores and partner culture create advantage only when coordinated. Digital-first operators benchmark speed and data use; convenience chains sharpen price comparisons; independent cafes challenge local connection. The central weakness is therefore not a shortage of resources but the difficulty of organising them into consistent customer care.
Three options are evaluated: AI-led personalisation, human-centred service and an agile hybrid. AI can reduce friction but may amplify privacy and workload risks; human service protects warmth but is hard to scale alone. The hybrid best addresses both constraints.
The recommended Customer Care Operating System connects AI and Rewards data, Green Apron routines, store-type pilots, data governance and a senior scorecard. Pilots should scale only when customer outcomes, partner workload and store margin improve together. Resilience depends on turning separate assets into a repeatable service capability.
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2.Introduction 
Starbucks' strategic challenge is not whether it is still a famous brand, but whether customers still feel its premium promise in a changed environment. Historically, the premium rested on beverages, a familiar store network and the third-place idea (Oldenburg, 1999). Brand-equity theory also explains why familiar brand associations can support perceived value (Aaker, 1991). Customers bought convenience, quality, identity and care as well as coffee. Mobile ordering now raises speed expectations because digital and in-store technologies make waiting and fulfilment more visible (Grewal et al., 2020). Inflation also increases price sensitivity, so customers judge whether premium service is worth paying for. Convenience rivals reduce waiting and price standards, while local cafes strengthen authenticity. Starbucks must therefore protect scale and digital efficiency without losing service warmth.
This tension is best examined through customer care because it runs across the whole journey: expectation, digital search, menu choice, ordering, waiting, partner interaction, drink quality, pick-up, recovery and repeat loyalty. If the app promises convenience but stores cannot fulfil demand, digitalisation creates friction. If the brand promises warmth but partners lack time or discretion, service becomes inconsistent. Customer-experience research treats value as formed across touchpoints, not in one isolated transaction (Lemon and Verhoef, 2016). Earlier customer-experience work also shows that managers shape experience through multiple purchase-process determinants (Verhoef et al., 2009). More recent research emphasises that experience is subjective and context-dependent (Becker and Jaakkola, 2020).
The report's purpose is not to prove that Starbucks remains strong. It is to assess how the company should respond as its premium position is re-tested. Strategic management work should connect diagnosis, choice and implementation rather than treat them as separate tasks (Lynch, 2018). Starbucks combines scale, brand recognition and a major loyalty ecosystem with visible service-execution challenges. Its 2025 annual report documents the scale of the network (Starbucks Corporation, 2025a).
The strategic diagnosis moves from external value pressure to competition and then to Starbucks' ability to organise its resources. The options are judged against that diagnosis: a viable choice must improve convenience without overloading stores or losing warmth. The same test governs implementation, linking analysis, choice and action (Whittington et al., 2020).
Five forces identifies where rivals and substitutes erode premium value (Porter, 1980). RBV/VRIO tests whether brand, data, stores and partners can be organised into an advantage (Barney, 1991). Dynamic capabilities examines adaptation across store types (Teece, 2007), while customer-experience research locates the operational test in touchpoints and routines (Homburg, Jozic and Kuehnl, 2017).
The market scope is deliberately limited to preserve depth. The report mainly examines Starbucks' North American competitive position and group-level operating choices that could later be adapted elsewhere. Luckin Coffee and China-related evidence are used only as reference points for digital scale and local execution, not as the main market or Starbucks' only direct competitor. Independent cafes provide a contrast for authenticity and relationship-based service. This scope keeps the recommendations focused on one question: how Starbucks can make customer care executable.
3.Strategic Analysis and Main Findings
3.1 External pressure and customer care
Starbucks' customer-care problem cannot be explained only from inside the store because customer judgments of value are being reshaped by the external environment. PESTLE is useful here because it separates wider forces that the firm cannot directly control but must strategically respond to. Not all six PESTLE dimensions are equally important for this report. The dimensions most directly connected to customer care are social demand, economic price pressure, technology habits and environmental responsibility. Social demand shows whether the market still offers opportunity; economic pressure shows whether customers will accept a premium; technology habits show whether service feels convenient; and responsibility expectations show whether the brand feels trustworthy. Taken together, these pressures change the standard by which customers judge whether Starbucks is worth choosing.
Social demand shows that opportunity remains. In Spring 2026, 66% of American adults drank coffee in the previous day and 73% in the previous week (National Coffee Association, 2026). Another 47% reported drinking specialty coffee in the previous day (Carmichael, 2026). These figures show category participation, not proven demand for Starbucks at a premium. Broad demand also gives home brewing, convenience stores and lower-priced chains more occasions to contest.
Economic pressure tightens the comparison. By July 2026, US food-away-from-home prices had increased 3.4% year on year (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2026). The July price of US city average packaged ground coffee was $9.317 per pound (Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, 2026). That second figure describes a household alternative, not the price of a Starbucks drink. Porter's differentiation logic favours distinctive service over price cuts alone (Porter, 1985); for Starbucks, the practical test is whether that service feels easier and more reliable.
Technology makes the value judgment more concrete. This report tests digital convenience through mobile ordering, queue visibility, pick-up accuracy and recovery speed; it does not assume that every customer compares all four. Digital strategy research suggests that value comes from integrating technology with processes and organisation, not isolated tools (Bharadwaj et al., 2013). For Starbucks, an app is not automatically an advantage. If it increases orders without improving store fulfilment, digital convenience exposes a service gap.
Environmental responsibility can contribute to brand trust, but the link should not be assumed. Starbucks' FY2025 Global Impact Report describes farmer support, renewable energy, waste reduction and community programmes (Starbucks Corporation, 2026a). This company disclosure establishes what Starbucks says it is doing, not whether customers reward those actions. Their relevance to customer care depends on visible delivery and credibility. Service logic likewise treats value as created through use and interaction rather than as a one-way output (Gronroos, 2008).
Table 1. External pressures and strategic implications
External pressure	Evidence used	Strategic implication
Social demand	Spring 2026 daily coffee participation was 66% (National Coffee Association, 2026). Daily specialty coffee participation was 47% (Carmichael, 2026).	Market opportunity exists, but frequent demand also attracts more alternatives.
Economic price pressure	July 2026 food-away-from-home inflation was 3.4% year on year (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2026). Packaged ground coffee cost $9.317/lb (Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, 2026).	Starbucks should prove the premium through experience rather than rely mainly on discounts.
Technology habits	Digital strategy depends on coordinating technology with processes and organisation (Bharadwaj et al., 2013).	Digital tools must reduce store-journey friction; otherwise they amplify service gaps.
Environmental responsibility	FY2025 company disclosures describe farmer support, energy, waste and community programmes (Starbucks Corporation, 2026a).	These disclosures may support trust, but customer response requires separate evidence.

Source: Author's synthesis of the dated evidence identified in Table 1 (2013 research, FY2025 disclosure and 2026 US data).
The stage conclusion is that the external environment does not remove Starbucks' premium opportunity, but it raises the threshold for making it credible. Demand gives Starbucks space, price pressure makes value comparisons sharper, technology makes friction more visible and responsibility expectations make trust part of experience. The issue is whether customers still believe Starbucks offers more value than alternatives.
3.2 Rivalry, substitutes and local value
The external pressures above become sharper when they are translated into specific competitive situations. Five forces should not be applied as a general claim that the coffee industry is competitive; it should clarify the actual occasions in which Starbucks is being compared. In North American high-frequency coffee service, customers can compare mobile ordering, in-store pick-up, drive-thru convenience, home coffee, quick-service chains and local cafe experience. Competitive pressure therefore does not come from one type of rival. It comes from several rivals attacking different parts of Starbucks' value proposition. Five forces logic suggests that rivalry, substitutes and buyer choice punish weak value propositions (Porter, 1980). AP reporting in 2026 noted that chains such as Dunkin, Dutch Bros, 7 Brew, Scooter's and McDonald's, alongside Luckin's expansion, have intensified competition around speed, value and novelty (Durbin, 2026). The issue is not merely that Starbucks faces many competitors; it is that they weaken different dimensions of speed, price, authenticity and personal relevance.
Table 2. Five forces implications for Starbucks' customer care
Force	Assessment	Evidence/interpretation	Customer-care implication
Rivalry	High	Chains and digital-first rivals compete on speed, value and novelty.	Premium value must be felt during the visit, not only in brand reputation.
Substitutes	High	Home brewing, ready-to-drink and convenience coffee offer alternative occasions; local cafes count as rivals.	Starbucks must provide experience and recovery beyond caffeine access.
Buyer power	Medium (aggregate)	Individual customers are fragmented, but low switching costs create aggregate pressure.	Personalisation should reduce switching reasons rather than simply push offers.
New entrants	Medium	New specialist formats can enter local niches; existing cafes belong under rivalry.	Scale must be paired with local relevance and store-type adaptation.
Supplier power	Not established	Input-price inflation alone does not establish supplier bargaining leverage.	Assess supplier concentration and procurement before rating this force.

Source: Author's application of Porter (1980) to Section 2.2; supplier power is left ungraded without direct bargaining evidence.
Luckin Coffee shows the scale that a digital model can reach in China. Its Q2 2026 results reported RMB15.9 billion in net revenues, 36,310 stores and 112.7 million average monthly transacting customers (Luckin Coffee, 2026a). These China-based figures demonstrate scale, not North American customer expectations. Luckin is therefore a benchmark for app-led coordination, not evidence that Starbucks customers want the same model.
Luckin's 2026 AI communications emphasise data-driven product development, intelligent marketing and supply-chain coordination (Luckin Coffee, 2026b). Starbucks can learn from that coordination while rejecting a volume-and-promotion logic; its premium position depends on more than transaction speed.
Premium independent cafes pressure Starbucks from the opposite direction. Their potential threat is not scale, but meaning: a local cafe may offer craft and personal recognition that a standardised chain finds harder to reproduce. Customer-based brand equity depends on the associations that shape response to the brand (Keller, 1993). If Starbucks feels like a queue-management system, local cafes can challenge the emotional value behind its premium.
This competitive diagnosis leads to a precise conclusion. A price response would weaken Starbucks' premium logic. A purely digital response might improve ordering but increase store pressure. A purely atmosphere-led response might protect the brand story but fail customers who expect speed. The competitive task is therefore integration: Starbucks has to make convenience and authenticity work together. Porter argues that sustainable advantage comes from fit among activities, which means Starbucks needs a system that rivals cannot copy in isolated pieces (Porter, 1996). Yet five forces can only show where pressure comes from; it cannot prove that Starbucks can respond. The next step is to examine whether Starbucks' internal resources are organised to connect convenience, authenticity and store execution.
3.3 Resources, VRIO and organisation
External and competitive analysis explain where pressure comes from; internal analysis asks whether Starbucks has the capability to respond. Starbucks reported 41,304 stores and 7.9% global comparable store sales growth in Q3 FY2026 (Starbucks Corporation, 2026b). Rewards reached 35.5 million 90-day active US members in Q1 FY2026 (Starbucks Corporation, 2026c). These assets create a strong base, but scale and data do not automatically produce a joined-up experience.
RBV suggests that resources matter strategically only when they help create advantage that rivals cannot easily acquire or copy. Strategy is therefore also about coordinating capabilities, not just owning resources (Grant, 1991). VRIO makes this question more specific by asking whether resources are valuable, rare, difficult to imitate and organised effectively (Barney, 1991). For Starbucks, the most important VRIO issue is not simply whether the resources exist. Brand equity, Rewards data, store footprint and partner culture are valuable. The harder question is whether they are organised around the customer journey. If marketing sends targeted offers but stores cannot handle the resulting demand, data weakens the experience. If partners are expected to be warmer while queues and order complexity keep growing, culture becomes fragile. If store routines are copied without local adaptation, scale can reduce relevance.
Recent Starbucks initiatives suggest that management recognises this integration problem. The Siren Craft System is relevant because it links service speed to partner-facing operating design (Starbucks Corporation, 2024). Green Apron Service and the return to connection, coffee and customer experience are strategically relevant because they address operating conditions behind care (Starbucks Corporation, 2025b). The limitation is that public statements cannot prove execution quality. The critical issue is whether these initiatives change routines, capacity planning and decision rights across store types.
Table 3. VRIO diagnosis of Starbucks' customer-care resources
Resource/capability	V/R/I/O judgement	Strategic consequence	Strategic implication
Brand equity	Valuable and hard to imitate; organisation depends on visit consistency.	Potential sustained advantage.	Brand meaning must be confirmed by store and digital experience.
Rewards and customer data	Valuable but not rare; organisation is capacity-sensitive.	Threshold or temporary advantage.	Data must reduce friction and guide recovery.
Store network	Valuable and hard to copy at scale; organisation varies by format.	Advantage if locally adapted.	Starbucks needs store-type playbooks.
Partner service culture	Valuable and hard to imitate; fragile under workload pressure.	Unused potential if under-resourced.	Connection needs staffing, role clarity and discretion.
Operating learning	Valuable if routines compound; organisation must be formalised.	Dynamic advantage.	Pilots must become repeatable routines.

Source: Author's VRIO synthesis.
The stage conclusion is that Starbucks' potential advantage lies in resource orchestration. Brand, data, stores and partner culture each have value, but they can create service gaps if they are not connected. The internal problem is therefore organisational: Starbucks must turn separate assets into a repeatable, measurable and learnable customer-care capability.
3.4 Strategic diagnosis
After external, competitive and internal analysis, the strategic problem is clear. Starbucks has the resources for differentiated customer care, but those resources can conflict when they are not designed as a system. The app can raise personalised demand faster than stores can fulfil it. Personalisation can become promotional noise. Human warmth can decline under poorly designed workload. The issue is weak connection between digital promise, store capacity and human service.
Dynamic capabilities explain the type of response required. Teece argues that firms must sense changes, seize opportunities and transform resources under changing conditions (Teece, 2007). Dynamic capabilities should therefore be read as identifiable routines rather than vague flexibility (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). Market orientation matters because customer intelligence must be generated, shared and acted on (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993). Applied to Starbucks, sensing means using app behaviour, complaints, queue-time evidence and partner workload pulses to identify friction. Seizing means testing store-type pilots that connect digital promises with operational capacity. Transforming means changing metrics, labour allocation and routines only when evidence shows improvement for both customers and partners. This interpretation also prevents a superficial view of agility. Agility should not mean moving faster in general; it should mean learning which service designs work in transport hubs, drive-thrus, neighbourhood cafes and high-mobile-order stores.
Strategic agility adds one more condition. A large firm needs customer sensitivity, leadership unity and resource fluidity, not only local experiments (Doz and Kosonen, 2010). Market-driven capabilities also require outside-in learning to be linked to internal action (Day, 1994). For Starbucks, digital, operations, HR, marketing, finance and regional leaders must share the same view of customer care. The next section therefore tests whether each option makes convenience, capacity and human connection reinforce one another.
Figure 1. Strategic logic linking diagnosis to recommendation

Source: Author's synthesis of the diagnosis in Sections 2.1-2.4.
4. Critical Evaluation of Strategic Options
The three options are comparable only when tested against the same diagnosis: Starbucks must make digital convenience, store capacity and human connection reinforce one another. The criteria are suitability, feasibility, acceptability and defensibility. An option has strategic value only if it manages these tensions rather than strengthening one side while worsening another.
4.1 AI-led personalisation
The first option prioritises AI-led personalisation through the app, Rewards data and segmentation. It is attractive because Starbucks already has a large digital relationship with customers. Timely relevance can increase response, satisfaction and customer value (Arora et al., 2008). AI marketing research also argues that AI should serve clear customer and business objectives (Huang and Rust, 2021). The value of AI is therefore in better recommendations, pick-up-time prediction, recovery offers and demand forecasting.
The weakness is that AI can solve one part of the journey while worsening another. Personalised offers may create complex peak-time orders, and opaque targeting may feel manipulative. Data privacy research shows that misuse of customer data can damage trust and firm performance (Martin, Borah and Palmatier, 2017). Privacy-concern research also shows that perceived control shapes acceptance of information practices (Malhotra, Kim and Agarwal, 2004). AI is therefore useful only if it reduces friction, supports recovery and helps stores plan demand. If it mainly increases promotion volume, it worsens the diagnosis.
Its defensibility is also limited. Digital features are easier to imitate than a coordinated service system. Luckin already suggests that data-led engagement can become a competitive norm. The defensible value lies in linking AI to wait-time accuracy, menu simplification, recovery and partner workload. In VRIO terms, AI must be organised around the journey before it can strengthen advantage. It should therefore be a supporting capability, not a stand-alone strategy.
4.2 Human-centred service
The second option prioritises human-centred service and coffeehouse experience. It fits Starbucks' premium identity because the brand does not depend only on transaction speed. Service-quality research links reliability, responsiveness and employee behaviour to perceived quality (Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 1988). The service-profit chain also links employee capability and satisfaction to customer outcomes (Heskett et al., 1994). Human service therefore protects the part of Starbucks that purely digital rivals find harder to copy.
The limitation is scalability. Warmth cannot be instructed into existence if partners lack time, staffing or discretion. Service-climate research shows that employee conditions shape customer perceptions of service quality (Schneider, White and Paul, 1998). This makes workload a customer issue as well as an HR issue. Service-quality research also connects perceived service quality to loyalty and relationship intentions (Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman, 1996). A service-first strategy is necessary, but it becomes costly and uneven if separated from simplification and capacity support.
There is also a cultural trade-off. Starbucks needs enough standardisation to make service reliable, but too much scripting can feel artificial. Service-recovery research shows that customers remember how failures are diagnosed and repaired (Bitner, Booms and Tetreault, 1990). Employee empowerment is useful only when information, knowledge and rewards support the service goal (Bowen and Lawler, 1992). Human service is therefore a necessary brand anchor, but without digital support, simplified work and store-type routines it risks becoming an uneven service slogan.
4.3 Agile hybrid customer-care model
The third option is an agile hybrid customer-care operating model. It combines AI and Rewards data with store routines, partner empowerment and store-type pilots. It is strongest because it directly answers the diagnosis: convenience and connection must be designed together. Digital options support agility when technology-enabled processes are reconfigured as markets shift (Sambamurthy, Bharadwaj and Grover, 2003). IT alignment research similarly shows that technology contributes to agility through fit with organisational processes (Tallon and Pinsonneault, 2011).
The model also fits customer-care theory because care is co-created through interaction. Value is created through experience rather than delivered unilaterally by the firm (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004). Co-creation processes also need encounter design rather than slogans (Payne, Storbacka and Frow, 2008). For Starbucks, the app, queue, partner interaction, pick-up area and recovery process must operate as one encounter. Service blueprinting is useful because it links visible customer actions to the backstage processes that make them possible (Bitner, Ostrom and Morgan, 2008).
The hybrid option still has risks. It requires coordination among digital, operations, HR, marketing, CSR, finance and regional leadership. It can also become bureaucratic if every pilot creates additional process without simplification. Agile scaling research warns that large organisations need leadership discipline, not only small-team experimentation (Rigby, Sutherland and Noble, 2018). The option should therefore not be described as a cost-free middle ground. It is still the strongest recommendation because it can address the three tensions identified earlier: digital promise versus store capacity, speed efficiency versus service warmth, and scalable consistency versus local adaptation. If Starbucks scales only those routines that improve customer value and partner capacity together, the difficulty of coordination can itself become a barrier to imitation.
Table 4. Critical evaluation of strategic options
Option	Suitability	Feasibility	Acceptability	Defensibility	Judgement
AI-led	High fit with Rewards, app data and friction reduction.	Medium: scalable but may add complexity and workload.	Mixed: useful if transparent; risky if privacy or partner load worsens.	Medium-low if rivals copy features.	Useful as support capability, not as a stand-alone strategy.
Human-centred	High fit with brand heritage and premium value.	Medium: depends on staffing, role clarity and routines.	Strong if resourced; weak if partners are rushed.	Medium: culture is harder to copy but fragile.	Necessary brand anchor, but limited alone by scale and cost.
Agile hybrid	Highest fit because it links data, store capacity and human connection.	Medium-high if piloted by store type with workload gates.	Higher balance for customers, partners and trust if controls are visible.	Higher because advantage comes from activity fit and discipline.	Select with governance, pilots and workload controls.

Source: Author's evaluation from Sections 2 and 3.
5. Conclusions
The analysis shows that Starbucks' customer-care challenge is strategic rather than merely operational. External pressure raises customers' value threshold, competitors attack speed, price and authenticity, and internal resources create advantage only when organised as a system. Demand remains attractive, but customers have more alternatives. Digital convenience is expected, but it can increase operating pressure. Human connection remains valuable, but it is hard to scale in overloaded stores. These findings explain why a one-sided strategy would be weak.
The strongest conclusion is that Starbucks should not choose between AI-led personalisation and human-centred service. AI is valuable when it reduces friction, improves recovery and supports store capacity. Human service is valuable when partners have time, discretion and routines that make warmth reliable. The strategic answer is to integrate both into an agile customer-care operating model. It is difficult to coordinate, but this also makes it harder for competitors to copy in full.
This conclusion is deliberately balanced. Public sources cannot prove that Starbucks can execute the model perfectly, and implementation would involve real trade-offs around cost, privacy, labour and consistency. Nevertheless, the evidence supports a clear recommendation: Starbucks should treat customer care as an operating capability, not as a marketing slogan. Future resilience depends on making the journey easy, personal, credible and human while protecting the partners who deliver it.
6. Recommendations
6.1 Recommended strategy and rationale
The diagnosis and conclusion support a Starbucks Customer Care Operating System: digital tools, store capacity and partner service should reinforce one another across ordering, waiting, collection and recovery. This is a differentiation choice, not a new campaign. Its purpose is to make the premium credible in repeated use without increasing store friction. Service-dominant logic explains why the system's value must be realised in the customer journey, rather than inferred from resources alone (Vargo and Lusch, 2004).
Five decisions follow from the diagnosed gaps. AI and Rewards data should reduce digital-to-store friction; Green Apron routines should stabilise warmth; store-type pilots should balance consistency with local adaptation; data governance should protect trust; and a senior scorecard should expose trade-offs among speed, cost, partner workload and customer value. Each action is tied to an earlier problem, and continuation depends on measured improvement rather than adoption for its own sake.
6.2 Implementation plan
First, AI and Rewards data should be used to reduce friction before they are used to create more demand. Digital, marketing and operations teams should jointly set a capacity gate: any personalisation push should be tested against store capacity, expected waiting time and order complexity before it is scaled. The system should prioritise accurate wait-time information, order-status visibility, relevant but simple suggestions and recovery offers for delays or mistakes. The strategic role is to close the gap between the app's promise and store fulfilment. If a push increases partner workload, privacy complaints or pick-up errors, it should pause or be redesigned.
Second, Green Apron Service should become observable routines rather than a service slogan. Store operations and HR should turn welcome, handoff, pick-up confirmation and recovery into trainable moments. Partners need role clarity, enough hours and reasonable recovery discretion. Store managers should adapt routines to transport hubs, university stores, neighbourhood cafes and high-mobile-order stores. The strategic role is to make warmth stable at scale.
Third, Starbucks should pilot before it scales. During months one to three, it should map customer friction and partner workload by store type, identifying the main breaks in waiting, pick-up, recovery and menu complexity. During months four to nine, it should test combinations of app changes, Smart Queue tools, labour scheduling, menu simplification and service routines. During months ten to eighteen, it should scale only those playbooks that improve customer outcomes, partner workload and margin together. This prevents a routine that works in one store type from being copied mechanically into every store. Change momentum also requires a guiding coalition beyond ordinary hierarchy (Kotter, 2012).
Fourth, data governance must be designed at the same time as personalisation. Customer data can improve recommendations, order status and recovery, but customers need to understand why data is used and how to control unwanted targeting. Digital risk, legal and customer-experience teams should monitor opt-out rates, complaint rates, model bias and customer feedback on data-use clarity. The strategic role is to protect the trust that personalisation depends on. If customers feel manipulated or confused, personalisation becomes a new source of distrust rather than a form of customer care.
Fifth, senior management should use one scorecard to manage trade-offs. The balanced scorecard is useful because managers need financial, customer, internal-process and learning measures (Kaplan and Norton, 1992). The scorecard should not reward only sales, speed or app conversion. It should also track waiting time, pick-up accuracy, recovery complaints, connection scores, partner workload, turnover, privacy opt-outs and store margin. Turnover matters because employee outcomes affect unit-level effectiveness (Koys, 2001). Pilots should scale only when customer, partner and financial outcomes improve together. The strategic role is to prevent local metrics from damaging the whole journey and to make customer care an operating capability rather than a task left only to marketing or frontline stores.
Table 5. Implementation map linking recommendations to the diagnosis
Diagnosis	Action	Mechanism	Measure/stop condition
Digital convenience can amplify store friction.	Use AI and Rewards data to reduce friction.	Digital, Marketing and Operations; first three months test capacity.	Pause if workload, privacy complaints or pick-up errors rise.
Service warmth is unstable under scale and peak pressure.	Turn Green Apron into welcome, handoff, pick-up and recovery routines.	Store Operations and HR; months three to nine train and adapt by store type.	Scale only if connection and accuracy rise, and turnover falls.
One universal rule cannot fit all stores.	Pilot playbooks for transport, university, neighbourhood and high-mobile-order stores.	Strategy office and regional leaders; months four to nine.	Redesign if sales, margin, sentiment and queues do not improve together.
Personalisation creates privacy and trust risks.	Embed data governance in personalisation and recovery.	Digital Risk, Legal and Customer Experience review clarity continuously.	Pause features that feel opaque or manipulative.
Single metrics distort trade-offs.	Build a senior customer-care scorecard.	Monthly review across Digital, Operations, HR and Finance.	Scale only when customer, partner and financial indicators improve together.

Source: Author's implementation map based on the diagnosis in Sections 2 and 3.
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The recommendation is justified only if each later step answers the problem identified in the earlier step.




