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This report critically examines the forces influencing organisational change at Starling Bank and evaluates how stakeholders can be led through its implementation. Starling is a UK digital bank providing personal and business banking services, including accounts that enable customers to spend, save and manage their money (Starling Bank, 2019)
The authors role as an Onboarding Specialist, examines changes to customer verification and employee responsibilities.
“Conceptualise organisational change as an observable difference in an organisational entity’s form, quality or state over time. This definition encompasses changes to technology, working practices, capabilities and organisational structures”. (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995)
Recent procedural changes have been implemented, which include the introduction of AI-driven customer identity verification and dual training across personal and business banking. With AI replacing manual checks, the decision to dual train employees with a view to increase productivity. The report focuses on AI-driven identity verification, which is based on the student’s workplace experience. 
Section 1 of this report analyses a PESTLE and SWOT to critically analyse macro and micro forces for change, considering their implications for workplace culture and capability. 
For section 2, the author evaluates how organisational stakeholders can be efficiently led through complex workplace change. Kotter’s and Lewin’s models are also evaluated with a focus on their approach to leading the change. 



[bookmark: _Toc242640009]Section 1. Critically analyse the current forces for change in the organisations micro and macro environment that can impact workplace culture and capability.   
                   
The student compiled a PESTLE analysis – see Appendix A, which identifies external forces influencing the introduction of AI-driven identity verification at Starling Bank. Whilst researching each area it is notable that political, economic, social, technological, legal and environmental pressures create opportunities for more efficient processes, which can create challenges for workplace culture and organisational capability. It is important to acknowledge that each area does not operate independently and all forces should be considered when implementing change. The central focus is how Starling Bank responds to these interacting pressures, whilst maintaining customer protection, which would also include maintaining a high level of customer satisfaction. Additionally, a strong workplace culture and high emotional intelligence amongst senior personnel, has a huge influence on effective change.  
The student notes, that the implementation of AI verification should be assessed as a change to improve duties, employee skillset, duties and customer experience, opposed to a technical improvement. 










Political factors
According to the research of (Hackenburg et al., 2025), “Government support for AI adoption creates a favourable policy environment for technological change. The UK Government’s AI Opportunities Action Plan promotes AI as a means of improving productivity and economic growth. Its subsequent progress report demonstrates continuing policy attention to adoption and capability development”. This creates a wider context in which organisations may regard investment in AI as strategically important. 
For Starling Bank, AI verification has been live for a few months and is still unclear if this is an efficient, cost-effective change. Whilst it may be deemed as developing digital processes, it could also be challenged if its benefit outweighs implementation costs. Political support should therefore be interpreted as an enabling influence rather than a sufficient justification for change.
As mentioned above, the cultural implications and how leaders communicate the adoption of change, is an important element. The initial proposal was presented as a way of improving customer service and enhancing employee capability in form of cross training personnel. However, this left people unsettled of their job security. Which in turn deflated morale and pushed against the change. Communication must reflect actual decisions, as refraining from doing so has a negative effect and ultimately looses trust. In this situation, a few weeks post launch, redundancies were conducted. Organisational have the ability to translate policy opportunities into appropriate investment, cross-functional coordination if realistic implementation plans are carried out. 







Economic factors
According to the research (Consumer Price Inflation team, 2026) we can determine that, “Economic conditions can increase pressure to improve productivity and control expenditure. ONS reported annual Consumer Prices Index inflation of 3.1% in August 2026.” This provides evidence of the wider price environment, although consumer inflation is not a direct reflection of Starling’s operating costs and cannot establish why the bank introduced automation. 
AI may reduce time in manual checks and allow this time to be utilised in other areas of the business, which this technological change alters the demand for a particular task.  However, assessments must also consider licensing, integration, monitoring, training alongside potential labour savings. A reduction in manual tasks does not necessarily represent an overall savings of cost to the business.
Raisch and Krakowski (2021) explain “that automation and augmentation are interdependent, technology can replace some activities while changing how people contribute to others. Applied to processes, routine checks may become automated while employees remain responsible for complex cases and unusual results”. This suggests that effective internal processes depend partly on retaining employee’s expertise in more complex situations and/or where human contact is required to embrace customer service. For example, customer complaints. 
Economic pressures also affect culture. When highlighting redundancies, employees now associate AI and technology in general with job insecurity. 
According to (Bordia et al., 2004) we can determine that relationships between uncertainty, perceived control and psychological strain during organisational change, with communication and participation addressing different forms of uncertainty. Whilst their study was based on a public-sector organisation it highlights internal personnel should be considered just as importantly as the overall objective. 

Social factors
Customer expectations create pressure for onboarding that is convenient, secure and accessible. However, digital access is uneven. The FCA’s Financial Lives research found that 2% of UK adults, approximately 1.2 million people, were digitally excluded in May 2024 (Financial Conduct Authority, 2025) This demonstrates that whilst technology is rapidly progressing, alternative support is still a requirement. 
AI verification may improve the experience of customers that can be processed successfully. However, in the event of poor image quality, difficulties in using devices, would need manual checks. These are potential risks to consider and implement the appropriate labour to facilitate the request. 
This creates a connection between external expectations and internal culture. As mentioned above Starling’s, expectation to dual train all employees, which has ultimately moved tasks around, opposed to freeing up time. This has raised the question of what it is the priority and left employees de-motivated, as trying to balance efficiency with appropriate judgement. Clear and precise direction, including appropriate escalation process implemented in this area is highly important. 










Technological factors
The increasing availability of AI is a major force for change. ONS reported that 30% of businesses used at least one AI technology in September 2026, rising to 38% among businesses with ten or more employees (Business Insights and Conditions Survey (BICS) team, 2026) Whilst this data does not solely measure identity verification, but covers the wider scope of technology with multiple industries demonstrates just how technology is advancing in our day to day lives. As with all technology, at times there are errors and/or breaks down and as society heavily relies on systems, which is not always positive. 
(Teece et al., 1997) dynamic capabilities framework emphasises the organisational ability to integrate, develop and reconfigure competences in response to changing conditions. Applied at Starling, involves more than installing software. As outlined above, all factors must be inline for the change to be effective long term.  
With this in mind the cultural challenge is to develop informed trust. Employees should be confident when to question the system, and how to escalate results. Being overly confident the system is always accurate could have huge negative impacts on the banks duty of care their customers. 









Legal factors
Legal requirements both motivate and constrain identity-verification change. Regulation 28 of the Money Laundering Regulations requires relevant organisations to identify and verify customers when customer due diligence applies. Automation changes how checks may be performed; it does not remove the underlying obligation. (The Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds (Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017, 2017)
Data protection is also relevant. Where a system uses biometric recognition for identification, the ICO explains that organisations must identify a lawful basis and a separate condition for processing special-category biometric data (ICO, 2024)
These requirements affect capability through training, documented procedures, access controls and assurance. They also influence culture. Employees need to understand why controls exist and feel able to escalate concerns. Governance may add time and cost, but treating it solely as a barrier overlooks its role in sustaining customer trust and responsible innovation. Evaluation should therefore balance processing efficiency with accurate checks, appropriate information handling and clear accountability.










Environmental factors
Digital processes may reduce paper handling and physical document processing. However, AI and digital infrastructure also consume energy. The International Energy Agency estimated that data centres used approximately 415 terawatt-hours of electricity globally in 2024, around 1.5% of global electricity consumption (IEA, 2025a)
This shows that paper reduction does not automatically mean it is better for the environment, as AI also uses electricity and digital equipment. Starling should compare the overall impacts, which would benefit from having the ability to measure these impacts through reliable data, opposed to describing digital processes as “greener”. Environmental impacts still matter over time, particularly when choosing technology suppliers and reviewing whether the change is successful.
To summarise the findings of the PESTLE analysis shows that external forces create competing demands. Political and technological advancement, inspire change, economic pressures favour efficiency and social and legal expectations dictate accuracy, accessibility and safeguards. These factors become organisational pressures through decision making and performance measures. 
The cultural concern is whether employees view the implementation of AI as a positive change, that will improve internal processes, which in turn provides a better experience for the customer. Although there have been redundancies on the initial launch, which has demotivated personnel, will this increase productivity in time and in turn lift morale. The principal capability challenge is retaining sufficient expertise to supervise automated processes and resolve complex cases. This should be assessed on efficiency, quality control, customer experience and employee adaptability, which will determine if the change has strengthened the organisation capabilities. 




SWOT
The author completed a SWOT analysis - see Appendix B, which evaluates Starling Bank’s ability to effectively implement AI within the customer processes for identify verification. It explores how internal organisational influences interact with external pressures and opportunities, with attention to workplace culture and capability. 
The analysis suggests that whilst advancing the technological aspect is a useful foundation how it is implemented, has a huge impact on its success. It is apparent that workplace culture can directly influence positive results, as well as skillset and available resource to perform effectively. There are various elements to consider as they are all closely connected. 















Strengths
Starling Bank is a digital only bank and does not have any high street branches. This provides the basis they are experienced in integrating new technological systems, which would include AI development. However, process change, regardless of digital or face to face requires various elements to be considered to have a productive outcome.
Employees skillset is another strength. Whilst working at Starling’s, the student has trained for three different job roles, which has enhanced their skillet. Specialists in a particular are, can naturally be very productive to the business needs as they have the ability to work in different areas of the organisation, complexed cases and increased knowledge of procedures. Whilst the AI generation was first implemented the author did not particularly feel her job security was compromised, as she had the experience in various departments. This would later be proven to be positive. With dual training being at Starling’s focus, high knowledge of procedures across the board, supports the implementation of AI.
(Barney, 1991) argues, resources offer the potential for sustained competitive advantage when they are valuable, rare, difficult to imitate and lack equivalent substitutes. Applied to Starling, access to a commercially available AI tool would not necessarily provide lasting differentiation. A stronger potential advantage would arise from combining technology with specialist knowledge, effective processes and organisational learning.







Weaknesses
The SWOT identifies the potential difference in employee compared to AI as a possible weakness. In the event, AI generates incorrect information and/or does not highlight error, it is important employees have the ability and confidence to manage. Such differences could create an inconsistency within the business and affect confidence in personnel. This shows how a potential strength can also become a weakness, if not implemented correctly. 
Training is fundamental and should develop critical evaluation along with product knowledge and technical operations. The author acknowledges the gap in training requirements, within the company, despite constant change internally. 
Although AI may reduce initial processing time, how effective the information obtained or further assistance required by the customer remains unclear if the overall process is more productive. A faster process does not necessarily mean a more effective one. 
Being over reliant on any system may present potential weakness. Employees may accept the outcome of a result from the system, opposed to checking if it is accurate. This could potentially also weaken product knowledge of employees over time. This could be seen as counterproductive, in terms of cross training in a certain area, to lose knowledge in another. 
Uncertainty about responsibilities could also present challenges if senior personnel heavily support AI without clearly defining a process whereby employee input is required. Failing to do so would cause confusion amongst personnel and possibly affect customer service. 
Edmondson (1999) found an association between team psychological safety and learning behaviour. Applied at Starling, employees should have the confidence and be given the opportunity to question AI responses and report any issues that may arise without any repercussion.


Opportunities
Developments in AI to verify documents creates an external opportunity for a quick process. Society is now fast paced and people want to undertake tasks quickly. The author would choose a process which is quick and effective over one with a longer turn around. With this particular function, documents are verified and the account is open ready to use immediately. This may possibly attract additional business. 
As outlined above, providing the processes is implemented efficiently, it allows internal staff to focus on other duties which can enhance the customer experience. This would include sufficient ongoing training, which may also lead to internal promotions which create a positive work culture. 
Threats
Cybersecurity and dependence on external suppliers are significant external threats. The Bank of England and Financial Conduct Authority’s survey identifies cybersecurity, data-related issues and third-party dependencies as relevant sector concerns. For processes, a supplier outage or model change could affect access to guidance or alter output quality. (Bank of England, 2024)
These threats have direct implications for internal capability. Employees require approved alternative routes and the necessary knowledge to continue operating when a system is unavailable. Additionally following regulations require various testing and intense knowledge and is imperative practise is followed at all times. 
In summary, the analysis indicates that the most significant challenge is the link between the technological, employee judgement and organisation learning.  External pressures may have encouraged the implementation of AI, however how this was initially put into practice by senior management, as outlined above, raises the question of how effective it is at present. The author notes, that ongoing assessments are now being undertaken with the view for all areas of the business to be productive.
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The stakeholder analysis in Appendix E, applies Stakeholder Salience model to AI-driven identity verification at Starling Bank. The model considers power, the ability to influence outcomes, legitimacy, the appropriateness of stakeholder claims, and urgency, their time sensitivity and criticality. It provides a useful framework for evaluating whose concerns receive managerial attention. However, the classifications are provisional interpretations requiring workplace evidence rather than fixed characteristics of each group. (Mitchell et al., 1997)
The analysis identifies an imbalance between stakeholder influence and the extent of impact. Based on the initial implementation, employees were affected by redundancies and therefore have concerns regarding their future in the business. 
Bordia et al. (2004) distinguish strategic, structural and job-related uncertainty, finding that communication and participation address different aspects of uncertainty. When applied to Starling, giving a clear and precise objective of the organisation’s objectives, may clarify strategic intentions without demotivating employees as they are concerned of their job security. General announcements should be followed by opportunities to influence positive working environments and discuss personal implications if necessary.
Mitchell’s model does have limitations. It is the student’s opinion that Salience reflects from a managerial perception, which does not always guarantee fair treatment or assess any form of emotional responses. It is noted, that Stakeholder’s positions may change during the process. 
(Edmondson, 1999) association between psychological safety and team learning offers a complementary insight into how employees need confidence to question results and report problems.



To summarise the analysis supports, that a tailored approach to communicating proposals of change is not always effective. Individuals respond in different ways, therefore engaging in a way that everyone receives. Senior stakeholders have to make certain decisions within the organisation, which is generally prompted by some form of evidence from various aspects of the business, as outlined in the PESTLE and SWOT analysis. Employees need support and the customer require a service that is efficient. The author identifies these findings to be in line with Kotter’s change process, where we review coalition membership, communication and barrier removal. Leadership effectiveness should be assessed through stakeholder understanding, involvement, ability and the outcome. 















Transferring to AI identity verification at Starling is a complex workplace change as it affects operational functions, employee responsibilities and customer experience. Reduced manual checks, cross training and redundancies saw a decline in staff morale and trust towards the company. 
Kotter’s eight-step model supports a detailed leadership framework, whilst Lewin’s theory helps examine readiness, transition and the establishment of new practices. Both are useful tools, however depending on the objective one maybe more practical 
Kotter’s eight-step model
Kotter’s (1996) model emphasises establishing urgency, building a guiding coalition, developing and communicating a vision, enabling action, generating short-term wins, consolidating improvements and embedding change. Its strength is that it directs attention beyond technical implementation towards leadership and sustained organisational commitment. However, questions surrounding the foundations and continuing relevance of Kotter’s influential prescriptions. (Hughes, 2016)
Establishing urgency
This would require an evidence-based proposal of why AI identity-verification should be replaced by manual checks. Such evidence may include, processing delays, cost, quality, external competition pressures. Senior managers are required to base their decisions on the overall organisational requirements. 
Building a guiding coalition 
Involves various personnel - operational managers, onboarding employees, technology specialists, relevant control functions and HR. The stakeholder analysis indicates that formal authority and direct exposure to change are distributed unevenly. Including employee expertise would strengthen practical understanding and legitimacy. 



Developing a vision 
Clarity surrounding the future relationship between automation and human judgement. For Starling, a suitable vision would explain which checks become automated, which cases require employee intervention and how success will be assessed. An objective solely focused on faster processing time could negatively affect customer service. 
Communicating the vision 
Translating strategic intentions to the appropriate stakeholders. Employees need to be fully equipped for the change, including support through the process, including training and or job security, managers need operational direction and customers need an understanding of the external process. 
Enabling broad-based action 
“Removing obstacles such as insufficient training, unclear escalation routes and unrealistic workload expectations. Employees need competence and authority to challenge automated results. However, empowerment can conflict with tightly controlled banking procedures. Leaders should clarify where discretion is appropriate and where specialist approval is required. Training without protected time or adequate staffing may leave employees formally prepared but practically unable to apply their learning.
Generating short-term wins 
Controlled pilot demonstrating faster routine verification without increased errors, unresolved cases or customer difficulties. Such evidence may build confidence. However, selective reporting could exaggerate success if leaders highlight speed while overlooking rework or workforce concerns. Wins should therefore reflect balanced outcomes and include employee feedback. Early improvement is evidence for further assessment, not proof that wider implementation will succeed.



Consolidating improvements 
Addressing pilot findings and adapting workflows before expansion. A concern with applying the model rigidly is that activities may need to overlap or recur: new problems could require further communication, training or stakeholder consultation. Leaders should revisit earlier assumptions rather than regard completed steps as permanently resolved. Later versions of Kotter’s framework explicitly adopt a more dynamic approach, so criticism of linearity should be directed at rigid application of the original sequence. (Kotter, 2025)
Embedding change 
Incorporating effective practices into procedures, under supervision and conducting performance assessment. At Starling this should manage and ensure accurate verification, alongside an escalation process should the system fail. Managers should not underestimate that they have lost trust by employees at this stage and continue to support where appropriate. 











Lewin’s approach
(Lewin, 1947) approach is commonly expressed as unfreezing, moving or changing, and refreezing. Its value lies in recognising that established behaviour must be understood before new practices can become sustainable. (Burnes, 2004b) argues that Lewin’s contribution should be considered through his wider work on group dynamics, participation and action research, rather than reduced to three isolated stages. 
Unfreezing would involve examining why existing manual-verification practices were being reconsidered and how employees understood their value. Force-field analysis could identify driving forces, such as capacity and consistency, alongside restraining forces, including job insecurity, limited confidence and implementation workload. Importantly, these concerns should not automatically be labelled irrational resistance. Reducing restraining forces through involvement and support may be more constructive than increasing pressure to accept automation.
Changing would involve supported learning, testing and adaptation. Employees could help evaluate automated outcomes and develop effective exception-handling procedures. This participative approach could strengthen capability by combining technical development with operational experience. However, the model provides limited practical detail about managing competing interests, staffing reductions and decision authority. The stakeholder analysis is therefore needed to explain whose involvement matters and how influence should be exercised.
Refreezing would establish dependable working arrangements through documented responsibilities, training and monitoring. A common criticism is that apparent stability conflicts with continuing technological and regulatory developments. Nevertheless, refreezing need not mean permanently fixing every process. (Journal of Management Studies, 2021)
Applied here, it can mean stabilising accountability and essential safeguards while retaining mechanisms for review. (Burnes, 2004) reappraisal cautions against dismissing Lewin as inherently inflexible or exclusively management driven. 

Combined evaluation
The author’s opinion is that Kotter model perhaps offers greater scope for coordinating implementation. Whilst Lewin’s theory highlights readiness, captures group behaviour and sustainable practice.  Both applications have its advantages, providing users are open to revise where applicable, opposed to staying rigid following each stage. Leadership effectiveness should therefore be evaluated through evidence of participation, employee capability, trust, operational quality and customer experience. 
Workplace culture is an important factor to consider within any organisation. It strongly       influences whether employees accept and adapt, question or reject from organisational change. (Schein’s 2010) framework distinguishes artefacts, espoused beliefs and values, and basic underlying assumptions. These levels can be shown through an iceberg theory, whereby visible practices sit above the surface, while less visible beliefs help explain their meaning. Changing procedures alone therefore does not demonstrate that employees’ underlying expectations have changed. (Schein, 2026)
Applied to AI-driven identity verification at Starling Bank, visible changes include automated checks and altered workflows. Beneath these practices, employees may hold assumptions about the value of professional judgement, job security and management’s objectives. Due to the redundancies, some employees could interpret automation as a threat rather than an improvement. The iceberg analogy simplifies workplace culture, individuals interpret things differently, therefore management would benefit with high emotional intelligence to facilitate the change effectively.  
Emotional intelligence provides a complementary perspective. (Salovey & J. Mayer, 1990) conceptualise it through abilities involving the appraisal, expression and regulation of emotions, alongside using emotion to support thought and action.
However, emotional intelligence cannot compensate for unfair decisions, inadequate consultation or insufficient resources. Empathy without meaningful action may appear performative. Consequently, Kotter’s communication and empowerment activities should address underlying cultural concerns, while Lewin’s unfreezing should recognise emotional attachment to existing roles. Effective change requires both sensitive interpersonal leadership and credible organisational action.




















[bookmark: _Toc242640011]Conclusion

On reflection the author feels that the analysis demonstrates that AI-driven identity verification at Starling Bank involves organisational and human change as well as technological development. For a complex change to be effective there are various elements to consider. PESTLE identified interacting pressures for efficiency, innovation, customer accessibility and regulatory compliance, while SWOT highlighted the importance of employee expertise, training, reliable processes and accountability. Potential productivity benefits must therefore be assessed alongside customer outcomes and workforce consequences.
The stakeholder analysis showed that the most impacted by the change are not necessarily those with the most power. Those affected by redundancy and customers experiencing verification difficulties may have genuine concerns. Effective leadership requires high emotional intelligence, participation and appropriate support. Schein’s cultural framework and emotional intelligence theory further demonstrate why adopting processes alone does not establish trust or commitment.
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	Factor
	External force / trend
	Potential impact on Starling Bank
	Impact on workplace culture
	Impact on organisational capability
	Critical evaluation / workplace example to verify
	Possible evidence / sources to consult

	Political
	UK government priorities around financial services, digital innovation, financial crime prevention and the competitiveness of the UK fintech sector.
	Policy priorities can shape the regulatory and commercial environment in which Starling operates and influence investment in secure digital onboarding.
	Employees may experience stronger emphasis on accountability, customer protection and adapting to changing priorities.
	The bank may need adaptable processes, staff knowledge and coordination between onboarding, compliance, risk and technology teams.
	Digitalisation can support service innovation, but policy ambitions do not remove the need for robust controls. Add a specific example only where supported by workplace experience or a reliable source.
	UK Government financial-services policy; HM Treasury publications; relevant FCA publications.

	Economic
	Pressure to improve productivity, manage operating costs and compete in a banking market where customers expect convenient digital services.
	Automation may reduce repetitive manual work and support scalable onboarding, but implementation, maintenance, exception handling and assurance also carry costs.
	Employees may welcome reduced repetitive work, but may also worry about productivity targets, changing responsibilities or job security.
	The bank needs to assess the full costs and benefits of automation and ensure staff can handle complex or exceptional cases.
	Efficiency gains should be weighed against false rejections, manual referrals, customer friction and the cost of correcting errors. Use actual local examples or metrics only if available.
	Starling Bank annual report; Bank of England analysis; FCA publications; credible UK banking-sector research.

	Social
	Customer expectations for fast, accessible and secure digital banking, alongside concerns about privacy, fairness, accessibility and human support.
	Identity verification needs to balance a smooth digital experience with appropriate safeguards and routes for customers whose cases cannot be resolved automatically.
	Employees may need to balance efficiency expectations with empathy, judgement and responsibility for customers experiencing onboarding difficulties.
	Customer-service skills, clear communication, escalation procedures and support for diverse customer needs remain important even as automation increases.
	A frictionless process for many customers may still create barriers for some. Consider how exceptions are handled and whether customers can obtain meaningful support.
	FCA consumer research; Financial Ombudsman Service publications; credible research on digital inclusion and customer experience.

	Technological
	Advances in AI, automated document analysis, biometric checks, digital identity tools and the changing tactics used in identity fraud.
	AI-supported verification may speed up routine checks and improve consistency, while creating risks involving errors, model limitations, data quality, cyber threats and over-reliance on automation.
	Employees may need to build trust in new systems and adapt to changing responsibilities. Concerns may arise about transparency, monitoring or the future of some tasks.
	The bank needs appropriate technical expertise, human oversight, exception handling, testing, monitoring and ongoing staff development.
	Automation does not eliminate the need for human judgement. Analyse what happens when verification fails, produces an unclear result or requires escalation, using only processes you know or can evidence.
	FCA and Bank of England publications on AI and operational resilience; National Cyber Security Centre guidance; Starling Bank disclosures where relevant.

	Legal
	Obligations relating to anti-money laundering, customer due diligence, data protection, equality and fair treatment, and relevant financial-services regulation.
	Digital identity verification must operate within applicable legal and regulatory requirements. Accountability for customer due diligence cannot simply be delegated to an automated tool.
	Employees need to understand control requirements, protect customer information and feel able to escalate unusual cases or possible errors.
	Training, audit trails, access controls, documented procedures, quality assurance and clear accountability are essential.
	Automation can support compliance but may introduce new risks if controls are poorly designed or employees do not understand when to intervene. Verify legal claims against current official guidance.
	FCA Handbook; UK legislation and official guidance on money laundering and data protection; Information Commissioner's Office guidance.

	Environmental
	Pressure to reduce resource use and environmental impacts, alongside the energy and infrastructure demands of digital services.
	Digital onboarding may reduce paper handling and physical document processing, although digital infrastructure also consumes energy and resources.
	Digital-first working may reinforce a culture of process innovation, but environmental benefits should not be assumed without evidence.
	The bank may need to measure resource use and assess environmental impacts alongside efficiency, resilience and service quality.
	Paper reduction alone does not establish a net environmental benefit. Compare measurable changes where data exists and avoid claiming that AI verification is environmentally superior without evidence.
	Starling Bank sustainability or annual reporting; relevant environmental disclosures; credible research on digital infrastructure impacts.



Bordia, P., Hobman, E., Jones, E., Gallois, C., & Callan, V. J. (2004). Uncertainty during organizational change: Types, consequences, and management strategies. Journal of Business and Psychology, 18(4), 507–532. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOBU.0000028449.99127.f7
Raisch, S., & Krakowski, S. (2021). Artificial intelligence and management: The automation–augmentation paradox. Academy of Management Review, 46(1), 192–210. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2018.0072
Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509–533. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
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[bookmark: _Toc242640015]Strengths
	Factor
	Critical analysis and implications for culture and capability

	Existing digital infrastructure and AI experience
	Analysis: Starling’s digital services and existing AI tools provide a foundation for implementation [1, 2]. This could support integration and learning, although customer-facing AI experience does not establish readiness for onboarding.

Proposed onboarding example: An assistant could retrieve an approved procedure and show its source when a specialist asks which evidence is needed for a particular case.

Culture and capability: Existing digital infrastructure may make experimentation easier, but employees still need to understand the boundaries of the tool and retain responsibility for their work.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Test whether retrieval is accurate, current and faster than existing searches. Assess integration, permissions and case complexity before assuming that digital maturity will produce efficiency gains.

	Employees’ onboarding expertise
	Analysis: Specialists could identify suitable uses, test outputs and recognise errors. Participation would acknowledge professional expertise and support employee ownership. Demonstrate this capability through workplace examples.

Proposed onboarding example: Experienced specialists could review a sample of AI-generated summaries and identify missing facts, ambiguous customer explanations or inappropriate suggested wording.

Culture and capability: Co-design can reinforce the value of professional knowledge and reduce perceptions that technology devalues employees. It also develops evaluation skills and gives operational staff a voice in implementation.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Expert involvement needs protected time. A small group of enthusiastic users may not represent the wider workforce; include different experience levels and invite dissenting feedback.

	Existing procedures and knowledge resources
	Analysis: Approved guidance could provide a controlled information base and improve consistency. Its value depends on accurate, current documentation with clear ownership; AI cannot reliably compensate for poor source material.

Proposed onboarding example: The assistant could draft a request for additional information using approved guidance, while the employee checks that the request fits the customer’s circumstances.

Culture and capability: Shared access to dependable guidance could strengthen consistency and support less experienced staff. A learning culture also requires employees to challenge outdated instructions rather than reproduce them.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Establish document owners, version control and a process for withdrawing obsolete guidance. Consistency is valuable only if the underlying procedure is correct and allows appropriate exceptions.

	Experience of technological change
	Analysis: Existing AI initiatives suggest experience that could inform sponsorship, testing and implementation [1, 2]. However, product innovation does not prove that all employees welcome change or have the skills to adopt it.

Proposed onboarding example: A cross-functional team could draw on lessons from previous technology launches to design onboarding tests, support arrangements and escalation routes.

Culture and capability: Visible sponsorship can legitimise learning time and cooperation between operations, technology and risk teams. However, a public innovation narrative may mask uneven confidence or competing internal priorities.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Review evidence from earlier changes, including problems and user feedback. Avoid assuming that a successful product launch proves effective staff engagement or transferable governance for a different use case.




Starling Bank SWOT Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc242640016]Weaknesses
	Factor
	Critical analysis and implications for culture and capability

	Potential differences in AI literacy
	Analysis: Employees may vary in their ability to use prompts, recognise fabricated information and handle data appropriately. Skills assessment and tailored training would help prevent inconsistent practice and loss of confidence.

Proposed onboarding example: Two employees might obtain different draft responses to the same case because their prompts omit different facts; both responses could sound convincing.

Culture and capability: Uneven confidence can create informal divisions between early adopters and hesitant colleagues. Training should build critical evaluation and data awareness, rather than reward speed or prompt fluency alone.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Assess baseline skills and use realistic scenarios to test understanding. Provide additional support without labelling hesitant staff as resistant. Adoption figures alone do not measure competent use.

	Implementation and checking workload
	Analysis: Testing, training, maintaining guidance and reviewing outputs require staff time. Initial productivity gains may be limited when employees must learn new processes alongside existing workloads.

Proposed onboarding example: During a pilot, specialists may need to compare AI summaries with original case notes and record errors, adding work before any time saving is realised.

Culture and capability: Unfunded learning and checking can increase pressure and reduce willingness to engage. Managers need capability to allocate workload, interpret pilot results and protect time for practice.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Measure total handling time, including corrections, review and escalation. Compare similar cases and account for the learning period. Faster drafting is insufficient if it increases downstream rework.

	Possible fragmentation of internal guidance
	Analysis: If procedures are dispersed or contradictory, AI responses may reproduce those problems. Knowledge management may need improvement before implementation. This potential weakness requires workplace evidence.

Proposed onboarding example: A tool could retrieve an old instruction alongside a newer one and produce a response that combines incompatible requirements.

Culture and capability: Unclear ownership encourages employees to rely on informal workarounds and personal networks. Improving information stewardship can strengthen a culture of shared responsibility and make expertise more accessible.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Audit the knowledge base before rollout and log unanswered or conflicting queries. Treat information quality as an implementation dependency. Confirm whether fragmentation exists before describing it as a Starling weakness.

	Over-reliance and loss of judgement
	Analysis: Accepting fluent outputs without scrutiny could weaken independent reasoning and procedural knowledge. Capability development should include checking, questioning and escalation, alongside tool use.

Proposed onboarding example: A specialist could approve a plausible summary without noticing that it omits a relevant qualification in the original customer explanation.

Culture and capability: Automation bias could shift the norm from examining evidence to accepting suggestions. Employees must retain the confidence and skill to challenge the assistant, particularly when a case is unusual.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Use source checks and periodic independent case exercises to preserve judgement. Human review is meaningful only if reviewers have enough expertise, time and authority to reject an output.

	Uncertainty about roles and accountability
	Analysis: Unclear responsibility for checking outputs could produce inconsistent practice. Perceived threats to roles may reduce trust. Clear responsibilities and meaningful consultation would support confidence and reporting of problems.

Proposed onboarding example: An employee may be unsure whether they, their manager or the technology team owns an incorrect customer message drafted by AI.

Culture and capability: Ambiguity can reduce psychological safety and discourage reporting. Concerns about role replacement may also affect professional identity and trust, even where leaders intend AI to support staff.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Publish responsibilities for approval, incident reporting and escalation. Discuss how tasks may change and avoid promises about job security without evidence. Evaluate staff understanding through feedback rather than communication attendance.





[bookmark: _Toc242640017]Opportunities
	Factor
	Critical analysis and implications for culture and capability

	Developments in generative AI technology
	Analysis: Advances in language tools and retrieval create opportunities to improve access to guidance and routine communication. Technical availability does not demonstrate operational suitability; a controlled pilot should establish benefits.

Proposed onboarding example: A retrieval-supported assistant could answer a procedural query with links to approved material, allowing the specialist to verify the answer.

Culture and capability: The opportunity is to improve access to knowledge and develop employees’ ability to evaluate information. Integration should support reflective practice rather than encourage unquestioned reliance on generated text.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Generative AI can still invent or misinterpret information. Compare its performance with a simpler search tool or improved templates; select AI only where it produces a measurable additional benefit.

	Customer expectations for timely accessible service
	Analysis: AI support could help employees communicate clearly and respond promptly, freeing time for complex cases. Benefits depend on accuracy and suitable support for customers with individual needs.

Proposed onboarding example: An employee could revise an AI-drafted explanation into plain language and adapt it to a customer who needs additional assistance.

Culture and capability: Reducing routine writing may create more time for empathy and complex conversations. Employees need communication skills to judge tone, accessibility and whether a personalised response is necessary.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Do not equate shorter response times with better service. Measure customer understanding, avoidable follow-up and complaints alongside speed. Standardisation may disadvantage customers whose circumstances do not fit common patterns.

	External training and specialist expertise
	Analysis: Training providers and partnerships could develop AI literacy, evaluation skills and governance capability. Excessive reliance on external expertise could, however, limit internal understanding and ownership.

Proposed onboarding example: External specialists could deliver practical workshops where onboarding staff identify errors in generated responses and practise escalation.

Culture and capability: Structured development can build confidence and make the change an opportunity for professional growth. Train managers as well as frontline staff so they can support learning and assess performance fairly.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Assess provider quality and ensure training matches actual workflows. Transfer knowledge into internal teams and refresh materials after changes. Generic courses and completion certificates are weak evidence of operational competence.

	Competitive differentiation
	Analysis: Responsible adoption could strengthen service quality and operational responsiveness. Advantage depends on measurable customer outcomes and reliable implementation, rather than adoption simply because competitors use AI.

Proposed onboarding example: A successful pilot could demonstrate quicker access to guidance without increasing incorrect requests, rework or customer complaints.

Culture and capability: Responsible innovation may support pride and reinforce a culture in which employees improve services. Capability must combine technical adoption with customer understanding and sound operational judgement.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Competitors can copy tools, so durable value depends on implementation quality, trusted service and organisational learning. Evaluate benefits against the full cost of licensing, training, monitoring and maintenance.





[bookmark: _Toc242640018]Threats
	Factor
	Critical analysis and implications for culture and capability

	Cybersecurity and sensitive information exposure
	Analysis: External attacks and weaknesses in connected services could expose information. Cybersecurity and data-related concerns are recognised sector risks [3]. Secure access and clear information-handling rules would be essential.

Proposed onboarding example: Malicious text in a submitted document could attempt to redirect an AI tool or cause it to reveal information. This is a hypothetical threat scenario.

Culture and capability: Employees need to understand that customer content is untrusted input and know how to report unusual outputs. Security awareness and cooperation between operations and technical teams become part of everyday capability.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Use controlled access, input handling and approved systems; restrict what information tools can access or disclose. Keep this external attack threat distinct from internal weaknesses in training or permissions.

	Dependence on external AI suppliers
	Analysis: Supplier outages, model changes or pricing decisions could disrupt processes and increase costs. Third-party dependency is a sector concern [3]. Internal expertise and alternative procedures would help retain operational control.

Proposed onboarding example: A supplier outage or model update could prevent staff retrieving guidance or alter response quality during live operations.

Culture and capability: Dependence may weaken confidence if employees cannot complete tasks without the tool. Operational resilience requires maintained procedural knowledge and the ability to return to approved alternative workflows.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Test fallback arrangements and review updates before expanding use. Supplier commitments do not eliminate dependency. Assess whether the bank can detect performance changes and continue service when the tool is unavailable.

	Evolving regulatory expectations
	Analysis: Changing expectations could require revisions to testing, documentation and governance, increasing uncertainty and ongoing costs. Compliance capability should be developed throughout implementation.

Proposed onboarding example: A change in supervisory expectations could require additional records of testing, output review or responsibility, prompting revisions to the pilot.

Culture and capability: Frequent control changes may create frustration if their purpose is unclear. Leaders should explain how safeguards support customer trust and equip employees to adapt procedures accurately.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Maintain a process for monitoring relevant requirements with specialist input. Avoid presenting all controls as barriers: robust governance can enable sustainable adoption and protect the legitimacy of innovation.

	Competition for skills and rapid technological change
	Analysis: Competition for expertise could raise recruitment costs, while changing tools could make training outdated. Continuous learning would be necessary, although frequent changes could contribute to fatigue.

Proposed onboarding example: A specialist recruited to support implementation may be difficult to replace, while a supplier’s new model may require retesting and updated training.

Culture and capability: Scarce expertise could concentrate knowledge in a few people and reduce organisational resilience. Broader internal learning, documentation and succession planning can reduce dependency and support capability development.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Adopt a manageable update cycle rather than change tools with every release. Balance responsiveness with stability and assess the cumulative training burden. External labour-market pressure differs from an internal skills gap.

	Public distrust following wider AI failures
	Analysis: Failures elsewhere could reduce customer and employee confidence even when Starling’s implementation is carefully managed. Transparent explanations and accessible human support could help maintain trust.

Proposed onboarding example: News of an AI-related banking failure elsewhere could prompt customers to question whether onboarding communications or decisions are being automated.

Culture and capability: Employees may face additional questions and need confidence in explaining the tool’s actual role. Trust depends on accurate communication, accessible escalation and visible respect for human judgement.

Critical evaluation and evidence needed: Distinguish sector-wide reputational pressure from problems caused by the bank’s own implementation. Avoid overstating benefits or implying that oversight removes all risk; use clear explanations supported by actual practice.
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Appendix E - Stakeholders Analysis 


Stakeholder Analysis
	Stakeholder and interests
	Power legitimacy and urgency
	Provisional salience
	Potential responses
	Recommended leadership and evidence

	Onboarding employees directly affected by role reduction or redundancy

Fair treatment, timely consultation, clarity about employment, support and realistic redeployment opportunities.
	Power: limited formal authority; collective voice and operational expertise may increase influence.
Legitimacy: present through the employment relationship and direct consequences.
Urgency: present where decisions or consultation deadlines are imminent.
	Dependent where legitimacy and urgency are present but power is limited. May become definitive if effective collective power develops.
	Potential anxiety, loss of control, anger or grief. Responses vary; do not assume all affected employees feel the same.
	Consult before relevant decisions where required; explain decision criteria and uncertainties; provide individual discussions and appropriate HR support. Consider feasible redeployment and training. Evidence: consultation records, themes from confidential feedback and clarity of next steps.

	Onboarding employees remaining in post

Manageable workload, meaningful work, role clarity, development, fair performance measures and confidence in continued employment.
	Power: operational expertise and cooperation can influence implementation; formal decision power may be limited.
Legitimacy: present because tasks and working conditions change.
Urgency: present when new duties begin or unresolved problems affect work.
	Dependent during urgent transition where power is limited. Discretionary if only legitimacy is established. Assess informal influence rather than automatically classifying staff as powerless.
	Potential survivor guilt, insecurity, scepticism or enthusiasm about reduced repetitive work.
	Involve a representative range of staff in workflow design and testing. Protect training time, explain escalation and avoid throughput-only targets. Maintain opportunities to challenge results. Evidence: confidence, workload, quality, rework and staff feedback.

	Onboarding team leaders and operational managers

Service continuity, staffing capacity, team wellbeing, quality, productivity and delivery of the change.
	Power: present through work allocation, local decisions and performance management, subject to delegated authority.
Legitimacy: present through operational responsibility.
Urgency: present during rollout, staffing transitions or service disruption.
	Definitive during active implementation when all three attributes are present; dominant where urgency is not established.
	Potential pressure between delivery targets and supporting employees; concern about losing experienced staff.
	Include managers in the change coalition and capacity planning. Give them clear authority, support and consistent messages; equip them for difficult conversations. Evidence: manageable staffing plans, completed escalations, service stability and employee feedback.

	Executive sponsor and senior leadership

Strategic value, sustainable costs, customer trust, risk appetite and organisational reputation.
	Power: present through sponsorship, investment and strategic decisions.
Legitimacy: present through governance responsibilities.
Urgency: conditional on actual milestones, material risks or decisions.
	Dominant as a baseline; definitive when a time-sensitive, critical claim is established. Seniority alone does not demonstrate urgency.
	Potential confidence in efficiency gains alongside concern about costs, reputational harm or unsuccessful delivery.
	Agree a balanced business case and clear accountability. Review benefits, workforce consequences and controls together. Set decision gates and communicate material changes honestly. Evidence: benefit assumptions tested, documented decisions and response to workforce concerns.

	compliance, financial crime and risk functions

Reliable customer due diligence, acceptable risk, clear controls, auditability and appropriate escalation.
	Power: present where approval, challenge or escalation authority exists; verify actual mandate.
Legitimacy: present through control responsibilities.
Urgency: present for material control issues or pending approval decisions.
	Definitive at material risk or approval points if all attributes exist; dominant during routine oversight.
	Potential concern about inaccurate outcomes, insufficient evidence or pressure to approve prematurely.
	Engage from design through evaluation. Agree acceptance criteria, exceptions, monitoring and responsibility for residual risks. Enable independent challenge. Evidence: resolved findings, exception quality and documented approval conditions; do not equate approval with zero risk.

	Technology, AI delivery, information security and data protection specialists

Reliable integration, secure information handling, suitable performance, maintainability and manageable technical dependencies.
	Power: technical expertise and system access can confer influence; specific decision rights differ.
Legitimacy: present through delivery and specialist responsibilities.
Urgency: present during critical defects, incidents or release decisions.
	Dominant where power and legitimacy exist; definitive during critical incidents or release decisions. Separate specialist roles in the final analysis if mandates differ substantially.
	Potential enthusiasm, delivery pressure or frustration over unclear requirements and unrealistic timelines.
	Co-design requirements with operations and control teams. Test relevant cases, document limitations and control changes. Establish incident and fallback procedures. Evidence: issue resolution, access controls, monitoring and usable operational guidance.

	Human resources and learning teams

Fair workforce processes, effective consultation, development, wellbeing and alignment of roles with required skills.
	Power: present where HR or learning teams influence workforce decisions or training resources; confirm authority.
Legitimacy: present through workforce responsibilities.
Urgency: present during staffing decisions, consultation or training deadlines.
	Definitive at urgent workforce decisions where power is established; dependent if advice lacks decision influence but claims are legitimate and urgent.
	Potential concern about employee harm, credibility of support and balancing organisational and individual needs.
	Integrate HR into workforce planning from the outset. Assess skill needs, support managers and evaluate feasible redeployment. Judge learning through practical competence. Evidence: training application, consultation follow-through and access to support.

	Customers, including those needing additional onboarding support

Secure, accurate, accessible verification; timely account access; clear explanations and meaningful assistance.
	Power: usually limited individually; complaints and collective action may increase influence.
Legitimacy: present through direct service impact.
Urgency: present where failed or delayed verification causes time-sensitive harm.
	Dependent in urgent unresolved cases with limited power; discretionary where only legitimacy is established. Segment customers by circumstances rather than treating all claims as identical.
	Potential confusion, frustration, exclusion or concern about privacy; others may welcome speed and convenience.
	Use clear instructions and accessible assistance. Maintain workable escalation for unresolved cases; assess differential outcomes and avoid measuring averages alone. Evidence: completion, referral and complaint outcomes, waiting times and customer understanding.

	Relevant regulators and supervisory bodies

Compliance, appropriate governance and customer protection within each body’s remit.
	Power: present through relevant supervisory or enforcement authority.
Legitimacy: present through statutory responsibilities.
Urgency: conditional on an active issue, deadline or information request.
	Dominant during routine oversight; definitive where a critical, time-sensitive supervisory claim exists. Do not assume continuous urgency or a single identical remit.
	Institutional scrutiny rather than an assumed personal emotional response; confidence depends on credible evidence.
	Use designated regulatory contacts and accurate records. Respond promptly to relevant requests and track commitments. Confirm which bodies and requirements apply. Evidence: timely responses, completed actions and traceable governance.

	External verification or technology suppliers where used

Contract performance, reliable integration, commercial viability and clarity of responsibilities.
	Power: conditional on dependency, specialist expertise and switching difficulty.
Legitimacy: present through contractual involvement.
Urgency: present for outages, contractual deadlines or critical updates.
	Dominant if dependency confers power; definitive during urgent critical issues. Could be discretionary when legitimacy exists but influence and urgency are limited.
	Potential commercial pressure or concern about requirements and liability; avoid assuming motivations beyond evidence.
	Agree service, testing, update and incident arrangements. Review dependency and fallback capability; retain sufficient internal expertise. Evidence: service performance, issue response, change review and tested continuity arrangements.

	Employee representatives or recognised union where applicable

Effective employee voice, fair processes and protection of affected employees’ interests.
	Power: conditional on recognition, collective influence and relevant rights.
Legitimacy: present when authorised to represent employees.
Urgency: present during consultation and consequential workforce decisions.
	Definitive where all attributes exist; dependent if legitimate and urgent claims lack effective power. Include only where representation is confirmed.
	Potential distrust if involved late; concern about fairness and meaningful influence over outcomes.
	Engage early through applicable arrangements, provide usable information and allow time to respond. Document how representations affect decisions. Evidence: consultation quality, responses to proposals and unresolved concerns.
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