[image: Description: :::::::Desktop:In progress desktop:TRINITY SAINT DAVID:logo:TSD_logo2010.jpg]
Applied Leadership and Management in the Workplace
Module Assignment Submission 
	Student Name:
	Whitney Davies

	Student Number:
	2329046

	Module No:
	BMSK6011

	Module Title:
	Leading and Implementing Workplace Change


Statement of Confirmation of Authenticity
By the act of making this submission, the student declares that this is the work of the student named above. The work has not, in whole or in part, been knowingly presented elsewhere for assessment, or where assessment has been built on a previous assessment, this has been identified. Where materials have been used from other sources it has been properly acknowledged. If this statement is untrue, the student acknowledges that an assessment offence has been committed.
Attention is drawn to the plagiarism and unfair practice policies of both the University and of ILM.
AI Declaration: I confirm that I have not used Generative AI to create any text, creative materials or code for submission. Any AI use was limited to permitted research, assignment structure and proofreading of my own work. AI may be used to help plan the structure or format of a table, but the content must be my own. AI must not be used to create graphs, charts, images or other assessed visual material for submission unless specifically permitted in the assignment brief.

Table of Contents

Introduction	3
Forces for Change, Culture and Organisational Capability	3
Macro Environment: PESTLE Analysis	3
Micro Environment: SWOT Analysis	5
Impact on Organisational Culture and Capability	6
Judgement	7
Leading Stakeholders Through Complex Workplace Change	7
Complex Change and Stakeholder Analysis	7
Applying Change Theory	9
Emotional Responses, Resistance and Leadership	10
Recommendations	11
Conclusion	12
References	13





[bookmark: _1ci93xb][bookmark: _Toc242643333]Introduction
This report examines a large multinational professional services organisation operating within financial audit and assurance. The organisation operates within a rapidly changing environment shaped by technological development, regulatory expectations, demanding deadlines and evolving client requirements. These pressures create a continuing requirement for change; however, change within audit cannot be considered solely in terms of speed or efficiency because professional judgement, audit quality and the confidentiality of client information must also be maintained. This creates an organisational environment in which adaptation is necessary, but the level and pace of change must remain proportionate to professional risk.
The report first critically analyses the forces for change within the organisation's macro and micro environments, using PESTLE and SWOT to consider how external pressures interact with existing culture and organisational capability. The second part evaluates how organisational stakeholders can be led through a specific complex workplace change, the increased adoption of AI enabled tools within audit. Stakeholder analysis and established change theory will be considered alongside emotional responses, motivation, psychological safety and adaptive leadership. Rather than assuming that successful change can be achieved through the mechanical application of a single model, the analysis considers how leadership approaches and organisational systems interact in practice.
[bookmark: _Toc242643334]Forces for Change, Culture and Organisational Capability
[bookmark: _Toc242643335]Macro Environment: PESTLE Analysis
The organisation's external environment creates pressure for change from several directions. Technological development is particularly significant because digital platforms, automation and increasingly AI enabled systems are changing how information is gathered, analysed and communicated. Organisational experience already demonstrates the importance of technology through the adoption of the internal global audit platform and secure client collaboration portal. These systems changed the way working papers, client information, project progress, document requests and journal samples are managed, demonstrating that technological change can alter both internal processes and interactions with clients.
The successful implementation of large digital platforms demonstrates organisational capability to resource, standardise and coordinate approved change, but does not necessarily demonstrate that smaller employee led improvements are identified and progressed equally effectively. Central technological change requires governance, expertise and coordinated implementation, whereas local change also depends upon accessible opportunities to experiment and provide feedback.
The Financial Reporting Council (FRC) issued guidance on the use of AI in audit in 2025 and further guidance on generative and agentic AI in March 2026 (FRC, 2025, 2026). The more recent guidance recognises the potential for AI to improve audit quality and efficiency, while also identifying risks relating to the quality and use of AI outputs that require appropriate mitigation, professional judgement and human oversight (Financial Reporting Council [FRC], 2026).
Hanelt et al. (2021) describe digital transformation as involving continuous organisational change, sometimes accelerated by more episodic technological developments.
Technological development should also be considered as an opportunity rather than solely as a pressure for change. The organisation already has established digital infrastructure and experience of implementing large technological systems, which provides a foundation for the wider use of automation and AI enabled tools. These technologies may reduce repetitive activity, improve the organisation of information and create greater capacity for employees to focus on work requiring professional judgement. However, technological capability cannot be measured only by whether systems are available. Employees also need the skills and confidence to use new tools appropriately, question outputs and recognise when professional judgement should override technological recommendations. Digital infrastructure therefore represents an important organisational strength, but its value depends upon the capability of employees to use technology critically and adapt working practices around it. This suggests that technological change creates both an opportunity for greater efficiency and a continuing requirement for learning and capability development.
Regulatory and legal pressures interact closely with technological change. Audit organisations cannot adopt new processes solely because they offer potential efficiency. Changes affecting client information, audit evidence or automated decision support require clear accountability, testing and professional oversight.
Economic and client pressures provide a further force for change. Organisations are expected to deliver work efficiently while continuing to meet demanding quality standards. Client expectations for responsive, secure and transparent collaboration create incentives to improve existing processes, while deadlines and resource pressures simultaneously limit the time available for employees to develop and test alternatives. Workload can therefore be understood as a practical capacity issue rather than straightforward cultural resistance: ideas may be welcomed, but employees still have to balance improvement activity with immediate client work.
Economic and client pressures may therefore both encourage and restrict organisational change. Expectations for efficient delivery create a strong incentive to improve processes, yet the same deadline and workload pressures can reduce the time employees have available for training, experimentation and reflection. This creates a tension between short term delivery requirements and longer term capability development. Where new technology is introduced primarily to increase efficiency, there is a risk that insufficient time is provided for employees to develop confidence in its use or consider the implications for quality and professional judgement. The organisation must therefore avoid assuming that faster implementation automatically represents successful change. Capacity for learning should be considered alongside immediate performance expectations so that efficiency improvements do not weaken the organisation’s ability to adapt sustainably. Workload is therefore not only a practical weakness but also a factor that can influence how effectively external pressure is converted into useful organisational change. 
Social and workforce changes are also relevant. Increasingly complex, digitally mediated workplaces are accompanied by changing expectations around wellbeing, supportive leadership, communication and psychological safety. Employees are required to work across diverse teams, respond to rapid organisational change and manage increasing stakeholder expectations while maintaining professional performance.
[bookmark: _Toc242643336]Micro Environment: SWOT Analysis
The organisation has several internal strengths that support its ability to respond to change. It possesses substantial professional expertise, established digital infrastructure and experience of implementing organisation wide technological systems. Existing managerial behaviour also appears supportive of improvement. Workplace experience indicates that suggestions from employees are listened to even at relatively junior levels, while managers appropriately expect evidence before changes are implemented. This suggests a culture that is receptive to change without treating change itself as automatically beneficial.
A further strength is knowledge sharing. Employees are encouraged to share more effective working practices, and existing recognition mechanisms can acknowledge useful contributions. However, the value of these mechanisms depends upon whether learning is transferred beyond the individual engagement or team. A useful idea may still remain local if its wider relevance is not recognised. The organisational challenge is therefore not necessarily creating a collaborative culture from the beginning, but making existing learning more consistent and durable.
The principal internal weakness is capacity. Audit workloads and deadlines can restrict the time available to develop, test and share improvements even where managers are receptive. This distinction is important because a lack of implemented change should not automatically be interpreted as resistance. Employees may recognise an inefficient process and still prioritise an immediate client deadline. Amabile and Pratt (2016) distinguish between productive time pressure and sustained pressure that can narrow attention towards immediate delivery.
The organisation also has several opportunities arising from technological development and its existing culture. Increased use of AI and automation may improve efficiency, while established digital systems provide a platform from which successful practices can be developed and shared more widely. Knowledge sharing between teams creates a further opportunity to prevent useful improvements remaining within individual engagements. The combination of experienced professional judgement and the fresh perspectives of newer employees may also support the identification of more effective ways of working.
However, many of these opportunities are accompanied by corresponding threats. Greater use of AI increases the importance of confidentiality, data security, professional judgement and appropriate human oversight. Rapid technological change may also create skills gaps if employee development does not keep pace with new systems. In addition, continued workload pressure may limit the time available to learn, test and evaluate new approaches. The same technological development can therefore represent both an opportunity and a threat depending on how it is governed and supported. This reinforces the need for change to be proportionate to risk rather than pursued solely because new technology is available.
The organisation therefore appears relatively strong at implementing approved change, while there is less evidence concerning the consistency with which smaller ideas are captured and developed. This should not be interpreted as evidence of weak creativity or poor culture; rather, the available workplace evidence is stronger for implementation capability than for the earlier stages of change development.
[bookmark: _Toc242643337]Impact on Organisational Culture and Capability
The interaction between environmental pressure and organisational capability is more important than the identification of individual forces alone. The organisation already demonstrates significant capability in implementing approved change through established systems, technical expertise and governance. However, capability should not be judged solely by whether large projects can be successfully introduced. Sustainable adaptation also requires employees to recognise problems, question existing practices, learn new skills and contribute knowledge (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990).
Psychological safety is therefore relevant because employees must feel able to question routines, acknowledge uncertainty and suggest alternatives without interpersonal punishment (Edmondson, 1999).
More recent research strengthens that argument. Edmondson and Bransby (2023) describe psychological safety as increasingly important in complex and dynamic organisational environments and identify links with learning, performance and leadership.
The organisation's existing culture appears broadly supportive. Experienced employees provide technical judgement, while newer colleagues can contribute alternative perspectives and question routines that have become normalised. This should not be presented as a conflict between senior and junior employees, as stronger collective capability can develop when experience and fresh perspectives are combined.
Autonomy must nevertheless remain proportionate to risk. This can be understood as autonomy with accountability: employees should have freedom to improve their work, but within clear professional boundaries. A reversible change to routine team coordination does not require the same level of scrutiny as a change affecting confidential data, audit evidence or methodology. 
Organisational culture therefore influences whether external pressure is translated into sustainable capability. Digital infrastructure and professional expertise provide important resources, but these alone do not ensure that employees can respond effectively to continued change. Employees also require sufficient time, confidence and permission to question existing practice, develop new skills and contribute knowledge. Psychological safety can support this process by encouraging employees to raise uncertainty and challenge established routines, while clear professional boundaries ensure that openness does not weaken accountability. Similarly, autonomy is most effective where employees understand the limits within which they can experiment and when additional review is required. Organisational capability is therefore strongest when technical infrastructure, professional expertise, employee learning and appropriate governance operate together. The organisation appears to possess many of these strengths already, but its ability to respond consistently to future change will depend on whether sufficient capacity is created for employees to learn, experiment and adapt alongside existing delivery responsibilities.
[bookmark: _Toc242643338]Judgement
Based on the analysis, the organisation appears well positioned to respond to current forces for change. Existing digital infrastructure, professional expertise, supportive managerial behaviour and established knowledge sharing provide a strong foundation for adaptation. However, organisational capability depends upon more than the willingness to change. Workload and demanding deadlines can restrict the practical capacity available to develop, test and embed improvements, even where employees and managers are receptive. The organisation therefore appears stronger at implementing approved change than at consistently creating the time and opportunity for smaller improvements to develop. This distinction is important because limited change activity should not automatically be interpreted as cultural resistance. Overall, technological and regulatory pressures create the strongest requirement for continued adaptation, while maintaining audit quality requires autonomy, experimentation and governance to remain proportionate to professional risk.
[bookmark: _Toc242643339]Leading Stakeholders Through Complex Workplace Change
[bookmark: _Toc242643340]Complex Change and Stakeholder Analysis
The complex workplace change considered within this report is the increasing adoption of AI enabled tools within audit processes. Although AI may offer opportunities to improve efficiency and support the analysis of information, its use within audit also raises important considerations around professional judgement, confidentiality, accountability and regulatory compliance (FRC, 2026). AI adoption therefore cannot be viewed simply as the introduction of another digital system, as it may also affect employee capability, established working practices and the way decisions are reviewed. The complexity of the change is further increased by the range of stakeholders affected and by the differing levels of influence, responsibility and concern they hold.
Stakeholder analysis is important because organisational change can affect groups in different ways, while their ability to influence the change also varies. Within the adoption of AI enabled audit tools, some stakeholders have greater formal authority, while others have more direct involvement in how the change operates in practice. Mitchell et al. (1997) argue that stakeholder salience can be considered through power, legitimacy and urgency, which provides a useful basis for identifying which stakeholders require closer management, greater involvement or more targeted communication.
	Stakeholder
	Likely interest/concern
	Power/influence
	Approach

	Partners and senior leadership
	Audit quality, efficiency, risk and reputation
	High
	Manage closely

	Audit managers and teams
	Workflow, skills, accountability and implementation
	High
	Manage closely

	Audit employees
	Training, competence, workload and role implications
	High interest, lower formal power
	Actively involve

	Technology and data specialists
	Functionality, security and implementation
	High specialist influence
	Manage closely

	Risk, methodology and independence teams
	Compliance, professional judgement and audit quality
	High
	Manage closely

	Clients
	Efficiency, confidentiality and trust
	Variable
	Keep informed and appropriately involved

	Regulators and professional bodies
	Audit quality and professional standards
	High external influence
	Meet requirements and maintain confidence



The stakeholder analysis demonstrates that a single approach to leading change would be inappropriate. Senior leaders, risk teams, technology specialists and regulators hold greater formal or specialist influence and therefore require detailed information, clear accountability and evidence that the change is being implemented responsibly. Audit employees and managers, however, are more directly involved in the day to day operation of the change and are likely to require greater participation, training and opportunities to provide feedback. Clients also have an important interest in confidentiality, service quality and trust, although their level of direct involvement in implementation is more limited. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that effective stakeholder leadership should be adapted according to the level of influence, responsibility and exposure each group has to the change, rather than relying on a standardised communication approach (Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc242643341]Applying Change Theory
Kotter’s model provides a structured approach to organisational change by moving from establishing the need for change through to building support, communicating direction, removing barriers and embedding new practice (Kotter, 1996). Applied to the increasing adoption of AI enabled audit tools, the model is useful because implementation would require more than simply introducing new technology. Employees would need to understand why the change is necessary, how it affects existing working practices and what expectations remain around professional judgement, quality and accountability.
Changes affecting working papers, client data or audit methodology require clear ownership, testing and approval. Governance should also reflect the level of risk rather than being applied equally to all changes. Changes involving AI, automated decision support or confidential information therefore require stronger review and controlled testing than lower risk operational improvements.
Kotter’s emphasis on removing barriers is also relevant because support for change does not automatically mean employees have sufficient capacity to adopt it effectively. Workload and deadlines may create practical constraints even where managers are receptive to improvement. Employees may therefore understand the purpose of AI adoption but still lack the time to develop confidence, test new processes or contribute feedback. This suggests that implementation should include protected time for learning, clear guidance and opportunities to identify problems as they emerge.
Testing and feedback are particularly important because successful implementation should not be judged simply by whether a new tool has been introduced. Changes should therefore move through controlled testing, user feedback and review before wider implementation, particularly where audit quality or confidential information could be affected. The type and level of evidence required should also reflect the level of risk.
However, Kotter should not be treated as a fixed sequence that guarantees successful change. Complex technological change is likely to require iteration because employee feedback, regulatory expectations and emerging risks may require earlier decisions to be reconsidered. This is particularly relevant to AI adoption, where the technology itself continues to develop. Hughes (2022) also cautions against overly simplified assumptions about planned organisational change, supporting the view that change models should inform judgement rather than be treated as fixed formulas.
This critical position is also consistent with limitations associated with rigid and overly linear change processes, which can become bureaucratic even though learning, setbacks and feedback may require iteration. A structured process can reduce uncertainty, but excessive control may discourage participation or delay useful improvements.
Lewin’s model provides a broader way of understanding the same change through the stages of unfreezing, changing and refreezing (Lewin, 1947). In this context, unfreezing would involve challenging established working practices and developing readiness for AI enabled processes, while the change stage would involve training, testing and implementation. Refreezing would involve embedding effective practices into normal working arrangements. However, the concept of a permanent refreeze may be less suited to AI related change where technology, regulation and organisational expectations continue to evolve.
Burnes (2020) argues that Lewin’s work is more sophisticated than the simplified three stage interpretation often presented. This suggests that the model remains useful for understanding transition, but its application should allow for continued adaptation rather than assuming that change reaches a permanently stable end point.
[bookmark: _Toc242643342]Emotional Responses, Resistance and Leadership
Change is not experienced solely as an operational process. Employees may understand the organisational reasons for adopting AI enabled audit tools while still experiencing uncertainty about their competence, workload, autonomy or future role. Leadership during change therefore requires more than explaining the technical purpose of a new system. Emotionally aware leaders are better placed to recognise employee perspectives, regulate their own responses and adapt communication to different situations. However, emotional intelligence should not be treated as a solution to structural problems, as inadequate resources, unrealistic workloads or unclear expectations may still limit employees’ ability to engage effectively with change.
Communication is particularly important during complex change because the way information is delivered can influence how employees respond. Endrejat et al. (2021) found that communication which restricts autonomy can undermine change readiness, whereas communication that supports employees’ psychological needs can improve reactions to change. This is relevant to AI adoption because employees may require opportunities to ask questions, understand how their responsibilities are changing and contribute feedback on how new tools operate in practice. Resistance should therefore not automatically be interpreted as an unwillingness to change, as concerns may instead reflect uncertainty, limited confidence, insufficient information or legitimate questions relating to risk and accountability (Warrick, 2023).
Leadership approaches should also reflect differences in employee knowledge, confidence, motivation and experience. Employees are more likely to perform confidently when they understand why a task matters and when responsibility is increased gradually as capability develops (Deci et al., 2017; Gagné et al., 2022). Support should therefore reduce as confidence grows, allowing employees to become increasingly independent rather than dependent upon continued direction. In the context of AI enabled processes, a more directive approach may initially be appropriate where employees have limited experience of the technology. As competence develops, greater autonomy can be introduced, allowing employees to apply their own judgement while knowing that support remains available where required.
Transformational leadership provides further insight into this process. Peng et al. (2021) found that transformational leadership was positively associated with commitment, openness and readiness for organisational change and negatively associated with resistance and cynicism. However, this does not suggest that one leadership style will be effective in every situation. Employees respond differently according to their experience, confidence and individual needs, while the requirements of the organisation may also change during implementation. Leadership should therefore be understood as informed judgement rather than the consistent use of a preferred style. Goleman’s (2000) leadership styles are useful in this respect because they recognise the value of adapting leadership behaviour according to the circumstances and needs of employees.
Psychological safety is also important during the adoption of AI enabled tools because employees need to feel able to admit uncertainty, question AI generated outputs and raise implementation concerns without fear of negative consequences. Psychological safety can support open communication, learning and the acknowledgement of mistakes while still operating within clear organisational standards and professional expectations. Edmondson and Bransby (2023) further demonstrate the importance of psychological safety within complex and dynamic organisational environments. In an audit context, this is particularly significant because employees must feel able to challenge outputs or processes where they believe audit quality, evidence or professional judgement could be affected. A culture in which employees remain silent because they are uncertain about how concerns will be received may therefore create greater risk than one in which questioning is encouraged within appropriate professional boundaries.
Coaching and mentoring can provide additional support during implementation by helping employees develop capability and confidence. Coaching can encourage ownership and independent decision making by helping individuals work through problems rather than relying on continued correction (Brandes & Lai, 2022). Mentoring may be more appropriate where experiential guidance or technical knowledge is required. The level of support should therefore change as capability develops, with greater guidance during the early stages of adoption and increasing independence as employees become more confident. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that effectively leading stakeholders through complex change requires attention to both practical and emotional needs. Communication, psychological safety and appropriate support may improve readiness for change, but leadership must also respond to workload, capability and organisational conditions rather than assuming that resistance can be overcome through communication alone.
[bookmark: _Toc242643343]Recommendations
Based on the analysis, several actions could support the effective implementation of AI enabled audit tools. First, employees should be provided with protected time for training and adaptation so that change activity does not continually compete with existing client deadlines. Second, governance should remain proportionate to risk, with stronger oversight where AI use affects confidential information, audit evidence or professional judgement. Third, employees should have clear opportunities to provide feedback and raise concerns throughout implementation, ensuring that emerging issues lead to visible responses rather than being treated as isolated problems. Technical training should also be supported by coaching or mentoring where appropriate, allowing guidance to reduce as employee capability and confidence develop. Finally, the success of the change should be evaluated using a balanced range of measures, including audit quality, employee adoption, user feedback and client impact, rather than assessing implementation only by whether the technology has been introduced.
[bookmark: _Toc242643344]Conclusion
[bookmark: _2bn6wsx]The analysis demonstrates that technological and regulatory pressures are currently the strongest forces for change within the organisation, while client expectations, workload and wider workforce pressures influence how effectively change can be managed. The organisation appears to have strong foundations for adaptation through its digital infrastructure, professional expertise, supportive managerial behaviour and established knowledge sharing. However, capability is constrained where employees lack sufficient time to develop, test and embed improvements alongside existing audit responsibilities.
The analysis of AI enabled audit tools also shows that complex workplace change cannot be managed through a single standardised approach. Stakeholders differ in their levels of influence, responsibility and exposure to risk, meaning that communication, involvement and support should be adapted accordingly. Kotter and Lewin provide useful frameworks for structuring change, but neither should be applied mechanically. Effective implementation depends on flexible leadership, appropriate training, psychological safety and governance that reflects the level of professional risk.
Overall, successful change is most likely where employees understand the purpose of the change, feel able to raise concerns and receive support that develops with their capability. The organisation should therefore balance the need for innovation and efficiency with professional judgement, accountability and continued attention to employee capacity.
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