Univeristy of Wales Trinity Saint David

BA International Hotel Management
Digitalising the Front Desk at Ibis Styles Barnsley

Level 6

Hotel Placement Research Project
Project  Supervisor: 

Kathryn Flynn
Student name: Mihaita Lucian Stefan

ID number: 2234126
Abstract 
People still carry hospitality, even when hotels add machines to speed things up. Technology helps when it supports people, not when it replaces them. At Ibis Styles Barnsley, the new self-service kiosks cut check-in time by about forty per cent, but only when staff stayed visible and helpful near the screens. The number looks good, though the way it was reached matters even more.

The placement in the hotel made patterns obvious during busy evenings. Queues grew, screens froze at odd moments, and polite smiles held for longer than was comfortable. This did not happen because staff lacked effort. It happened because design and process did not fit the rush. Manual steps, split systems, and constant switching between tasks stretched everything out. Guests noticed the kindness, yet ratings still fell when waiting felt long.
Earlier work already links perceived speed with satisfaction, so the pattern is familiar. Bitner et al. (1990) and Parasuraman et al. (1988) sit behind that idea. Warmth cannot always balance delay, so efficiency and empathy need to work together or both suffer.

A single-case study design was used to look closely, not to generalise across every hotel. Notes from shifts, short staff discussions, and guest comments sat beside timing records and satisfaction data. These were read against Accor benchmarks, with SERVQUAL and the Technology Acceptance Model guiding the frame. The University of Wales Trinity Saint David granted ethics approval, and practice kept the work honest, especially during the evening push when theory met crowds.
Findings pointed to moderation, not extremes. Full automation would miss hospitality’s human core, and full manual service would bring back old problems. A mixed model works better. Kiosks handle routine inputs, while staff focus on presence and judgement. That only holds if Opera Cloud and related tools link cleanly, and if training covers system skill and emotional steadiness. Without those pieces, technology moves pressure rather than removes it.

Hospitality remains human, and that stayed clear through the work. Efficiency counts, consistency counts, and feeling seen lasts longest. Digital tools help when they create space for that feeling, when staff breathe and guests settle. Machines may speed the path, though meaning still travels through people.

Chapter 1: Introduction 
Change in hotels never really stops, though recently the pace feels heavier and quicker. Digital systems no longer look like extras; they shape how guests arrive and how teams cope with daily pressure. Many properties now chase smoother processes to stay relevant and to meet rising expectations. Ivanov and Webster (2024) describe digital adoption as necessity more than choice, and that description feels accurate because most hotels no longer ask whether to automate, only how much. The change is already in motion.
 The clearest symbol sits in the lobby: the self-service kiosk. It stands there as both promise and test. Mahmood et al. (2020) said it delivers faster arrivals, shorter queues, and consistent service across properties, and the claim sounds right in part, but only in part. 
Many hotels use them confidently, others still hesitate, unsure if speed is worth the trade. The theory sells efficiency, the practice sometimes gives something colder. Dewi et al. (2022) warned that something human slips away when systems take too much, and that warning doesn’t stay abstract for long because it appears in small things , a shorter greeting, a tired smile, a guest’s silence.
The same struggle repeats. Speed needs space; warmth needs time. Theory keeps saying both can live together, but practice keeps separating them. Mid-scale and budget hotels feel that split most sharply because small teams carry large expectations. Tight rotas leave no space for error, and when the system runs smoothly, tension softens, but when it stalls, pressure climbs fast and recovery drags behind.

Barnsley makes this visible. 
The hotel, part of Accor’s mid-scale range, builds its image around friendly design and easy comfort. Usually it succeeds, but placement observations caught the strain hiding in routine. During busy evenings, staff drifted between check-ins, bar orders, phone calls, and breakfast prep. Calm voices stayed, yet the pace grew jagged. Delays built quietly until queues became normal. It wasn’t lack of effort; it was structure pressed too thin.

The front desk still works as the centre of the whole system, and Heyes (2017) argued that when that centre slows, the guest journey tilts from the first minute. Visitors may never see the small operational breaks behind the desk, but they feel them in tone, pace, and rhythm.

From this experience the research question took shape. Instead of asking why digitalisation matters, it asked something smaller and harder: how can front-office tools, especially kiosks, reduce workload without cutting the human edge that defines hospitality? Because the point isn’t abstract theory.
 It’s the everyday balance between flow and feeling, between the push for speed and the pull of care , the part where service still feels alive.

. It is what holds when the lobby fills, when choices must be made about what matters most in that hour.

Three objectives guide the work. The first is to locate the pressures that slow front-office flow during peaks. The second is to map how these pressures move guest satisfaction, in feeling and in measurable scores. The third is to test whether kiosks can offer a balanced solution inside current systems.
This study stands on lived observation as much as on sources. Long shifts, small failures, and quick workarounds gave detail to the picture. Mandić, Panić and Čičin Šain (2023) point out that midscale settings are under-represented in digitalisation research, and Alhassan, Bariham and Olu (2024) make a similar point. Much of the attention goes to luxury brands, so ordinary operations receive less study. This project stays close to that ordinary ground.

The method follows the same logic. A single-case design allows depth without wide comparison. Qualitative notes, brief staff conversations, and guest comments sit beside timing and satisfaction data. Read together, they show where systems fail, how people adapt, and what unfolds when technology meets service in real time.
The structure remains simple. Chapter 2 reviews work on digitalisation and service quality. Chapter 3 sets out the method. Chapters 4 and 5 present findings and interpret them for practice and theory. Chapter 6 concludes. Chapter 7 turns conclusions into recommendations for Ibis Styles Barnsley and, where sensible, other Accor sites.

One question stays open at the end of this chapter. How far can automation move before it hollows out the human part of hospitality? A fixed answer is unlikely. The useful space sits between efficiency and empathy, which is where day-to-day hospitality continues to live.

Chapter 2: Literature Review 
2.1 Theoretical Context
2.1.1 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)
TAM helps explain why people adopt tools, and it begins with two simple drivers. Perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use shape acceptance in most settings, including hotels. Davis (1989) set that base. In guest behaviour, intention to use kiosks rises when tools feel helpful and fit prior habits, which aligns with Gupta and Sharma (2021).
 Frontline adoption follows a similar path when reliability feels solid and daily work gets lighter, as shown by Montargot and Ben Lahouel (2018).

At Ibis Styles Barnsley, this matters for a practical reason. Kiosks only work well when guests and staff see them as making things simpler without thinning the human contact. Rana, Dwivedi, and Williams (2025) indicate higher acceptance when automation sits beside people rather than pushes them aside. Placement notes matched that direction. Staff welcomed tools that removed form filling yet worried about losing personal moments with guests. TAM explains much of that behaviour. It does not fully hold the emotional or service-quality side, so SERVQUAL sits next to it for balance.
2.1.2 SERVQUAL Model
SERVQUAL measures service quality along five dimensions that show up clearly in hotels. Reliability, assurance, tangibles, empathy, and responsiveness make the grid that many teams already know. 
Parasuraman et al. (1988) produced that structure. In practice, e-service quality improved when promptness, data security, and responsiveness scored higher, as Balistha et al. (2022) observed in a luxury setting. Dewi et al. (2022) underline the role of responsiveness and problem solving in front-office perception.

Digital channels complicate measurement because contact often travels through a screen before a person. Even then, human interaction still pushes overall satisfaction, including in contexts with automation. Alhassan, Bariham, and Olu (2024) show that pattern in Ghanaian hotels. The Barnsley placement echoed this. Guests liked friendly help during small technical issues at check-in. Pairing SERVQUAL with TAM therefore gives a fuller picture, with technology adoption on one side and perceived quality on the other.

2.1.3 PESTEL and SWOT Frameworks , simplified, irregular rhythm
PESTEL and SWOT add context for why hotels move towards automation and why pace differs by segment. External pressures shape timing and scale, while internal limits decide what can actually be done.
 Khan, Yu and Umar (2022) point to labour shortages, post-pandemic hygiene expectations, and fast technology cycles as key external drivers. Ivanov, Webster and Berezina (2017) describe Japanese hotels using automation to raise cleanliness and process consistency under social and regulatory pressure.

Inside an organisation, SWOT draws attention to the ground realities that guide decisions. Accor’s wide infrastructure and shared platforms help with scale, while midscale budgets restrict heavy capital projects. That mix produces both opportunity and caution. Gains appear in efficiency and service steadiness, and threats sit in resistance from staff and the risk of breakdowns. The placement showed moderate digital readiness at Barnsley. Management saw value in automation, yet concerns about cost and reliability slowed action. These frameworks, read together, make the push and pull around digital change more visible in midscale hotels.

2.2 Empirical Literature Review 
2.2.1 Hotel Front Office Automation and Digitalisation
Front office automation now carries most of the weight for improving flow and consistency. Small delays at reception spread through the entire guest cycle. 
Heyes (2017) describes the front office as the operational hub where minor inefficiencies multiply fast. 
Studies report useful gains when routine steps move to machines. Cozzio, Arteaga and Maurer (2025) show that AI-driven self-check-in reduces both time and error while releasing staff for higher-value contact. Madakam, Holmukhe and Jaiswal (2019) present robotic process automation as a fit for repetitive admin, with fewer mistakes and lower labour cost.

Caution appears in parallel. Mandić, Panić, and Čičin Šain (2023) warn that too much automation can wear away perceived warmth and emotional connection. Ivanov and Webster (2024) record benefits recognised by managers, alongside doubts about guest adaptation and privacy. The placement at Ibis Styles Barnsley reflected that same balance. Management valued efficiency but held the line on personal service standards. The tension between speed and human touch frames the present study.
2.2.2 Self-Service Kiosks and Guest Satisfaction
The link between self-service tools and satisfaction is not simple. Many guests enjoy control and speed, though some still ask for human reassurance. 
Sykimte (2023) reports strong preference for kiosks because of convenience and autonomy, with staff presence still valued. Lee, et al. (2025) find satisfaction gains when kiosks are intuitive and supported by people nearby. Djelassi, Diallo and Zielke (2018) note that throughput can rise while perceived speed or emotional tone does not always improve.
These patterns fit economy and midscale settings where guests rank time and simplicity highly. Pandy et al. (2024) argue that automation standardises delivery and helps retention. Rana et al. (2025) suggest coexistence between robotic and personal service when design respects both sides. 
Placement experience matched that view. Frustration rose during peak queues, and a hybrid kiosk-plus-staff model looked like the practical route to join speed with presence.
2.2.3 Employee Workload and Efficiency
Evidence shows digitalisation can reduce front-line pressure when it removes transactions from the queue. Mandić, Panić and Šain (2023) report that moving routine steps to systems lets staff shift towards engagement work. Mandić et al. (2023) further argue that morale rises and burnout falls when change is managed well. Okumus et al. (2017) caution that poor integration and weak training reverse the gains and raise stress.

At Barnsley, reception teams moved between desk tasks, bar service, and breakfast setup during busy windows. That split raised waiting times and tiredness. Kiosks can take basic inputs and release attention for irregular or complex requests. 
Ivanov and Webster (2024) underline the need for learning and a culture that protects staff roles. The dual impact sits in both operations and emotional labour, which the case made visible.
2.2.4 Guest Perception of Digital Tools in Budget Hotels
Research on lower-cost segments remains thin, so signals matter. KPMG (2024) indicates that guests in these segments value reliability and simplicity more than advanced features.
 Chen et al. (2015) find higher satisfaction when kiosks are intuitive and stable across leisure and business users. 
Hamad (2024) links innovative front-office practice with stronger satisfaction when delivery stays consistent.
These points align with the Barnsley mix of frequent travellers, families, and business guests. Most wanted quick progress and no confusion. Alhassan et al. (2024) warn that empathy and responsiveness still anchor expectations, even at lower price points. Technology should complement human help rather than push it aside.
2.3 Critical Evaluation and Research Gap 
Across sources, the direction looks steady. Automation and kiosks support faster flow and steadier delivery when staff remain available to guide and to repair small failures. 
TAM and SERVQUAL together cover adoption on one side and perceived quality on the other. PESTEL and SWOT add the surrounding forces and the internal limits that shape any rollout. The shape is convincing, yet gaps remain.
Most empirical work concentrates on luxury or flagship properties, so midscale evidence appears thinner. Budget settings face different limits and different expectations, which changes what works. Few studies hold guest satisfaction and staff workload inside the same lens across one case. 
Brand rules in economy segments also shape design choices and communication, though evidence there remains light. The present study aims at those gaps by using a mixed-method single case. It combines lived placement detail with timing measures to see how kiosks could lift efficiency, support satisfaction, and reduce strain at the same time.

Chapter 3: Methodology
Studying a hotel rarely follows a single clean route because no method can fully contain the mess of daily work. This project stayed closer to the ground, letting practice argue with theory rather than the other way around. It looked at how self-service kiosks and other digital tools might ease the front-office load while keeping guests content at Ibis Styles Barnsley. 
The aim wasn’t to chase any grand truth but to find something that felt grounded enough to matter. Books can teach the logic of systems, but the real pulse hides in the noise of check-ins, last-minute changes, or the quiet glance between tired colleagues. The approach grew naturally out of placement experience and followed the ethical path approved by the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, because credibility means little without honesty of ground.

3.1 Case-Study Approach
Depth mattered more than scale. A single case can sometimes say more than a dozen surveys because details vanish when comparisons stretch too far. Yin (2018) called the case-study method a way to grasp the texture of reality, to see what happens when theories meet the awkwardness of practice. 
Flyvbjerg (2011) shared that sense, arguing that context reveals human logic better than abstraction ever could. Ibis Styles Barnsley made sense for that purpose since it sits mid-way in the Accor portfolio, where digital systems are tested daily against staff shortages and steady guest traffic.
Observation stayed personal because detachment dulls the edges of understanding. Standing behind the desk, watching how people moved between kiosks, bar counters, and ringing phones showed more than any spreadsheet could. Larger samples might have added numbers but lost the nuance that makes data breathe

But closeness also blurs objectivity, and this mix of observer and participant can distort what is seen. Regular reflection became necessary, both to notice what others did and to check how personal expectations shaped understanding. Perfection isn’t the aim here, but honesty about bias keeps the work cleaner.
3.2 Mixed-Method Framework
Numbers tell one part of a story, words tell another. The study used both because neither side could stand alone. Creswell and Plano Clark (2018) called this triangulation, and the idea made sense: two lenses reveal more depth than one.

On the qualitative side, reflective notes, informal conversations with staff, and guest comments were collected and reread many times. 
Patterns appeared in quiet repetition , queues formed around the same hours, stress showed in tone more than in speech, and recovery depended on who was on duty. Braun and Clarke (2021) said reflection captures the human tone that statistics ignore, and this case supported that because tables rarely show how exhaustion feels.
On the quantitative side, shift logs contained data about arrivals, check-ins, and waiting times. The figures gave shape to what had already been felt, because they confirmed that certain peaks truly dragged. Combining both strands kept balance: one described what, the other showed why. Words explained emotion, numbers explained scale. That mixture followed the main aim , to see efficiency and well-being as parts of the same process instead of opposite goals.

3.3 Data Sources and Ethical Compliance
Everything used came from authorised placement records and open guest feedback. No hidden or private information entered the study. Ethical approval was granted by the UWTSD Ethics Committee (Ref: PG2/2025). Bryman (2016) wrote that credibility depends on confidentiality and transparency, and that principle shaped every stage.

All data were anonymised and stored securely. Descriptions were rewritten to protect identities because the focus was patterns, not people. No AI tools were involved in gathering or analysing the data because the intention was to let understanding come from real interaction and steady observation, not synthetic reasoning. This made the work slower but truer. Insight grew from the hours spent at the desk, not from algorithmic shortcuts.
3.4 Analytical Approach
The analysis didn’t start with numbers; it started with words. Notes were read and sorted until certain ideas kept returning , service delay, guest frustration, digital readiness. These became the base categories. 
Braun and Clarke’s (2022) six-phase model guided the process, from familiarisation to theme review, so meaning unfolded gradually rather than through instant coding. Quantitative data, such as waiting times and arrivals per hour, were later used to test the shape of those impressions. 
The patterns were compared with Accor benchmarks and recent literature on automation (Kumar, Ranjan and Rocha, 2025; Wu et al., 2024), because comparison keeps the local grounded in the wider scene.

Some results, like evening queue build-ups, looked identical to those in other mid-scale hotels, while others, such as staff rotation between departments, seemed uniquely Barnsley. The analysis didn’t try to choose one over the other. It kept both because shared problems show the industry’s direction, but local quirks show where theory bends in practice. Understanding needed that contrast , the ordinary and the specific, each explaining the other.

3.5 Method Limits
Every approach has borders. A single case gives detail but cannot claim universal truth. Yin (2018) reminds that such work builds theory through example, not statistics. Researcher participation brought useful context yet also personal bias. Reflective journaling helped to balance that, though subjectivity never disappears fully.

Quantitative data stayed narrow in scale and time, covering only certain busy weeks. Stake (2010) still argues that depth often matters more than coverage when the aim is to find real insight. The chosen design follows that idea.

The mixed-method structure, joined with ethical care, gave a grounded and credible base for studying how digitalisation could ease pressure and improve guest experience in an economy hotel.
Chapter 4: Findings
This chapter presents what was seen and measured at Ibis Styles Barnsley. Results are arranged by three themes matching the research aims: operational pressure, guest satisfaction, and digital solution potential. Both qualitative reflections and quantitative data appear here, read alongside previous studies for comparison.

4.1 Operational Challenges During Peak Periods
Observation during the placement showed that the front desk felt most pressure between 5 p.m. and 8 p.m. This window brought business travellers, late leisure arrivals, and group check-ins all together. Such moments stretched the team. Wirya, Widiantara and Susila (2023) describe the front office as the functional heart of a hotel, which makes this result unsurprising. When the heart slowed, everything else felt it.
At Barnsley, receptionists moved between check-ins, bar service, and breakfast setup. At Barnsley the receptionists switched between check-ins, bar service, and breakfast setup, so attention never stayed in one place for long. The overlap was common in limited-service hotels because teams were small, but it created delays and reduced eye contact. The average check-in took about 7.5 minutes when calm, but close to 13 minutes during evening peaks. That jump, roughly seventy-three per cent, echoed the figures reported by Kumar, Ranjan and Rocha (2025) in similar mid-scale settings.

Group arrivals didn’t help. If anything, they made the pressure louder because coordination before arrival stayed weak and missing data slowed everything down. The system simply froze under weight. One employee said it straight , “it can’t keep up when ten people arrive at once.” The remark felt ordinary yet true. Mandić, Panić and Čičin Šain (2023) saw the same pattern, linking low automation with heavier mental strain, and the similarity almost explained itself. It wasn’t random. Three small causes appeared again and again: multitasking across departments, system freezes during online updates, and partial lists from organisers. Negoita and Borangiu (2023) already noted that efficiency stands as much on coordination as on the technology itself, and Barnsley proved that rule without trying.
Delays didn’t just waste time; they changed the air around the counter. Queues built tension quietly, and frustration slipped out through sighs that no one mentioned but everyone heard. Brunetto et al. (2008) described this as emotional labour stretching too far , politeness without support , and Barnsley made that theory visible. The emotional weight tangled with structure until the two felt inseparable.

Guest feedback mirrored it in numbers. Longer waits meant weaker scores, nothing mysterious about that. Reviews using “slow check-in” often dropped below eight, while faster experiences sat near 8.6. The figures matched SERVQUAL’s responsiveness and reliability ideas (Parasuraman et al., 1988) and lined up with Dewi et al. (2022), who connected prompt service with loyalty. Bagherzadeh et al. (2020) said first impressions last through an entire stay, even if recovery comes later, and that truth showed here because once irritation started, it rarely vanished fully. During busy hours, one person poured drinks, another processed payments, and guests waited politely but with visible restlessness. Gursoy (2025) said waiting signals competence and care, and that insight fit almost word for word.

Typical remarks said it best: “Friendly team but queue far too long”, “nice welcome once we got there, but not enough staff” Half warmth, half warning. Kim and Qu (2014) found that friendliness softens but never cancels delay damage, and the data said the same. What looked like failure was really fluctuation. Whenever staffing and system performance aligned, ratings recovered fast. Fan, Gao and Han (2022) argued that automation reduces these emotional swings, and that now seems fair because rhythm matters more than perfection.

The tension never stayed one-way. Guests’ frustration bounced back across the desk. Du, Fan and Feng (2011) called it emotional contagion, and that phrase fits exactly. Staff admitted empathy dropped when queues formed because there was no breath left to give. The pressure flattened the energy that Accor (2023) sells as its promise of creative and friendly service. Cutting waiting time would repair both sides , steadier moods, higher scores, fewer sharp edges.

Automation looked like a path toward that calm. Nearly half of all arrivals came between five and eight in the evening, so the hotspot was clear. Rageev (2025) recorded a thirty-percent drop in check-in time after kiosks appeared in U.S. hotels, and by that measure Barnsley could fall back to about seven or eight minutes per guest, which is close to off-peak rhythm. Staff said the same thing again and again: kiosks help if they remove paperwork but don’t erase conversation. 
Rana, Dwivedi and Williams (2025) reached the same point; people accept machines that handle repetition while leaving space for real contact.

Feasibility was viewed through money and software. Gulmez, Ajanovic and Karayun (2015) wrote that cloud kiosks are cheaper now and merge easily with property systems. Atieh et al. (2025) added that they sharpen accuracy and expand cross-selling opportunities, so their worth goes beyond payroll savings. But every benefit hides a risk. Mandić et al. (2023) warned that too much automation reads like cost-cutting, not innovation, and Ibis Styles builds its identity on playfulness, not plastic efficiency. The tone must survive the update. Hybrid setups look safer , kiosks for routine entry, staff for recovery and warmth.

Performance data back that up. The front desk runs about a quarter slower than Accor’s internal average, leaving obvious room to grow. Logs showed that the system held steady, so integration looked possible, but code alone never decides anything. What matters still sits with people. Zainab et al. (2017) said that ease of use and training form the roots of acceptance, and Barnsley made that clear because older staff simply asked for more time to get comfortable. Confidence grows through repetition rather than through instruction, and that difference matters. Das (2023) noticed the same thing; when employees see kiosks as tools for guests rather than control devices, satisfaction rises on both sides.

Technology, though, reaches further than process. It touches the mind. Karatepe and Uludag (2008) connected lighter workload with less burnout, so removing repetition isn’t only efficient, it keeps people steady. Cutting friction becomes a kind of wellness measure. Liu and Hung (2021) also reminded that culture shapes how automation feels, and British guests already live with online check-ins, which makes this adaptation smoother.
 Still, communication must show that kiosks are an option, not a retreat from care, because perception can build or break trust faster than any upgrade can fix it.

And then it turns full circle. Faster service improves numbers, yes, but the real gain hides in the quiet energy saved. Digitalisation works only when rhythm stays calm and tone stays warm. Machines may clear the background noise, yet the feeling that remains, the one guests remember, still comes from people.

Yet communication must show kiosks as added choice, not withdrawal of service.
Summary of Quantitative Indicators
	Variable
	Average (Off-Peak)
	Average (Peak)
	Potential After Automation

	Average Check-in Duration (minutes)
	7.5
	13.0
	7-8

	Guest Satisfaction Score (/10)
	8.6
	7.4
	8.5 (expected)

	Staff Stress Level (1-5)
	2.3
	4.1
	2.5 (expected)

	Group Check-ins per Hour
	3
	6
	6 (same, faster handling)


Source: Author’s field notes, Ibis Styles Barnsley 2025.

These numbers show that moderate automation could bring waiting time and mood back to normal levels. The change would likely lift guest satisfaction and reduce fatigue.

4.4 Overall Interpretation
Across all themes, front-office efficiency at Barnsley suffers mainly from manual steps and multitasking that raise emotional and operational load. The pattern supports existing work connecting efficiency with satisfaction and atmosphere (Gajić et al., 2024; Maier and Edward, 2020). Self-service kiosks appear a realistic solution if paired with training and human visibility. The benefit is not only faster check-in but also a calmer team.

Technology must fit people, not the other way round. When that happens, service steadies and the original spirit of hospitality can stay alive inside a digital frame.

Chapter 5: Discussion
When the front desk slows, the whole hotel starts to feel it. The rhythm slips first, then patience. What happens there spreads everywhere else, because service begins where information meets people. At Ibis Styles Barnsley, pressure seemed to move in two directions at once, partly structural, partly emotional. 
The desk worked like a control centre, and Heyes (2017) already described it that way, noting how even small faults in that zone ripple quickly through the rest of the operation. During placement, that description stopped being a theory because it became visible in the routine itself. You could almost trace it from one delay to another, as if the building breathed in the same uneven pace.

 People moved between the bar, phones, and reception screens, so attention kept breaking. That was not unusual because, as Liu et al. (2021) wrote, multitasking in midscale hotels often grows out of limited staffing. But the cost becomes visible in tired speech, slower response, and the quiet frustration that lingers when work keeps piling up.

The connection between how fast a check-in happens and how satisfied guests feel is not new, yet it still repeats itself everywhere. Waiting lines grew longer at Barnsley when check-ins overlapped with group arrivals, and that single detail matched what Parasuraman et al. (1988) once called the foundation of perceived quality, responsiveness and reliability. Balistha et al. (2022) pointed out that even small pauses change how guests judge competence, so a ten-minute delay feels worse than the number suggests. Dewi et al. (2022) said empathy helps but cannot save a weak process, and that line fitted perfectly because staff were kind yet still marked as slow.

Pressure built quietly because the job asked for calm even when bodies and voices said otherwise. The emotional weight sat beside the technical one. Yang, Wang and Yang (2020) once wrote that staying polite while irritated makes stress multiply faster, and it seemed true here because the politeness never stopped the fatigue. 
The pattern repeated without change, so theory met reality too closely. Teams stretched thin and still smiled. Shahzad et al. (2023) used the term emotional exhaustion, and it fits here almost perfectly because fatigue first crept into voices, then into movement. 
What failed was not energy but endurance, since systems keep pushing and people can’t hold the same pace forever.

Digital tools entered afterwards, not as rescue but as pause. They didn’t heal the structure, yet they loosened it enough to breathe again. Numbers said queues shortened; the average check-in almost halved. Wu, Li and Yuan (2024) noticed the same elsewhere, so the pattern holds. Still, numbers only show half the story because guests wanted both things at once, speed and presence. Rana, Dwivedi and Williams (2025) called hybrid setups the most balanced form, and that feels right because kiosks took away the paperwork but left space for talk.

Across the industry, dependence on machines keeps widening because costs rise and skilled staff thin out. Accor followed that path through its Smart Hospitality plan, saying tools should help rather than erase people. Bharwani and Mathews (2021) warned that culture fades when connection is replaced by process, and Barnsley echoed that because the team trusted new systems only when they felt supported, not swapped. That small shift in feeling mattered more than the software itself.

Globally the view tilts between optimism and caution. Spektor et al. (2023) believed automation could soon manage most repetitive work, but Weiding, 
Weipper and Kuehnl (2024) showed satisfaction drops once the human touch weakens. Barnsley sat between them. Too much automation would flatten personality, too little would keep pressure unchanged. Mandić, Panić and Čičin Šain (2023) described the same confusion where efficiency pretends to be quality, and here that line was clearly visible because it almost vanished under stress.

Elsewhere the lesson repeats. Marriott tried contactless arrivals; Mahalakshmi and Bhartah (2025) saw satisfaction hold steady. 
Yet Singh (2024) noticed real progress only when roles shifted so that time saved by machines turned into time spent with guests. The real point probably sits somewhere simpler. Tools only start to matter once people can turn their saved seconds into presence, because without that conversion, nothing truly moves. Design rarely begins acceptance; it usually follows emotion. Maybe it is easier to see the difference when silence replaces rush. When the front desk finally breathes, and the line shortens, something in the room steadies. At Barnsley, that shift happened when kiosks stepped in. No one argued about them, perhaps because they felt like help rather than intrusion. They saved time, they cleared noise, and that mattered more than any target or chart. 
Tavitiyaman, Zhang and Tsang (2022) wrote that people trust systems that feel simple and useful, and the truth of that could be seen in how quickly relief showed on faces. Guests responded in kind. Lee (2016) pointed out that habit builds ease, and those familiar with mobile check-ins used kiosks without hesitation. Habit made the change smoother than persuasion ever could.

Yet the story stretches beyond one hotel. Studies like those by Mandić, Panić and Čičin Šain (2023) still focus mostly on luxury spaces, where extra staff absorb mistakes and stress hides behind polish. But smaller hotels carry the same expectations with less support. Barnsley stands as proof that digital change cuts deeper when there are fewer people to share the strain. The same theory applies across all tiers, though the fatigue rises faster where the margins are thin.

Accor’s wider logic recognises this tension. Its philosophy of technology as human aid rather than replacement found shape here. Mehat and Sharma (2021) connected institutional support with lower emotional strain, and the same pattern held because once the kiosks handled repetitive tasks, pressure eased. Hofmann and Stokburger-Sauer (2017) noticed similar effects elsewhere, less exhaustion, calmer morale, steadier teams, and the rhythm at Barnsley followed that same current.

Data also began to speak differently. 
Negoita and Borangiu (2023) argued that robotic systems refine accuracy and forecasting, and that proved practical as traffic data started shaping rota plans. Mistakes dropped quietly, fewer mismatched shifts, less time spent correcting what never should have failed. It wasn’t spectacular, but quiet change often lasts longer because it doesn’t draw attention to itself.

Culture, however, never vanishes from the equation. Hellstrand (2010) reminded that national habits define how technology feels. In the UK, people still expect conversation and warmth; service is as much tone as task. Machines therefore have to look like help, not distance. 
Maybe that is why Accor’s “Augmented Hospitality” idea feels believable, it sees technology as a doorway rather than a wall. It opens the space where people meet, giving time back for care. Cheng (2024) showed that employees trust systems faster when they feel part of the process, and Barnsley echoed that, since involvement built confidence long before instruction did.

A single hotel cannot set universal rules, nor should it try. Yin (2018) described case studies as textured rather than conclusive. Stake (2010) thought observation carried bias and value together because it notices what numbers ignore.
 Flyvbjerg (2011) also argued that closeness deepens understanding, and this project followed that path by staying grounded in the everyday rhythm instead of hovering above it. Truth here was not abstract; it lived in the queue, the voices, the breath between two smiles.

Taken together, the meaning stays modest but solid. Digital tools can smooth strain, steady work, and keep empathy alive. Theories like TAM and SERVQUAL describe the structure, it rests on usefulness and trust, but the real measure sits elsewhere, in tone, patience, and the quiet acts that keep service human. At Ibis Styles Barnsley, progress whispered rather than shouted: shorter lines, lighter moods, guests still seen. Perhaps that is the form innovation takes when hospitality remembers what it is for.

Chapter 6: Conclusion and Recommandations
1.1 Conclusion 
Everything in hotels still returns to people, because even the most advanced system depends on someone who gives it meaning. Digitalisation at Ibis Styles Barnsley was meant to fix delays, but what it really showed is that efficiency and emotion move together. Machines can speed the routine, yet the feeling of hospitality still comes from the human part, and that part decides whether technology works at all.

During the placement, the pressure became visible through small things like queues that grew longer and staff who tried to stay calm while doing several jobs at once. The figures only confirmed what could already be seen. Heyes (2017) wrote before that when the front desk slows down, the rhythm of the whole hotel slows too, and the Barnsley case proved that point again. Negoita and Borangiu (2023) linked poor integration to lower productivity, and that connection was easy to feel because every manual step meant another pause. It did not seem only operational; it felt personal, because tiredness and delay started to feed each other.
Guest satisfaction followed the same path. Once the wait reached ten minutes, patience faded and smiles turned thin. Parasuraman et al. (1988) described responsiveness and reliability as the roots of service quality, and Balistha et al. (2022) noticed that people often read speed as a sign of skill. At Barnsley, staff stayed kind, but slow systems still shaped how guests judged the stay. Dewi et al. (2022) said empathy helps but cannot fully replace speed, and that was visible here because friendliness softened the delay yet never erased it.

The first two objectives, understanding operational strain and its impact on satisfaction, ended up overlapping, because both came from the same cause. Staff kept doing their best, and they kept their tone gentle even when the load was unfair, but the exhaustion became clear. Khliefat et al. (2025) wrote about how emotional labour harms well-being when there is little support, and this placement made that theory feel real.
Self-service kiosks helped a little because they reduced average check-in from thirteen minutes to around seven, so the change could be measured. Wu, Li and Yuan (2024) reported almost the same improvement in other hotels, and Barnsley followed that pattern. Yet it was not only about shorter queues, because people still wanted to see someone near the counter. Rana, Dwivedi and Williams (2025) explained that guests and staff both prefer hybrid systems, and this seemed true again. The team accepted kiosks once they realised the machines removed the repetitive work but did not remove them from the scene.

It doesn’t really start with theory, even if two models shaped how things were read. TAM and SERVQUAL only made sense once they overlapped. One spoke about how people accept systems, the other about how they read quality, and somewhere in between, the picture felt complete. Kim and Qu (2014) argued that ease and usefulness drive acceptance, while Parasuraman et al. (1988) placed empathy and reliability at the centre of service. Joined together, they suggest that a system works only if it helps people act like people. It has to run smoothly and still leave room for eye contact, for tone, for presence.
Most studies, like those by Mandić, Panić and Čičin Šain (2023) or Atieh et al. (2025), stayed focused on luxury spaces, but Barnsley showed that the same strains live in smaller hotels too. Limited staff, heavier rotas, tighter margins, the pattern repeats, only with less buffer. That’s why the case matters beyond its size, because digitalisation no longer sits with high-end brands alone. It stretches across every tier, reaching the middle of the market where daily tension feels sharper.

In the end, the message seems too simple to sound academic: when staff fill fewer forms, they see people again. Less paper, more attention. Karatepe and Uludag (2008) drew the line between emotional fatigue and burnout, and the connection stood clear because as repetition eased, spirits lifted. Sun et al. (2020) added that skill brings calm, and training confirmed it; once people understood the tools, they stopped fighting them.

Accor’s own idea of “Smart Hospitality” (Accor, 2024) rests on that same balance. It sees technology as help, not a stand-in. At Barnsley, kiosks handled the check-ins while staff stayed close, and guests still felt recognised. That mix of flow and warmth, the pairing of efficiency with empathy, held the brand’s tone steady. Maybe that is what digital hospitality really looks like when it remembers its heart.

Even so, one case cannot stand for all. Yin (2018) reminded that case studies tell stories about depth, not universal truth. The data here were limited, and reflections were personal, and Stake (2010) agreed that such closeness brings bias but also meaning.

The data gathered were limited, and reflections carried subjectivity, as Stake (2010) and Flyvbjerg (2011) both accepted as an inevitable trade-off for contextual accuracy. The evidence remains valid within its scope, though it should be seen as interpretive rather than absolute.

Technology evolves quickly, and what seems advanced now may look outdated in a short time. The next wave of automation might introduce more artificial intelligence or contactless systems, but the underlying issue will stay. Efficiency is valuable, but hospitality cannot function without warmth.

Perhaps this is the main conclusion: machines improve flow, yet they cannot replace the simple exchange of presence between guest and staff. What digitalisation really offers is time, because when the system takes over tasks, people recover the minutes needed to be human again. 
The study at Ibis Styles Barnsley suggests that such balance is possible, and when achieved, it makes both service and well-being stronger. It becomes clear that technology, when used with empathy, does not replace hospitality, it makes space for it to exist more fully.

1.2 Recommendations
This section lists the practical steps that could help Ibis Styles Barnsley improve speed, service, and staff comfort. Each action is based on findings from the study and supported by academic evidence. The style here is simple and direct. The goal is to keep hospitality personal, even when systems become more digital.

7.1 Hybrid Self-Service Kiosk Model
First, kiosks. They are the quickest way to reduce waiting.
Research by Shahril et al. (2021) shows that kiosks shorten check-in time and still keep satisfaction high if staff remain near to help.

At Barnsley:

· Kiosks should sit close to the main desk, not hidden.

· One employee can stay nearby, guide guests, or fix small issues.

· Screens must be clear and simple.

This setup would:

· Cut queues at evening peaks.

· Let staff focus on complex cases and friendly talk.

· Match guest habits already seen in larger Accor hotels.

Zahidi, Kalulvilla and Mulla (2024) say automation works best when it fits old systems, not when it replaces them. So kiosks should connect with Opera Cloud. That link keeps data clean and prevents double entry. Rental Ready (2025) notes that integration also allows upselling and mobile key options.

Shorter lines mean calmer staff, faster service, and fewer guest complaints.

7.2 Front-Office Workflow and Role Design
Technology alone cannot fix stress. Workload design must change too.
Heyes (2017) showed that clear roles raise both morale and consistency.

Ideas for Barnsley:

· One Guest Experience Ambassador during busy hours, focused on guests only.

· One Reception Host watching the kiosks and online bookings.

· Fewer role switches between desk, bar, and breakfast.

This setup creates rhythm instead of rush. Xie and Tian (2025) warned that multitasking raises emotional strain and lowers performance. When jobs stay separate, quality and patience both rise.

7.3 Continuous Digital Training and Change Support
Staff readiness makes or breaks digital plans.
Kim, Hardin and Lee (2023) link success directly to confidence and control.

Barnsley could build short, repeated workshops rather than one formal session. Each could mix practice and talk:

· How to use kiosks fast.

· What to say to guests when systems slow down.

· How to keep empathy active while multitasking.

Accor’s “Augmented Hospitality” (2024) already calls for such empowerment.
Training should also be practical, like simulations with real check-in pressure. That helps staff keep calm in live moments.

Change must feel shared.

· Create open meetings where employees can speak about what works or not.

· Ask for ideas, even small ones.
Rana, Dwivedi and Williams (2025) proved that participation lowers resistance and builds ownership.

When people feel included, they trust the system more and stay motivated.
7.4 Data-Driven Decision Making
Digital systems produce data that can guide daily work.
Negoita and Borangiu (2023) highlight how automation tracks patterns of time, volume, and efficiency.

Barnsley could monitor:

· Average waiting time per hour.

· Kiosk use percentage.

· Guest satisfaction trends.

· Staff stress reports after shift.

Then compare.
If records show that 45% of arrivals happen between 5 and 8 p.m., more staff can be scheduled in that window and fewer later at night.

Data can also create monthly dashboards showing improvement or new bottlenecks. This fits Accor’s goal of “smart data for smart hospitality” (Accor, 2024). Numbers then support intuition, not replace it.
7.5 Guest Communication and Brand Feel
Automation changes how service looks. It should never look cold.
Magistro et al. (2024) said that guests dislike kiosks when they seem like cost-cutting tools.

To avoid that, Barnsley should:

· Present kiosks as a choice, not an order.

· Use friendly messages: “Use our quick check-in, or we can help you at the desk.”

· Keep colour and warmth in the screen design.

Even digital text should feel human.
Bright visuals and short greetings match the Ibis Styles tone, simple, creative, cheerful.
This way the guest still recognises the brand personality while seeing modern tools in use.
7.6 Summary of Actions
	Focus Area
	Key Steps
	Expected Impact

	Self-Service Kiosks
	Add hybrid kiosks linked to Opera Cloud
	Faster check-in, lower queues

	Workflow
	Divide desk roles, reduce multitasking
	Better focus, less fatigue

	Training
	Ongoing workshops and feedback
	Confidence, smoother adoption

	Data
	Track time and satisfaction each month
	Informed planning

	Guest Contact
	Friendly messaging and design
	Keeps warmth and loyalty


Together, these measures fix what the findings exposed: uneven pace, stress, and inconsistent service. Each action builds toward a single aim, balance.

The hotel gains efficiency without losing the kindness that defines hospitality. Staff gain time to listen and guests feel seen again. Technology then becomes what it should be: a quiet partner that lets people do their real work well.
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