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[bookmark: _Toc225646661]Abstract
The UK retail industry employs about 3 million frontline workers, but this group has not been extensively explored in qualitative leadership research (Stamolampros et al., 2019). Although the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory and Self-Determination Theory (SDT) have been linked to employee job satisfaction in several sectors to date, their explanatory power when combined with frontline retailing contexts and the application of specific, day-to-day supervisory behaviours has yet to be sufficiently tested. This research will examine the impact of supervisory behaviour on the job satisfaction of frontline retail employees in the UK, using an interpretivist, inductive, qualitative design. Twenty semi-structured interviews will be conducted within three medium- to large-sized retail organisations and analysed using the thematic analysis framework adapted from Braun and Clarke (2006). The study will create an integrated conceptual model of supervisory behaviour and satisfaction in retail, applying LMX-SDT theory in a contextually underrepresented sector, and give actionable evidence for supervisory development practice.
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[bookmark: _Toc225646662]Section 1: Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc225646663]1.1 Contextual Background and Research Problem
The UK retail sector employs around 3.1 million people, making it the major employer in the private sector in the country (British Retail Consortium, 2024). Voluntary turnover is high with an average of 25% to 30% each year, compared to a cross-industry average of around 15% (including the replacement costs of an employee, which are estimated to be between 3,000 and 5,000 pounds (GBP) per employee (CIPD, 2023). The sector is subject to a number of pressures that increase this retention challenge. The Employment Rights Act 2025 has introduced new protections for zero-hour contracts, strengthened unfair dismissal rights, and changed the legal obligations of frontline supervisors. At the same time, the increasing deployment of algorithmic performance monitoring in UK retail has transformed the nature of supervision, as there is less discretionary managerial power and day-to-day interactions between supervisors and employees are changing (Lee, 2024). Against this backdrop, surveys show that about 40% of retail employees cite dissatisfaction with their immediate supervisor as a major reason for quitting (Sumathi et al., 2020; Stamolampros et al., 2019). Collectively, these factors point to the supervisory behaviour as a major structural factor that determines employee satisfaction and a major force behind employee turnover in the sector.
[bookmark: _Toc225646664]1.2 Statement of the Problem and Significance
Research confirms that the quality of LMX and supervisory behaviour are consistent predictors of employee job satisfaction for several industries (Kauppila, 2024; Poetz and Volmer, 2022). However, the most prominent body of evidence is based on quantitative cross-sectional surveys conducted outside UK retail, with limited contextual transferability (Niinihuhta and Haggman-Laitila, 2022; Khair et al., 2024). Qualitative, primary evidence documenting the experiences of frontline UK retail employees and how they subjectively construct satisfaction through day-to-day interactions with their supervisors is lacking. This study attempts to address that particular gap. Academically, it will take LMX and SDT into an underexplored sector using qualitative primary methods. Practically speaking, the findings will provide retail HR practitioners and line manager development programmes with 'blood and bone' context-specific evidence at a time when legislative reform (Employment Rights Act 2025) makes supervisory capability a legal as well as operational priority (Aditchere and Angmortey, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc225646665]1.3 Key Definitions
Supervisory behaviour is defined as the observable, day-to-day communicative and relational actions of line supervisors to direct reports (Inceoglu et al., 2018). Job satisfaction is a positive affective state resulting from the appraisal of one's job experiences; it comprises intrinsic (autonomy, task meaning) and extrinsic (supervisor quality, recognition) dimensions (Satuf et al., 2016; Karaferis et al., 2022). LMX theory conceptualises the supervisor-subordinate dyadic relationship as a primary predictor of satisfaction and behavioural outcomes (Pan et al., 2021; Santalla-Banderali and Alvarado, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc225646666]1.4 Research Aim, Objectives, and Questions
The purpose of this research is to conduct a critical investigation of the role of supervisory behaviour in influencing the job satisfaction of frontline employees in the UK retail sector. The objectives are: (i) To examine employee's perception on their supervisors day to day behaviours; (ii) To analyse the specific supervisory behaviours associated with the level of employee satisfaction and erodes it; (iii) To explore the mediating role of LMX relationship quality; (iv) To identify the supervisory practices associated with sustained satisfaction and reduced turnover intention. The corresponding research questions are: (RQ1) How do the frontline retail employees perceive and experience the behaviours of their supervisors? (RQ2) What particular supervisory behaviours influence levels of satisfaction? (RQ3) What is the mediating relationship between supervisory behaviour and satisfaction through LMX quality? (RQ4) What supervisory practices do employees equate with enduring satisfaction and organisational commitment?
[bookmark: _Toc225646667]Section 2: Literature Review
This review takes the form of a critical argument rather than being a descriptive survey. It goes from contested theoretical territory (2.1) through synthesised empirical evidence and its methodological limits (2.2) to the contextual analysis of UK retail specifically (2.3) and closes with an explicit gap statement (2.4).
[bookmark: _Toc225646668]2.1 What Is Contested: LMX Versus SDT in Explaining Satisfaction
The fundamental theoretical debate in this regard concerns the relative priority of relationship versus motivational mechanisms in shaping employee satisfaction. Leader-Member Exchange theory (LMX) explains satisfaction as the result of primarily the quality of the dyadic supervisor-subordinate relationship. Within this framework, employees who experience high-quality exchanges, characterised by trust, mutual respect, reciprocity and sustained support, are likely to report higher levels of job satisfaction, commitment and engagement (Aggarwal et al., 2020; Khair et al., 2024; Ramaite et al., 2022). The focus here is on some form of relational embeddedness, where the interactional dynamics between leader and subordinate are the key explanatory mechanism. In contrast, Self-Determination Theory (SDT) locates joy and satisfaction in the fulfilment of three inborn psychological needs: autonomy, competence, and relatedness. From this perspective, supervisory behaviour is not necessarily determinative in and of itself, but can be seen as one of several contextual factors that may fulfil or frustrate these underlying needs (Battaglio et al., 2021; Paliga et al., 2022). Thus, SDT shifts the analytical focus from the intrinsic quality of relationships to the extent to which the work environment supports intrinsic motivational structures. The difference is of theoretical importance. LMX expects satisfaction outcomes to depend on the quality of a specific interpersonal relationship. At the same time, SDT suggests that outcomes depend on how effectively environmental conditions, including the leader's behaviour, align with universal needs of human psychology. Attempts at reconciliation of these points of view have resulted in partial integration. Bakotic and Bulog (2021) demonstrate that the operationalisation of organisational justice as experienced by employees and largely affected by supervisory behaviour mediates the relationship between LMX and employee satisfaction. This finding suggests that fairness is a bridging construction, which translates the quality of relationships into motivational fulfilment. In this sense, the supervisor-subordinate relationship is made meaningful not only as a relationship, but in terms of its ability to signal equity, recognition and legitimacy within the organisational environment. However, such a reconciliation is not complete. According to Kauppila (2024, based on meta-analytic evidence), the association between leadership and satisfaction is greatly conditionalized by the conditions in the sector, the culture of the country, and the supervision proximity. The contextual variables are not theorised outright in both LMX and SDT and are therefore limited in the level of explanations where they are useful in complex organisational settings. Moreover, Bueno-de et al. (2025) also highlight the importance of supervisor personality, in particular, the dark triad traits, namely, narcissism and Machiavellianism, as the mediating factor of the effectiveness of leadership. These characteristics can pervert the process of relational interactions as well as motivational climates, adding a new variability that is not sufficiently reflected in either model. Combined, the findings can indicate that both LMX and SDT are not sufficient to explain employee satisfaction, especially in the controversial, stressful setting of frontline retail employment. A systemic framework is then required, a framework that considers both the dynamics of the relationship, motivational processes as well as the wider contextual/dispositional moderators that interact with the supervisory behaviour experience and perception.
[bookmark: _Toc225646669]2.2 Synthesised Evidence: Proposing an Integrated Framework
Based on the evidence base, this study proposes an integrated conceptual framework with four propositions. Independent variables are specific supervisory behaviours: communication quality, emotional intelligence, fairness and support. These behaviours act via two mediating mechanisms: LMX relationship quality (relational pathway) and psychological need satisfaction via SDT (motivational pathway) to generate the dependent variable of employee job satisfaction, both intrinsic and extrinsic dimensions (Satuf et al., 2016; Karaferis et al., 2022). Contextual factors - such as the condition of the retail sector, the type of employment, generational cohort, and the presence of algorithmic management - moderate the strength of these relationships. The four propositions are as follows: (P1) High-quality supervisor communication contributes to the improved quality of LMX, which in turn improves intrinsic satisfaction (Kluger et al., 2023; Kovacova, 2022); (P2) Supervisor emotional intelligence inspires the satisfaction of psychological needs, which improves extrinsic satisfaction (Woime and Shato, 2025; Udod et al., 2020); (P3) The negative supervisory behaviours, such as incivility, despotism, or abusive supervision, have stronger positive negative effects on satisfaction compared
These propositions are supported but unproven by available evidence. Kluger et al. (2023) found that perceived supervisor listening was a powerful predictor of satisfaction in a meta-analysis. Still, their results are aggregated across sectors and may not apply to the specific dynamics of UK retail supervision. Jankelova and Joniakova (2021) confirmed communication as both a direct and moderating satisfaction variable in nursing, a finding that is both theoretically transferable and limited in its methodological power because the sample was from only one sector and in Slovakia. Di Stefano et al. (2020) showed that LMX mediated the relationship between job insecurity and satisfaction, but their cross-sectional self-report data were prone to common method variance. Hendriks et al. (2020) found that the new leadership style of virtuous leadership was a predictor of well-being and trust. Still, the study was conducted in the Netherlands, raising questions about its validity in a more fragmented UK retail employment context. These methodological limitations are tabulated in Table 1 below to provide evidence of the quality of the evidence behind the gap claim.
Table 1: Methodological Critique of Key Studies
	Study
	Design
	Limitation
	Implication for This Study

	Poetz & Volmer (2022)
	Diary study, mixed sector, German sample
	Short measurement windows; non-retail context limits transferability
	Justifies sector-specific qualitative investigation of LMX dynamics

	Kauppila (2024)
	European meta-analysis; quantitative synthesis
	Aggregation masks sector and cultural variation; no frontline retail data
	Confirms contextual contingency; supports sector-specific qualitative design

	Stamolampros et al. (2019)
	Glassdoor data analysis: high-contact services
	Self-selected online reviews; survivorship and positivity bias; no depth of experience
	Demonstrates a gap in primary qualitative evidence from retail employees

	Khair et al. (2024)
	Cross-sectional survey; Indonesian private sector
	Common method variance; non-UK, non-retail context
	LMX-satisfaction pathway supported, but cultural transferability unverified

	Bhattacharjee & Sarkar (2022)
	Systematic review; multi-sector
	Heterogeneous samples prevent sector-level conclusions
	Severity of negative supervision confirmed; retail-specific effects unknown


[bookmark: _Toc225646670]2.3 UK Retail Context: Employment Relations, Algorithmic Management, and Intersectionality
The UK retail sector is a contextually unique environment that does not fit well with existing general leadership-satisfaction literature. Frontline retail employees regularly experience customer incivility (Pap et al., 2021; Gaan and Shin, 2023; Mayr and Teller, 2023), algorithmically-produced performance scorecards that eliminate supervisory discretion from feedback interactions (Lee, 2024), and an increasingly diverse generational work force with markedly different drivers of satisfaction (Waworuntu et al., 2022; Bloom et al., 2024). The Employment Rights Act 2025 importantly provides greater protections for zero-hour and variable-contract workers, who are heavily represented within the frontline retail sector. This legislation serves to introduce new forms of supervision with respect to scheduling or fairness as well as consultation of employees, which has direct implications on the quality of leader-member exchanges (LMX), and how satisfaction seems to be experienced in such positions. Adiguzel et al (2020) showed that servant leadership moderates the relationship between HRM and satisfaction, indicating that how supervisors translate organisational HR policy into day-to-day behaviour is itself a critical satisfaction variable, especially relevant as retail organisations deal with new legislation requirements.
Intersectionality represents an additional dimension of context that is inadequately addressed in the literature. Ray (2019) contends that organisational hierarchies underpin racialised structures that determine how supervisory authority and fairness are experienced differently across racial and ethnic lines. Similarly, gender, disability status, and type of employment contract may moderate the conversion of supervisory behaviours into experiences of satisfaction in retail settings (Susanto et al., 2022; Joseph and Balan Rathakrishnan, 2024). Sonnentag et al. (2023) confirm that health and well-being at work are influenced by systemic organisational conditions that are not limited to individual supervisory behaviour (9), which situates the current study within a broader social and institutional context rather than conceptualising supervision as a decontextualised dyadic phenomenon.
[bookmark: _Toc225646671]2.4 Research Gap
Despite a robust body of research reviewed above, a well-defined and empirically grounded gap remains in the literature. Existing scholarship has produced a great deal of insight into the relationship between supervisory behaviour and employee satisfaction, but has omitted the subjective lived experiences through which satisfaction gets actively constructed in the everyday organisational setting. In particular, there has been no qualitative, interview-based study of how supervisors' behaviours are understood and interpreted by frontline retail employees in the UK, in the context of the conditions created by the Employment Rights Act 2025 and the rising prevalence of algorithmic performance-monitoring systems. The lack is not insignificant since both regulatory and technological monitoring are bound to change not only the behaviour of managers but the perceptions of the employees themselves in terms of fairness, autonomy, and the quality of relationships. Table 1 methodological critique also explains this shortcoming. The existing evidence base mostly includes cross-sectional surveys, multi-sector meta-analyses, and ones that are not conducted in the UK. Although these methods provide a wide coverage and general information about employee experience, they are not so good in terms of capturing its richness and the contextual details. Those using survey techniques, especially, are based on pre-formatted measures that presuppose constant and quantifiable constructs, which do not take into consideration the dynamic and interpretive processes of how satisfaction is actually produced and negotiated. Similarly, the meta-analyses, where the aggregation is conducted across sectors and cultural backgrounds, might be used as a source of the details pertinent to the setting of frontline retailers. Further, a significant share of the literature employs samples that were not based on the UK, which limits the external validity to the UK retail industry where the institutional, cultural and regulatory settings are vastly different. The recent developments in the legislative environment and the integration of data-oriented approaches to management provide an individual setting in which supervisory relations exist, which is why the research taking into consideration the specified context is necessary. The developments do not become merely the background variables but are one of the factors that influence the perception of the employees on the intent of the managers, the fairness on the organisational level and their own role in the workplace hierarchy. The limitations are directly why this research study goes qualitative in its approach that is, interview is the research method and emphasizes on depth, context and interpretation of the interviewed participants. It seeks to capture, by focus on frontline retail employees in the UK, the means by which satisfaction can be built in the daily interaction of supervisor and subordinate and, in the process, creates insights both theoretically rich and empirically based in a particular and changing organisational situation.
[bookmark: _Toc225646672]Section 3: Research Methodology
This section presents and justifies a coherent research design, following the Research Onion framework (Saunders et al., 2019) from philosophy through to ethical considerations. Every methodological decision is drawn from and can be traced back to the research questions stated in Section 1.4.
[bookmark: _Toc225646673]3.1 Research Philosophy: Interpretivism
This study takes a philosophical stance of interpretivism, which views social reality as subjectively created through the meanings and interpretations actors give to their experiences (Saunders et al., 2019). This position is epistemologically necessary because the fundamental question of interest, how frontline employees subjectively experience supervisory behaviour and construct satisfaction, cannot be reduced to observable, measurable variables without losing the depth of experience that forms the contribution of this study. Positivism, which focuses on objective, generalisable, observer-independent data, was considered but rejected as inappropriate for an inquiry focused on subjective meaning-making. Pragmatism was considered but jettisoned as most appropriate for mixed-methods designs; a pure interpretivist position is more philosophically sound given the study's exclusively qualitative design and exploratory aims. Albrecht et al. (2021) also grounded a meaning-centred job resources study in an interpretivist tradition, strengthening this philosophical choice in the satisfaction research area.
[bookmark: _Toc225646674]3.2 Research Approach: Inductive
An inductive research approach is followed, based on participants' accounts, moving towards the development of contextually based theoretical understanding rather than a fixed or predetermined hypothesis at the beginning of a study (Saunders et al. 2019). This orientation aligns with established principles of qualitative research, which emphasise the emergence of meaning from empirical data and the importance of understanding social phenomena through the perspectives of those who experience them (Bickman and Rog, 2009; Leavy, 2020). In this study, this approach enables an in-depth examination of how frontline retail personnel feel and interpret supervisory behaviours, and how they construe their own satisfaction with their day-to-day routine interactions. Although the research is theoretically anchored in Leader-Member Exchange and Self-Determination Theory, as presented in the integrated framework in Section 2.2, it does not test these frameworks deductively. Instead, the goal is to refine, extend and place them in a specific retail context through the analysis of the participant narratives. This makes it possible to find patterns and meanings that may not fit completely with existing theoretical assumptions. Bulinska-Stangrecka and Bagienska's (2021) inductive qualitative logic is very similar in that it uncovers relational dimensions of satisfaction that are, for the most part, inaccessible to standardised quantitative instruments, thus demonstrating the analytical value of this approach.
[bookmark: _Toc225646675]3.3 Methodological Choice and Strategy: Qualitative, Semi-Structured Interviews
A qualitative methodology using semi-structured interviewing as the primary research strategy is chosen. Qualitative research is suitable where the objective is to generate depth of understanding and access subjective experience in the context of its natural organisation (Albrecht et al., 2021; Mondo et al., 2023). Semi-structured interviews are particularly appropriate given that they allow for theoretically derived questioning alongside responsive probing of emergent themes, which are crucial in the investigation of experiential phenomena such as satisfaction, which are both personally constructed and embedded in context. Niinihuhta and Haggman-Laitila (2022) illustrated the importance of qualitative synthesis in revealing mechanisms of leadership satisfaction that quantitative instruments cannot recognise. A quantitative approach based on validated instruments (the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire or the Job Satisfaction Survey) was considered. While this would offer greater statistical generalisability, it cannot capture the granular, narrative-level detail required by the research questions (Karaferis et al., 2022). Sypniewska et al. (2023) show that quantitative studies of HRM-satisfaction provide evidence for broad relational evidence but cannot explain the interpersonal mechanisms by which satisfaction is constructed at the supervisory level, exactly the explanatory gap this study addresses. Mixed methods were considered but were set aside as being beyond the scope of expenditure of a single researcher and time without proportionate analytical gain at the proposal stage.
[bookmark: _Toc225646676]3.4 Sampling Strategy and Target Population
Purposive sampling will be used to select people with direct experiential knowledge of the phenomenon under investigation, namely, frontline retail employees with an active supervisory relationship (Saunders et al., 2019). Twenty individuals will be recruited across three medium- to large-sized retail organisations in England, UK, to introduce some contextual variation while ensuring sector coherence. Saturation with samples of between fifteen and twenty-five has been confirmed in similar qualitative satisfaction research (Bulinska-Stangrecka and Bagienska, 2021; Mondo et al., 2023). Inclusion and exclusion criteria are listed in Table 2.
Table 2: Participant Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
	Inclusion Criteria
	Exclusion Criteria

	Frontline, customer-facing retail role (UK-based)
	Supervisory, managerial, or senior leadership role

	Minimum 12 months continuous employment with current employer
	Employment tenure under 3 months

	Reports directly to a named line supervisor
	Currently on extended leave or secondment

	Aged 18 or over; signed informed consent form
	Has not completed the Participant Information Sheet process


[bookmark: _Toc225646677]3.5 Data Collection
Twenty semi-structured interviews of forty-five to sixty minutes in length will be carried out using Microsoft Teams to maximise accessibility across geographically dispersed retail sites. The audio recordings will be done with the express consent of the participants, transcribed verbatim within forty-eight hours or more used Otter.ai, and checked against the audio. The interview guide shall deal with four thematic areas reflected on four research questions, (i) perceptions of supervisor behaviours; (ii) satisfaction-relevant supervisory conduct; (iii) quality of LMX relationships; and (iv) supervisory practices that are linked to retention. The guide will be based theoretically on the framework of integration (Section 2.2) and be piloted with two people; pilot results will help to make further adjustments to the phrasing of questions before complete deployment. Supervisor listening is one of the main satisfaction-relevant constructs that Kluger et al. (2023) and Borut et al. (2024) identify, and therefore, the dimension is represented in this guide prominently. Primary findings will be put into perspective by secondary data through peer-reviewed journals, reports of the BRC sector and publications of the UK labour market.
[bookmark: _Toc225646678]3.6 Data Analysis: Thematic Analysis and Trustworthiness
Thematic analysis will be employed to analyse the data consisting of six phases as they were developed by Braun and Clarke (2006): (i) familiarisation; (ii) systematic coding; (iii) theme generation; (iv) theme review; (v) theme definition and naming; (vi) written analysis. NVivo will handle and interrogate data that is coded. On the analytical rigour, four criteria of trustworthiness by Lincoln and Guba (1985) will be employed. Member checking will be utilized to gain credibility: a representative sample of 5 participants will be requested to overview initial summaries of themes and any conflicts will be noted and incorporated in the overall analysis. Transferability will be aided by a rich, detailed account of the research context, enabling the reader to judge the transferability of the findings to similar settings. Dependability will be strengthened by a documented audit trail of all the coding decisions in NVivo. Confirmability will be supported by reflexive journaling throughout the process and peer debriefing with a research colleague, ensuring interpretive positions are transparent and challengeable (Saunders et al., 2019). Framework analysis was discussed as an alternative within the thematic tradition; Braun and Clarke's approach was preferred for its greater flexibility in inductive data generation (Niinihuhta and Haggman-Laitila, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc225646679]3.7 Researcher Positionality
Reflexive acknowledgement of researcher positionality is required, at Level 7, as a methodological option. The researcher has professional familiarity with the retail and service sectors, which may anticipate interpretations of supervisory equity, hierarchy, and authority. Pre-existing assumptions of asymmetric power in frontline retail supervision and the relevance of public treatment by supervisors to satisfaction among employees were identified using pre-study reflexive journaling. These assumptions will be documented, bracketed where possible, and continually compared with raw participant data throughout analysis to minimise the risk of confirmatory bias. Ray (2019) emphasises the importance of being attentive to how racialised and gendered organisational structures shape participants' stories and researchers' interpretations (a reflexive commitment made explicit in this study).
[bookmark: _Toc225646680]3.8 Ethical Considerations
Informed consent: Participants will be provided with a Participant Information Sheet (PIS) that includes information about the purpose of the research, the nature and duration of participation, the rights and use of data, and the destruction process. Written or digital consent will be acquired before each interview.
Right to Retreat: Participants may get out at any stage, including after interviews, without being punished as given in the PIS and reiterated verbally.
Anonymity: The anonymity will be assured by pseudonyms (Participant A-T) and the exclusion of any information that identifies an organisation.
GDPR compliance: All the data will be stored in encrypted and password-protected university servers. Audio tapes will be destroyed right after transcription, and the transcripts will be stored securely over a period of 5 years and destroyed at the end of transcription.
Researcher safety 
Researcher safety: The interviews will be held through Microsoft Teams using an institutional email address; a colleague trusted to make sure the sessions are scheduled will be informed about them; an exit plan will be involved in case of distress in participants.
[bookmark: _Toc225646681]3.9 Limitations
Three substantive limitations of the study are recognised. First, the cross-sectional nature of the design precludes causal inference and tracking the relation between satisfaction and behaviour over time, which Poetz and Volmer (2022) show to be dynamic rather than static. Second, the use of a purposive sample of 20 respondents representing three organisations in England restricts the scope of generalisability to a larger population of the UK retail sector, cross-border research, or other service industries and is part of an acceptable trade-off in interpretivism qualitative studies. Third, as discussed in Section 3.7, the researcher's positionality may still introduce interpretive bias despite mitigation strategies in place. Additionally, Waworuntu et al. (2022) note that the generational makeup of the sample may affect the representativeness of the findings, especially if there is a disproportionate age range among recruited participants.
[bookmark: _Toc225646682]3.10 Resource Implications
A detailed budget is given in Table 3. The estimated total expenditure is 940 to 1,220 pounds before contingencies. A 15% contingency has been included to account for delays in the publication process, software renewal costs, and any unexpected changes in participant incentives. Participant incentives (25-pound retail vouchers) are standard ethical practice for studies drawing on discretionary employee time and are proportionate to the forty-five to sixty-minute interview commitment (Saunders et al., 2019). Ethics review by the university and access to library databases are assumed.
Table 3: Resource Implications
	Category
	Detail
	Estimated Cost

	Researcher time
	Interview conduct (20 hrs), transcription review (40 hrs), analysis (60 hrs)
	In-kind (student researcher)

	NVivo software
	Academic licence for qualitative data management and coding
	£200–£400 (or university provision)

	Transcription
	Otter.ai subscription + manual review; approx. 4 hrs per interview hour
	£120–£200 (annual subscription)

	Participant incentives
	20 participants × £25 retail gift voucher (ethical best practice)
	£500

	Travel/communication
	Microsoft Teams interviews; no travel required; broadband costs negligible
	Nil

	Ethics and the library
	University ethics review (institutional); database access via university library
	Included in tuition

	Contingency (15%)
	Buffer for unexpected costs (e.g., additional transcription, software renewal)
	~£120

	Total Estimated Budget
	
	~£940–£1,220


[bookmark: _Toc225646683]Section 4: Outcomes and Timetable
[bookmark: _Toc225646684]4.1 Expected Contribution
This study will contribute in two different ways. Academically, it will generate an empirically grounded, qualitatively derived conceptual model of supervisory behaviour and satisfaction in UK frontline retail, expand the integrated LMX-SDT framework suggested in Section 2.2, use primary evidence, and refine the four propositions. It will take the leadership-wellbeing framework by Inceoglu et al. (2018) and go further to develop it into a more contextually specific and theoretically enriched retail application to address the sectoral and methodological gap identified in Section 2.4. In practice, the results will allow retail human resources departments and line manager development programmes to design behaviourally specific supervisory competency frameworks based on frontline employee experience that address not only employee satisfaction but also the compliance requirements introduced by the Employment Rights Act 2025. Dissemination will consist of submission for publication to the International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management and presentation at the British Academy of Management Annual Conference.
[bookmark: _Toc225646685]4.2 Research Timeline
The eleven-month schedule in Table 4 reflects three design considerations based on examiners' feedback. First, the literature review is conducted simultaneously with data collection in months 4-5, rather than being completed entirely before fieldwork. Second, a minimum of 4 weeks for ethics approval (Months 3-4) is included to ensure the data collection start date is not too early. Third, member-checking is scheduled as an explicit phase in Months 9-10, rather than being implicitly integrated into the analysis. Writing and thematic analysis are connected during Months 8-10 to create opportunities for iterative development of findings, so that new insights inform the written report.
Table 4: Research Timeline (Gantt Chart)
	Phase
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4
	M5
	M6
	M7
	M8
	M9
	M10
	M11

	Literature Review (ongoing)
	■
	■
	■
	■
	■
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ethics Form Submission
	
	■
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Instrument Development & Pilot
	
	■
	■
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ethics Approval (min. 4 wks)
	
	
	■
	■
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Primary Data Collection
	
	
	
	■
	■
	■
	■
	
	
	
	

	Transcription & Data Cleaning
	
	
	
	
	
	■
	■
	■
	
	
	

	Thematic Analysis (NVivo)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	■
	■
	
	

	Writing Findings & Discussion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	■
	■
	■
	

	Member-Checking
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	■
	■
	

	Proofreading & Formatting
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	■
	■

	Dissemination / Submission
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	■
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