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1.0  Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc225778680]1.1  Contextual Background
The UK hospitality sector is among the most diverse and largest sectors of employment. The UK Hospitality (2024) states that the industry has over 3.5 million workers, and frontline workers in hotels and food service organisations are grossly underrepresented in ethnic, migrant, and socially disadvantaged employees. According to statistics provided by ONS (2024), the minor ethnic workers are not only hugely overrepresented in elementary and service jobs in hospitality, when compared with their percentage within the overall labour market, but also underrepresented in supervisory and managerial roles. The Fair Work Convention (2024) has documented systemic problems of low wages, limited career progression, and ongoing discrimination against frontline hospitality workers in the UK. The following structural context has been exacerbated by labour-market shocks, post-Brexit, which have broken recruitment channels, leading to a situation of greater dependency on a residual, heterogeneous labour force. It is on this basis that the issue of whether organisational DEI efforts are truly helpful to the employees to which they are allegedly targeted is timely and consequential (Deloitte, 2023 
[image: ]
Figure 1: Narrowing from macro sectoral context to specific research focus (Author's own design)
[bookmark: _Toc225778681]1.2  Statement of the Research Problem
DEI has received much research in the areas of organisational policy, corporate strategy, and managerial implementation. According to a recent systematic literature review of the notion of DEI in the hospitality and tourism sector (Koç et al., 2025), quantitative, managerial, and corporate-level studies prevail in the scholarly field. The point that remains to be well known is how frontline employees, who are most directly affected by decisions that presuppose DEI fairness, task allocation, and inter-team relations, perceive, evaluate, and experience such initiatives in their work. This is not a matter of mere omission by scholars. Mistry et al. (2021) identified that the most frequent narratives of DEI by employees of hospitality institutions were symbolic exercise of top-down, not a real cultural reality. This discrepancy between the rhetoric of institutional DEI and lived experience at the frontline is an important research problem to the nature of organisational inclusion programs, but has not been given the proper attention in qualitative research in the UK. 
[bookmark: _Toc225778682]1.3  Significance of the Research
Academically, this research paper fills a clear and verifiable gap: the lack of qualitative research grounded in the frontline perspective on DEI in the UK hospitality sector. Liu et al. (2025) establish that qualitative research remains a minority in the DEI hospitality literature and that employees' perspectives on this in UK contexts are underrepresented. Similarly, Mohammadi et al. (2022) note that the past 20 years of research on diversity in the hospitality industry have paid excessive attention to managerial perspectives, with frontline voices given low priority. In practice, the results will be directly relevant to hospitality professionals, human resources managers, and decision-makers who aim to develop DEI interventions that staff members, to whom they are to be applied, will find credible and meaningful, rather than compliance actions. Ferrazza (2025) argues that, to truly be included in the world of European hospitality, motivational and relational conditions that are often lacking are required; the current research will establish the empirical specificity needed to act on such an argument.
[bookmark: _Toc225778683]1.4  Definition of Key Terms
Three constructs support this question. According to Shore et al. (2011), inclusion refers to the extent to which an individual perceives that their membership in a work group is marked by both a sense of belonging and a sense of uniqueness, rather than by demographic diversity. According to Cropanzano et al. (2007), organisational justice is a subjective evaluation of the fairness of workplace decisions and the organisation's treatment of employees in four dimensions: distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice. According to Nishii (2013), the inclusion climate is the perception that all members of a work group hold about the organisational climate, in which the atmosphere facilitates equitable treatment and the inclusion of different identities in teamwork. These definitions are field-specific and peer-reviewed, and can be directly operationalised in the suggested interview design. 
[bookmark: _Toc225778684]1.5  Research Aim
This study critically analyses the perceptions and experiences of frontline employees working in hospitality organisations in the UK regarding Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion initiatives, with particular emphasis on perceptions of fairness, identity-based dynamics, and the effects of supervisory behaviour on creating an inclusion climate at the operational level. 
[bookmark: _Toc225778685]1.6  Research Objectives
This goal is operationalised by four non-overlapping objectives, which are discrete:
1. To investigate the subjective ratings of frontline hospitality workers regarding the fairness and relevance of policies and practices of the DEI in their organisation.
2. To understand how the traits of identity, i.e. ethnicity, gender, and migration status, influence inclusion and exclusion experiences of employees in the workplaces in the UK hospitality industry.
3. To examine the impact of supervisory and managerial behaviour on either strengthening or weakening inclusion climate at the frontline operational level.
4. To determine felt disjunctions between declaratively enshrined organisational DEI promises and the lived frontline reality of frontline employees.
[bookmark: _Toc225778686]1.7  Research Questions
The aim is operationalised into four research questions, each of which is specific to one objective:
1. RQ1: What is the perceived fairness and relatability of the DEI initiatives of their organisations by the frontline hospitality employees in their daily working experience?
2. RQ2: How are identity-based attributes related to the inclusion experiences and sense of belonging of frontline hospitality employees?
3. RQ3: Does supervisory behaviour play a role in, or undermine, a climate of inclusion at an operational level of UK hospitality organisations?
4. RQ4: Where do frontline employees perceive a gap between their organisation's stated DEI commitments and their experience of inclusion in the workplace?
[bookmark: _Toc225778687]2.0  Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc225778688]2.1  Theoretical and Conceptual Foundations
This paper draws on four complementary frameworks: Organisational Justice Theory, Social Identity Theory, the Inclusion Climate construct, and Inclusive Leadership Theory. They are arranged in different levels that include Organisational Justice Theory, which is used to evaluate DEI; Social Identity Theory, which is the theory of the identity influencing those evaluations; the Inclusion Climate construct places the analysis at the work-group level; and the Inclusive Leadership Theory is the theory of the supervisory behaviours that connect policy to frontline climate.
Cropanzano et al. (2007) developed an Organisational Justice Theory that distinguishes between distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice. Its power is granularity, as employees can process results but deny the process and treatment. Its weakness, to which Roberson (2019) draws attention, is that it was developed primarily in white-collar environments in North America and has not been uniformly tested in frontline, low-wage, diverse work environments.
The Social Identity Theory, as operationalised by Bergami and Bagozzi (2000), suggests that group membership is a determinant of self-concept and that marginalised identities in dominant cultures may lead to diminished belonging, psychological safety, and commitment. This is why, until DEI initiatives use identity salience, they can seem irrelevant or even off-putting. Nevertheless, as Jonsen et al. (2013) observe, its in-group/out-group logic may be simplistic about intersectional identities. Intersectionality Theory (Parker, 2004) was found to be less operationalisable, and though it is more sensitive, it was considered less applicable to this study, which is based on interviews.
The most readily applicable framework is the Inclusion Climate construct coined by Nishii (2013) and elaborated by Chung et al. (2020). Its essence dimensions are: integration of differences, decision making and fair employment practices. Chung et al. demonstrate that inclusion appears to be most immediate at the work-group level and is influenced by supervisors.
Randel et al. (2018) developed the Inclusive Leadership Theory, according to which supervisors create an inclusive climate primarily through the use of belonging and valuing uniqueness as central mechanisms. Ferdman et al. (2020) also endorse the view that inclusive leadership entails structural responsibility. However, this requires supervisors to be motivated and for the organisation to allow them to be inclusive, which is not the case in lean, high-turnover hospitality environments. The connection between these frameworks is depicted in the conceptual framework below.
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Figure 2: Proposed Conceptual Framework: Antecedents and Outcomes of Frontline DEI Perceptions (Author's own design)
[bookmark: _Toc225778689]2.2  Critical Review of Existing Empirical Research
Since the middle of the 2000s, DEI studies have increased significantly. Park et al. (2025) note a shift from models driven by compliance to models grounded in culture and identity. It is important because diversity and inclusion are distinct, and inclusion is a subjective experience that is also difficult to measure through surveys. Nonetheless, qualitative, frontline-based research is minimal.
A formal diversity programme is one of the most controversial matters. As Kalev et al. (2006) concluded, such policies changed the composition of work only in case they were supported by structural accountability; otherwise, the training and policy statements turned out to be more symbolic. As Noon (2017) makes clear, one cannot say that unconscious bias training relies on solid evidence and can create the illusion of change. Equally, Pressman et al. (2018) emphasise that implicit bias management cannot be resolved solely through awareness training; it must be addressed at the structural and organisational levels. It is especially applicable to the hospitality industry, where DEI programmes are usually reactive and poorly maintained (Mistry et al., 2021).However, in comparison, Wang et al. (2023) identified small positive returns from well-structured, multi-session antiracism programmes, indicating that outcomes depended on programme quality and implementation circumstances.
Such divergence is an indicator of a methodological controversy. The positive results of DEI in studies are usually based on self-report questionnaires in organisations with well-developed DEI infrastructure (Fitriana, 2023; Goyal, 2025), whereas the neutral or negative results are more frequently based on the administrative or interview-based data, which reveal the gaps between the proclaimed and experienced inclusion (Showkat and Yahya, 2025). According to Kochikunnel and Benty (2025), this asymmetry is one of the key contributors to conflicting findings. The majority of evidence is based on the corporate setting rather than on the UK frontline hospitality.
Studies of the results of DEI are also disputed. Rosenzweig et al. (2024) found that frontline perceptions of service equality policies were largely contingent on whether supervisors served as role models of fairness norms. Transparent diversity communication, demonstrated to be a stronger way to create organisational identification and voice by Men et al. (2024), and backlash when improperly developed DEI initiatives weaken commitment are documented (Showkat and Yahya, 2025). Such results confirm the need to study DEI on the experiential level.
There is uneven identity-specific research. Hospitality management has been studied on gender diversity (Poquiz et al., 2023) and generational diversity (Sakdiyakorn and Wattanacharoensil, 2017), but the qualitative elements of race and ethnicity are relatively understudied in frontline hospitality in the UK. Hussein (2022) revealed considerable disparities among British minority ethnic workers. In contrast, Ozturk et al. (2024) demonstrated that UK organisations frequently face inadequate language and support to engage in non-binary inclusion.
Poor inclusion climates have well-known consequences on well-being. Saito et al. (2024) consider the inclusion climate to be a powerful predictor of frontline psychological well-being. In contrast, Ariza-Montes et al. (2018) reveal that job demands and perceptions of fairness are different among hospitality roles. This helps to sample housekeeping, food and beverage, and front-of-house jobs. 
Table 1: Scholarly Debates and Divergent Positions in the DEI Literature
	Debate
	Position A
	Position B

	Efficacy of DEI training
	Training produces minimal change without structural accountability (Kalev et al., 2006; Noon, 2017)
	Well-designed, multi-session programmes yield modest attitudinal change (Wang et al., 2023)

	Impact of DEI on outcomes
	Transparent communication raises identification and voice (Men et al., 2024; Rosenzweig et al., 2024)
	Poorly designed DEI generates backlash, reducing commitment (Showkat and Yahya, 2025)

	Measurement approach
	Survey instruments capture aggregate attitudinal change (Fitriana, 2023; Goyal, 2025)
	Qualitative inquiry reveals policy-experience gap (Kochikunnel and Benty, 2025; Mistry et al., 2021)


Table 1: Key scholarly debates in the DEI literature relevant to the proposed study (Author's own compilation)
[bookmark: _Toc225778690]2.3  Contextual Review: The UK Hospitality Sector
Studies of the UK hospitality industry point to structural conditions that differ from those in the wider corporate and financial services literature. High percentages of migrant workers, historically of Central and Eastern European origin, and more of the South and Southeast Asian community, are also found in the workforce in urban hotel and restaurant environments. These structural conditions have been a persistent feature of UK hospitality employment (Lucas, 2019). Janta et al. (2011) established that marginalisation through linguistic differences, cultural misidentification, and exclusionary management practices was generated and was not addressed by formal diversity policies. The study was conducted before Brexit, but its results are still applicable, as labour-market changes have not reduced inclusion pressures; on the contrary, they have increased them.
Baum et al. (2020) demonstrate that the COVID-19 pandemic exacerbated existing inequalities in the hospitality sector, as minority ethnic and migrant frontline workers experienced a disproportionate number of redundancies, furloughs, insecurity, and the absence of workplace communication. This is important because it implies that, when implemented in hospitality, DEI structures tend to crumble under the pressure of operations, demonstrating a performative rather than an embedded nature. Similar results are demonstrated by Shehawy and Abouzied (2022), who indicate that the disruption of the pandemic period aggravated inequalities among lower-paid, client-facing employees. Collectively, these papers highlight the frailty of DEI promises in the industry and support frontline-based investigations into how employees themselves assess them.
There is limited sector-specific literature on DEI, which is increasing. Gehrels and Suleri (2016) explain diversity and inclusion as signs of sustainable HRM, but their analysis is mostly at the policy level. According to Manoharan et al. (2023), the recurrent issues include demographic diversity without actual inclusion, the absence of an accountability mechanism, and positioning DEI as an HR concern rather than a leadership task. Ponting and Dillette (2023) also found that apparent leadership commitment and open communication were perceived as the most credible indicators of genuine inclusion of frontline workers. Fogle et al. (2025) also recognise the gap in knowledge regarding the practical application of DEI principles in hospitality education and management.
Another dimension is that of well-being literature. According to Dwertmann et al. (2016), there is a distinction between the fairness and synergy views of diversity climate, as minority employees evaluate it based on justice rather than productivity. This implies that frontline workers will evaluate DEI not so much on whether it benefits the organisation, but rather on whether it treats them fairly. The Equalities and Human Rights Commission (2023) also attests to the persistence of ethnic employment disparities in the UK, validating the relevance of the justice-focused DEI inquiry. 
[bookmark: _Toc225778691]2.4  Identification of the Research Gap
There are three apparent gaps in the literature. First, studies in hospitality DEI research are still characterised by the predominance of quantitative designs that aggregate responses and the suppression of the contextual meanings of fairness and inclusion across identity positions (Koç et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025). Second, managerial and organisational standpoints take a leading position in the field, whereas frontline workers remain under-researched, as the majority of the sector's workforce are low-level staff (Mohammadi et al., 2022; Nkomo et al., 2019; Mor-Barak, 2022). Third, recent qualitative research has not received sufficient attention in the UK context, as it addresses post-Brexit labour changes, pandemic disruption, and the Equality Act 2010 (GOV.UK, 2010). 
There is thus a notable difference in qualitative, employee-focused research on DEI perceptions amongst frontline hospitality workers in the UK. Specifically, little has been identified to describe the dynamics between fairness, identity-based dynamics, and supervisory behaviour in influencing inclusion in UK hotels and food service organisations. The proposed research fills the aforementioned gap by producing empirically based, situation-specific knowledge that cannot be obtained through quantitative, managerially driven research studies. 
[bookmark: _Toc225778692]3.0  Research Methodology
This study relies on the Research Onion methodology (Saunders et al., 2019), in which each decision is derived from and coherent with the decision made at the next highest level. As shown by the diagram below, the entire methodology architecture of the proposed study is presented in advance and then discussed in prose in the subsequent sub-sections. 
[image: ]
Figure 3: Research Onion - Full Methodological Architecture of the Proposed Study (Adapted from Saunders et al., 2019)
[bookmark: _Toc225778693]3.1 Research Philosophy
The research philosophy is interpretivist, grounded in a constructivist ontology and a subjectivist epistemology. According to constructivist ontology, social realities (such as inclusion and exclusion in the workplace) are neither objective facts nor inherent to people but instead constructed during interaction, language, and institutional context (Bryman, 2016). The subjectivist epistemology also presumes that such realities may only be comprehended in terms of the sense people give their experiences, rather than in terms of external, objective measurement (Denzin and Lincoln, 2011). Interpretivism thus places greater emphasis on contextual revelation than on causal prediction, making it well-suited to exploring DEI as frontline hospitality employees interpret it.
Other jobs were considered but declined. Positivism would be appropriate for a study that quantifies attitudes toward DEI, infers relationships among variables, and produces statistically generalisable outcomes. This research aims to examine how and why workers perceive DEI within a particular organisational context. A mixed-methods design may be supported by pragmatism. Still, all four research questions are explorative and focus on meaning, which is why a pure qualitative study would be more appropriate and analytically deeper. The research is hence strongly interpretivist. 
[bookmark: _Toc225778694]3.2 Research Approach
This research is not a test of any hypotheses, but an inductive one, which develops theoretical knowledge on the basis of empirical data. The research questions aim to provide contextually based understanding of the perception and experience of a specific group with regards to DEI in a specific environment. According to Creswell and Poth (2018), induction is suitable when the process of how a lived experience is to be explained is considered as the primary concern of the interpretivist qualitative inquiry, as opposed to prediction.
The theoretical frameworks presented in Section 2.1, including organisational justice, social identity, inclusion climate, and inclusive leadership, serve to sensitise to these notions. They direct the design of the interviews and give preliminary analytical vocabulary without being closed to being revised or criticised based on the narratives of participants reflecting the iterative logic of reflexive thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2022). 
[bookmark: _Toc225778695]3.3 Methodological Choice and Research Strategy
The design applied is a qualitative monomethod design, which is in line with the inductive and interpretive orientation of the study. The best-suited methods are qualitative ones where the objective is to study more intricate social phenomena using the views of participants and coming up with more contextual understanding as opposed to representative statistics (Silverman, 2017; Gwele, 2009). Each of the four research questions deals with perceptions, meanings, and experiences which can not be captured under numbers. Quantitative design would place pre-determined categories of subjective experience before the voices of the participants could be heard properly.

It is a phenomenologically informed interpretive inquiry that is based on the lived experience tradition (Denzin and Lincoln, 2011). It is not a formal method such as Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis which would reduce the sample and concentrate on singular subjectivity. Rather, it allows studying personal meaning-making and the overall organisational and social context in which it is produced, which means that both psychological and structural aspects of the DEI perceptions can be explored through this method. 
[bookmark: _Toc225778696]3.4 Critical Evaluation of the Methodology
The qualitative interpretivist design has its obvious advantages. The semi-structured interviews promote subtle, contextual narratives of fairness, identity and supervisory behaviour, which include the ability of the participants to articulate ambiguity and dissent in ways that are not possible when using structured questionnaires (Kallio et al., 2016). They are also highly appropriate to delicate issues like discrimination and exclusion where flexibility and trust are vital. More essentially, interpretivism will be consistent with the phenomenon itself, because the perception of DEI is a construct and not an objective quantification.

Several limitations apply. The results of 8 to 10 respondents are not statistically generalisable; the research is analytic instead of population-wide generalisable. There is the possibility that social desirability bias causes the participants to become soft in negative statements in order to preserve workplace relationships. Positionality is bound to influence data collection and interpretation by the researcher but this is overcome by reflexive practice.

Other designs were taken into consideration. Ethnography would be more appropriate in capturing behaviour naturally occurring yet it was discarded because it was not practically feasible to conduct a field work at a commercial hospitality place over an extended period and because it was ethically wrong to inflict uninformed coworkers. An example of a quantitative survey that would enhance statistical generalisability but would not yield the detail and contextual richness the research questions require would be based on validated instruments like the Organisational Diversity and Inclusion Scale (De Simone et al., 2024). Semi-structured interviews will be the best and the most viable decision. 
[bookmark: _Toc225778697]3.5 Data Collection Methods
Primary data will be gathered using semi-structured interviews of 20 to 40 minutes, either face to face or through video conferencing, so as to ensure the least level of discomfort and power distance. Pilot data may be held in case, however, slight revisions are required prior to testing the coherence and sensitivity of the guide by means of a pilot interview. All interviews will be audio-taped with written consent and transcribed word-for-word, including appropriate non-verbal signals. Member checking will enable the participants to contest and explain their accounts. Findings will be contextualised with secondary data, such as peer-reviewed literature and industry sources, such as UK Hospitality (2024), Fair Work Convention (2024), ONS (2024), and Equalities and Human Rights Commission (2023). 
[bookmark: _Toc225778698]3.6 Sampling Strategy and Target Population
The target audience is frontline employees at the UK hotel and food service establishments, such as housekeepers, room attendants, waitstaff, food and beverage staff, and front-of-house receptionist. The supervisory staff members are not involved to preserve a frontline focus but one supervisory participant can be involved as a comparison case.
The purposive sampling will take place because it is the most suitable sampling method to interpretivist qualitative research aimed at obtaining theoretically relevant but not statistically representative samples (Ahmad and Wilkins, 2024). Diversity in terms of type of roles, organisation, gender and ethnicity will be desired. A sample size of 8 to 10 is just sufficient because thematic saturation is usually achieved by between 9 and 17 interviews (Squire et al., 2023). The participants should also work in the UK in a frontline hospitality position at present and be capable of introspection concerning DEI experiences. Managers or corporate employees and non-hotel or food service sub-sectors are not included.
The unpredictability of shift patterns and long and protracted corporate approvals will pose a risk to access, so a tiered contingency plan will be employed. Large chains will be approached first by HR gatekeepers, and then independent operators will be approached in the case of the delay of corporate access exceeding two weeks. The snowball referral and outreach via hospitality worker networks such as union chapters and online forums will be operated as a concurrent channel to ensure that the target sample is acquired within the intended fieldwork period. 
Table 2: Participant Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
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Table 2: Participant Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria (Author's own design)
[bookmark: _Toc225778699]3.7  Data Analysis
As Braun and Clarke (2006) formulated and Braun and Clarke (2019) justified, reflexive thematic analysis will be used as the method of its analysis. This is epistemologically in line with the interpretivist philosophy of the study. In contrast to content analysis or framework analysis, which are deductive and require a priori categories to establish and define the themes, reflexive thematic analysis approaches theme building as an interpretive, active, and recursive process that accepts the theoretical sensitivity and reflexive position of the researcher as constitutive of the analysis and not as a contaminant to it (Braun and Clarke, 2022). This coincides with the inductive reasoning behind the research study and the constructivist epistemological commitment to acknowledge the role of the researcher in the production of knowledge.
The analysis will be carried out in six stages. The researcher will accomplish familiarisation with the entire data set in Phase 1 by repeatedly reading all the transcripts and preparing the first reflective notes. During Phase 2, the first codes will be systematically created across the entire dataset by annotating all data units relevant to the research questions. Phase 3 will entail grouping related codes under them into candidate themes, and coming up with a thematic map of the relationship between the codes and the themes. The fourth phase will entail the verification of the candidate themes with the code data extracts, as well as the whole set of data, to determine the consistency, coherence, and coverage. The fifth phase will include narrower definition of each theme, and a title that corresponds to the contents of its analysis, instead of a subject. Phase 6 will involve the process of writing up the analysis and that data pulls and commentary analysis are integrated in a way that will allow a clear and traceable interpretive argument. Additional trustworthiness suggestions that are provided by Nowell et al. (2017) include reporting coding decisions and maintaining audit trails; these practices are going to be proposed with the help of reflexive journaling and all coding records.
[bookmark: _Toc225778700]3.8  Ethical Considerations
This research study will adhere to the British Psychological Society (2021) Code of Human Research Ethics and the UK General Data Protection Regulation (ICO, 2023). Five moral dimensions are covered.
To start, informed consent will be obtained using a Participant Information Sheet (PIS), which will be provided before data collection. PIS will discuss the purpose of the study, research design, requirements for participation in the study, time commitment, voluntary participation, use and destruction of data, contact details of the researcher and supervisor, and the rights of participants. Written or electronic consent for the recording must be obtained, and consent to participate and record audio must be obtained separately.
Second, in both the PIS and verbal form at the time of the interview, participants will be notified that they have an unconditional right to withdraw at any time without consequence and may seek deletion of their data within two weeks of the interview.
Third, it is confidentiality, not anonymity, since face-to-face or video interviews are conducted. The identities of the participants will consequently be accessible to the researcher, but safeguarded using pseudonyms and the elimination or masking of identifying information such as employer names, specific job titles, and other information that could be recognised, in accordance with provisions of equality acts and general research ethics practice in GOV.UK (2010).
Fourth, all information, in the form of recordings and transcripts, will be stored on a secure, encrypted, password-protected system approved by the university, with access limited to the researcher and supervisor. Recordings will be deleted after verbatim transcription, and anonymised transcripts will be stored for up to 5 years, as suggested by ICO (2023).
Fifth, the safety of the researcher will be ensured through conducting in-person interviews in a public or semi-public environment, communication with a colleague (trusted) on the date and place of the interview, communication via institutional email, as well as the presence of an exit strategy in case an interview turns distressing or hostile. When participants report discrimination or distress, the researcher will refer them to relevant support materials without pressuring them to pursue formal redress.
Ethical practice is also grounded in researcher reflexivity. According to Dodgson (2019), reflexivity enhances analytical rigour by ensuring that positionality is brought into the light and questioned. A reflexive journal will thus be kept throughout the data collection and analysis process, particularly to record assumptions derived from prior exposure to the DEI literature. 
[bookmark: _Toc225778701]3.9  Limitations of the Study
There are three limitations to consider. First, the cross-sectional design will capture perceptions at a single point in time. It will not be able to determine how DEI has changed across employment relationships, promotion cycles, changes in managers, and organisational changes. This is a typical limitation of qualitative research at the proposal stage (Bryman, 2016), and longitudinal research would require further investigation.
Second, a sample of 8-10 people is suitable for interpretive qualitative inquiry. Still, it limits the range of perceptions that can be expressed and does not allow the generation of statistically generalisable results. The purposive sample will maximise variation, yet some experiential positions will not be represented. According to Silverman (2017), this does not matter as long as the analytical claims are limited to the context and sample. The research is thus analytical and conceptual generalisation, rather than statistical representativeness.
Third, interpretivist inquiry has a fundamental weakness: researcher positionality. Work on DEI, organisational justice, and inclusive leadership literature may influence the extent to which organisational justice was foregrounded in participants' accounts. Sections 3.7 and 3.8 (member-checking, reflexive journaling, and transparent reporting of coding decisions) are measures to safeguard against this risk, but they cannot eliminate it. It is not specific to the study but, rather, with transparency, which is an epistemological feature of interpretivist research, addressed by methodological denial. 
[bookmark: _Toc225778702]4.0  Outcomes and Timetable
[bookmark: _Toc225778703]4.1  Expected Outcomes and Contribution
The proposed study will seal a qualitative literature gap regarding the qualitative research of DEI, as it will produce frontline-level evidence within the UK hospitality industry, where this type of inquiry is limited at the worker level (Koç et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025).
The research will expand the Organisational Justice Theory, Social Identity Theory, and the Inclusion Climate framework application to a UK low-level hospitality setting, where the synergistic worth of both approaches has not been previously experimented on. It will affirm the argument of Manoharan et al. (2023) that DEI in hospitality needs to be perceived in lived, everyday experience rather than just policy and meet the need of Nkomo et al. (2019) of a more contextually and identity-sensitive diversity scholarship.
The results will determine the credibility of practices in terms of DEI that frontline workers believe and that they perceive as performative, and the impact of supervisory behaviour on the latter. This will be used directly to inform the redesign of Dei induction programmes, supervisor training, and performance evaluation frameworks in line with workforce preferences in the UK Hospitality (2024), and the frontline worker voice in the Fair Work Convention (2024). 
[bookmark: _Toc225778704]4.2  Gantt Chart and Timeline Narrative
The proposed study will run for 20 weeks and be structured into 11 consecutive stages. The timeline is planned with the express consideration of two structural dependencies: the ethics approval should be given before primary data collection, which means that there must be a minimum of two to three weeks between the ethics submission and the process of fieldwork; and the transcription is intensive and requires around four hours of processing time per hour of the recorded interview (Saunders et al., 2019). These are expected to experience cancellations and rescheduling among participants, and a one-week cushion has been included in the data collection process. The thematic analysis stage is given four weeks, during which the recursive and iterative nature of the reflexive thematic analysis will be carried out in accordance with the recommendations of Braun and Clarke (2006). The presentational quality is significant at Level 7, as reflected in the two weeks allowed for proofreading and formatting before final submission.
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Table 3: Research Gantt Chart (Self-made)
Word Count: 5197
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The following questions are indicative. All interviews will be preceded by a verbal briefing, a review of the Participant Information Sheet, and written consent confirmation. Questions will be adapted contextually during each conversation.
Table A1: Interview Guide
	Section
	Interview Question
	Research Question Link

	Opening
	Could you describe your current role and how long you have worked in this organisation?
	Contextual -- all RQs

	DEI Awareness
	Does your organisation have a diversity, equity, and inclusion policy or programme? If so, how does it show up in your day-to-day work?
	RQ1

	Fairness Perceptions
	Do you feel that employees are treated fairly regardless of their background in your workplace? Could you give a specific example?
	RQ1, RQ2

	Identity Experience
	Have there been times when your background -- such as your ethnicity, gender, or where you are from -- has affected how you are treated at work?
	RQ2

	Inclusion Climate
	Would you say your team or work group is a place where people feel free to be themselves? What makes you say that?
	RQ2, RQ3

	Supervisory Behaviour
	How would you describe the way your manager or supervisor handles issues related to fairness and inclusion within your team?
	RQ3

	Policy vs. Reality
	In your view, is there a difference between what your organisation says it does about diversity and inclusion and what actually happens in practice?
	RQ1, RQ4

	Closing
	Is there anything else about your experience of diversity and inclusion in this organisation that you would like to share?
	All RQs


Source: Author's own design. Questions are indicative; probes will be developed contextually during each interview.
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