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[bookmark: _Toc104284149]Introduction 
This report is going to discusses and justifies the methodological choices of the researcher underpinning for the following research aim and objectives. At first, the ontological position of the researcher is being discussed and justified and subsequently the epistemological position is also being discussed and justified. The first part of the report will discuss the research aim and objective that would be helpful to develop and discuss the theoretical understanding in the next section. After that philosophical underpinnings and methodological position will be justified for the topic in hand. 
[bookmark: _Toc40276157][bookmark: _Toc40579113][bookmark: _Toc104284150]Research Aim  
[bookmark: _Toc25005018]To understand the consumer buying through exploration of the customer expectation and experience of AR app use during online buying of fashion products. 
[bookmark: _Toc40276158][bookmark: _Toc40579114][bookmark: _Toc104284151]Research objectives 
1. To identify the important characteristics of AR to improve adoption of AR app in fashion industry. 
1. To analyse the effectiveness of different usability characteristics through collecting user’s reviews on AR apps in fashion industry. 
1. To align the specific usability characteristics, with consumer experiences and expectations to understand their behaviour do online shopping through AR app. 
1. To develop a context specific social praticed affordance actualized framework to improve the customer adoption of AR app in fashion industry. 
[bookmark: _Toc104284152]Research questions 
1. What are the important characteristics of AR to improve adoption of AR app in fashion industry? 
1. How different usability characteristics impact on the shopping behaviour of the customer in fashion industry? 
1. How different specific usability characteristics align with consumer experiences and expectations to do online shopping through AR app? 
1. How a context specific social praticed affordance actualized framework can be developed to improve the customer adoption of AR app in fashion industry? 

[bookmark: _Toc104284153]Theoretical framework 
The social practice theory looks into the diverse ways whereby people create new possibilities of action and reinforce the existing ones by continuously performing them over time. Reckwitz (2002) gave one of the most prominent definitions of ‘practice’ in modern literature on social practice as he said that practice represents a routine behaviour comprising different factors which are all interlinked. This includes both mental and bodily activities and things including also their combined use, the understanding and knowledge of their use and that of their impact. These elements together constitute a practice which manifests itself in the form of routinized behaviour of people such as working, cooking, traveling etc. These factors are said to create a block by being interconnected with each other and that no single element is sufficient in its entirety to create a practice. Hence, the interconnection of these factors is of critical importance to the existence of practice. Ropke (2009) and Shove & Pantzar (2005) highlighted three main elements of practice: meaning, material, and competence. 
Gibson (1986) is credited for propagating the concept of affordance in ecological psychology (Seidel et al., 2013; Zammuto et al., 2007) that it involves interaction between a social actor and his environment – surroundings of the social actor. Gibson (1986) argued that social actors are living organisms which behave according to the interaction with the environment in which they are found. This interaction is enabled by certain conditions involve the properties of both the environment and the actor (Gibson, 1986). Thus, affordance may be defined as a prerequisite of activity but this does not mean that an activity will necessarily take place following the affordance (Greeno, 1994). This means that affordance may be seen as perceived probability of action near social actor (Hartson, 2003). Nevertheless, it does indicate a relation between the actor and the artefact and it is on the basis of this relation that the actor perceives the probability of an action. 
The aim of this research is to look into actualization of affordance. This it does by taking into account the expectations of the users and their real experience. It will be helpful in understanding the expected dimensions of usability with respect to AR apps. There are different perceptions about technology near users and such a perception significantly influence their actualization of technology. This actualization depends on components such as material, meaning and competence of the user; thrice of which interact to give rise to actualization of affordance. This then gives rise to a new routine behaviour of the user. This routine behaviour is based on the affordance, human capability and artefact’s dimensions (Figure – 1). Therefore, the focus of the current research is on understanding the actual affordance of the technology by taking into account social practice theory. 
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[bookmark: _Toc104284163]Figure 1 Theoretical framework developed by author of this report
The concept of affordance links the goal and meaning together, and both these elements are also critical to the existence of a social practice. Hence, affordance is highly relevant to social practice (see figure 1). The social practice theory highlights meaning as comprising symbols, ides, and aspirations. It also involves issues that are peculiar to meaning such as understandings, beliefs, and emotions leading towards the attached goals with social act (Shove & Pantzar, 2005; Ropke, 2009; Shove et al., 2012; Reckwitz, 2002). This means that human actors align meanings and goals together in their mind to commence a practice. The meaning is also related to the expectation about an artefact that whether or not it would be conducive to the purpose for which the user intends to adopt it. If there is positive perception in the mind of the user about the perceived usefulness of the artefact it would lead towards its adoption by the user (Yang et a., 2014; Osatuyi et al., 2020). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The users relate their goals with the usefulness of the technology to decide whether or not to use the technology such as AR apps. Bygstad et al., (2016) observed that affordance represents the perceived probability of an action on the basis of which an outcome can be achieved. This perception is developed in the mind of the potential user and hence indicates the relation between the artefact and the potential user (Bygstad et al., 2016). The goal-oriented user has certain meaning attached to the artefact about its probable use. Coursaris et al., (2008) described this attachment of usefulness meaning to the artefact. The meaning represents the expectation on part of the user about the usefulness of the artefact to fulfil the desired purpose of the user which he associates with the artefact when he comes across the artefact (Yang et al., 2014; Osatuyi et al., 2020). This shows that affordance is not actually using the artefact but the probability of fulfilling a desired outcome perceived by the user when he comes across the artefact. The human user has a certain desired outcome in mind to be achieved and when he comes across the artefact he develops a perception about the artefact enabling him to achieve that purpose. 
There is a clear relation between the ability of the social actor as enunciated in affordance theory and the competency factor of social actors enunciated in the social practice theory. This means that the characteristics of social actors described in both theories coincide with each other. Hartson (2003) and McGrenere & Ho (2000) argued that the ability of the social actor is not influential on the affordance. Hartson (2003) related affordance with the environment of the social actor in which he is found and develops the capability of perceiving the usefulness of the object. Different researchers highlighted the enabling and constraining elements of affordance actualization such as individual behaviour, competency of social actor, skills of social actor, environment features, and features of the artefact (Burton-Jones & Volkoff, 2017; Karlsen et al., 2019; Krancher et al., 2018; Leonardi et al., 2019; Jung & Lyytinen, 2014; Strong et al., 2014). 
The competency factor involves the skills on part of the user to execute the practice. This is more than just possessing the knowledge about performance, this involves the capacity to actually perform the practice. Thus, it combines both knowledge and skills on the basis of which a social actor has the ability to perform the practice (Shove & Pantzar, 2005; Ropke, 2009; Shove et al., 2012; Reckwitz, 2002). Furthermore, the impact of the skills depends on the level of efficiency the social actor has in executive the practice with respect to using the artefact (Heller, 2012; Bas, 2012; Barbosa et al., 2008). Therefore, the competency of the social actor in the context of social practice theory represents the skills required on part of social actor to actualize the affordance of an artefact. 
[bookmark: _Toc34580073][bookmark: _Toc65516642][bookmark: _Toc104284154]Research philosophy 
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[bookmark: _Toc104284164]Figure 2 The four rings model (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015, p., 47)
Easterby-Smith et al., (2015) claimed that ontological position is starting point of the justification of the philosophical position of the research therefore, the discussion of this section is going to follow the above four rings model (see figure 2) to justify the different philosophcil and methodological justifications for the research.  Research philosophy represents the worldview of the researcher about the development of knowledge as Saunders et al., (2019) indicated that when a researcher commences research project, he is in essence developing further knowledge. Saunders et al., (2019) further stated that even when a researcher is looking into a smaller issue, he is still creating knowledge. The approach taken by the researcher to address the issue takes the epistemological and ontological positions. Ontology represents the understanding about nature of existence and reality whereas epistemology represents the understanding about the development of knowledge that how knowledge can best be developed (Easterby-Simth et al., 2015). 
Esterby-Smith et al., (2015) observed that both social and natural scientists draw the methodologies about developing the knowledge on the basis of their ontological and epistemological assumptions. Epistemology is concerned with the manner of enquiring into the social and physical worlds (see figure 2). Thus, it is also dubbed as theory of knowledge that how a person knows something that he knows. It has taken two diverging approaches towards development of knowledge i.e., social constructionism and positivism (Esterby-Smith et al., 2015). Saunders et al., (2019) stated that research philosophy is an integral element in research (see figure 3) which impact on the research design therefore, first of research philosophical position is going to justify that would leads towards the justification of research design. 
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[bookmark: _Toc104284165]Figure 3 Link between philosophical assumption and research design (Saunders et al., 2019, p., 132).
[bookmark: _Toc34580074][bookmark: _Toc65516643][bookmark: _Toc104284155]Ontology 
The philosophers have long engaged in the debate of relativism versus realism (Haig, 2018). Realism takes the position that reality is singular and can be determined by observing it externally to remove any potential for bias influencing the existence of reality and the determination of its existence (Haig, 2018). Relativism on the other hand takes the position that different people incur different experiences even when they are found in the same situation, therefore, the reality is not necessarily universally singular, it can be multiple in nature depending on the varied nature of experience of people found in the same situation. Thus, relativism attaches importance to studying the perspectives of social actors for which external observation is not warranted, involvement of the researcher is. As Collins (1983) cited in Easterby-Smith et al., (2015) argued that truth varies from one place to another. 
The two prominent ontological positions comprise the realism and relativism and both these approaches are concerned with the reality being singular or multiple in nature. Both are related to the worldview taken by the researcher. Orlikowski & Baroudi (1991) observed that realism takes the position that both social and physical worlds can be described and assessed objectively only whereas relativism takes the position that they can be described and assessed subjectively only. If the researcher adopts the realist position then it means that the researcher is looking to find conclusive answers on the basis of which principles can be drawn whereas if the researcher is taking the relativist position then it means that the researcher is looking to conduct in-depth understanding of the phenomenon (Greenfield & Greener, 2016). Thus, relativist is concerned with interpretation of the reality and this position is in line with the aim and objectives of the current research i.e., to understand the user experience and expectation about AR apps. Since the aim is to understand instead of drawing principles, therefore, realism position is not adopted, and relativism position is adopted. 
Relativist position entails that the reality is not singular and instead it has multiple folds each of which is critical to understanding the reality. The relativist position is not aimed at seeking singular truth of the social phenomenon. Instead, it is seeking the deeper understanding of the phenomenon (Greenfield & Greener, 2016). The fact that user expectation theories besides affordance theories are subjective in nature (Benbunan-Fich, 2020) justifies the relativist ontological position of the researcher to attempt to understand the user experience and expectations about AR apps. This will be helpful in knowing what the users want from such apps. Therefore, relativist ontological position is the most suitable ontological position for the current research. 
Blackler (1995) argued that knowledge is not something that people possess, it is also something that people do. This means that people develop knowledge because of their actions and that by studying the actions of people further knowledge can be developed. This also differentiates objectivist and subjectivist approaches based on mind and body dichotomy. Objectivists believe that knowledge is developed based on cognitive process which primarily involves mind as compared to body (Peters, et al., 2012). The subjectivist or practice-based approach takes the position that knowledge is also developed by studying the routine activities of the people which they may even be performing unconsciously due to such activities having become their routine habits or behaviours (Blaxter, 2010). As such development of knowledge is less about cognitive process and more about holistic process involving the body as well (Gherardi, 2002). Thus, subjectivist approach entails that knowledge comprises thinking and doing alike therefore, subjectivism position is being taken for this research. 
Objectivism takes the approach found in natural sciences that scientific methods generate certain and concrete results based on which future course can be predicted. It thus takes the position that reality is best determined by staying external to it i.e., observing it as an external observer (Saunders, et al., 2019; Appendix – 1). In ontology, the objective approach of the researcher would mean that he is undertaking research based on scientific methods in which highly structured techniques of data collection and analysis will be utilized to arrive at universal conclusions (Saunders et al., 2019). This brings objectivism in line with realism in ontology whereby social phenomena are studied by staying external to them i.e., observing them independently (Saunders et al., 2019). The objectivist approach also takes the view that social reality is singular in nature and thus it cannot be multiple. This means that the aim of the researcher is to find that universally true social reality and by following the structured techniques that reality is attempted to be found (Denscombe, 2009). 
Subjectivism on the other hand takes an alternate approach (Appendix – 1). It entails that reality is not necessarily singular in nature because it is not independent of the social actors. People influence the environment and are influenced by the environment they are in (Saunders et al., 2019). Brinkmann, (2017) stated that every person in the same environment can have different experiences and thus reality is not singular in nature and can be multiple depending on the experience of the social actors. From ontological point of view, subjectivism coincides with nominalism or relativism (Saunders et al., 2019).  This also shows that the aim of the researcher is to explore the reality and understand multiple aspects of the same reality i.e. different user experiences and expectations about AR apps. Since exploratory research are subjective in nature and so is the relativist position, therefore, relativist ontological position will enable the researcher to subjectively process the data and develop a deeper understanding of the phenomenon thereby. It will enable the researcher to deeply understand the user expectations and experience of using the AR app and thereby come up with recommendations about bringing such apps in conformity with the user expectations and experiences. Therefore, relativist ontological position is the most suitable position for this research. 
[bookmark: _Toc34580075][bookmark: _Toc65516644][bookmark: _Toc104284156]Epistemology 
The aim of the interpretive research is to understand the way members implement realities in social groups and social settings by partaking in social processes and creating meaning thereof (Bruneo et al., 2015). The interpretivist position enables the researcher to probe into the beliefs and intentions of the participants of study and understand the meaning they attach to the social reality around them (Plesner & Phillips, 2014). Coolican, (2014) observed that interpretivist epistemological position enables the researcher to understand the view of social actors about the social world around them. By taking into account their views, the researcher is able to understand the situation that is being studied by the researcher. Thus, the interpretivist approach takes the position that reality is better understood by taking into account the meaning ascribed to it by the social actors and this is being understood through social interaction. 
Fink (2014) pointed out the position taken by interpretivism that it believes that the world is not composed of fixed objects. The focus of IS researches taking the interpretivist epistemological position is to understand the context in which IS influences the social actors i.e. users of the system. Thus, the interpretivist epistemological position in IS research enable the researcher to study the operation of IS in a social context. 
The interpretivism has different forms such as critical, deconstructionist, constructivist, and conservative (Butler, 1998). Deconstructionist approach can be compared with postmodern structuralism and thus is not suitable for IS related research such as the current one. The critical interpretivist approach investigates socially repressive ideas to explore the communicative processes (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991). This is not related to the current research. the constructivist dimension in interpretivism is related to studying the human experience. Since the current research involves studying the user experience and expectation to understand the affordance of technology, it tantamount to studying the human experience. Thus, constructivist dimension in interpretivism is pursued. 
[bookmark: _Hlk39537546]The critical interpretivist position thus enables the researcher to look deep into the subjective meanings ascribed by the individuals to the social phenomenon which the researcher is studying. This approach is influenced both from Weber’s (1978) verstehen sociology. Saunders, et al., (2019) had argued that the scientific method was second in line as the method of inquiry i.e. objective approach whereas the studying of meaning was the first in line as the method of inquiry i.e. subjective approach. Thus, the researcher in the current instance believes that the first line of enquiry should be adopted to first gain an in-depth understanding of the situation and develop a theoretical framework which the future researchers can test by taking the second in line method of enquiry i.e., through scientific method. Thus, the approach that is to be taken by the researcher coincides with relativist ontological position. This is different from the scientific method in which a researcher would take the approach of observing the use of AR app as an external observer instead of immersing in the research process. In the current situation, the researcher would immerse in the data collection and analysis process as the experience of the researcher will guide the researcher to collect and analyze the data. The distinction between these two approaches is the difference between social and natural scientists (Silverman, 1970). 
Social constructionism forms part of the interpretivism that fall under the purview of interpretive methods (Habermas, 1970). The social constructionist position takes the approach that there can be multiple realities in existence which can only be understood by considering the multiple perspective of AR users who are engulfed by such realities. So, this research will utilize qualitative method for developing this understanding to understand the user experience and expectation in context of the usability of AR apps. Nevertheless, the social constructionist epistemological position entails that the development of knowledge is culturally embedded and socially constructed. Both these are regarded as interlinked. Thus, it is imperative to assess these simultaneously. The objectivism which is linked with the positivism perspective on the other hand takes the position that knowledge is universally developed i.e., through objective means which return a universal answer to the problem (Blaxter, 2010). As such, positivist takes the view that reality is singular in nature. Moreover, objective perspective also takes the position that knowledge is found in codified form and thus knowledge which can be evidenced in codified form is regarded as true knowledge by objective perspective (Grix, 2001). However, interpretivism from objectivism perspective as the former takes the position that there is tacit dimension of knowledge as well which may not be codified which is why different professions have apprenticeship schemes in place to transfer such knowledge; and this also shows that knowledge is socially constructed and culturally embedded (Peters, et al., 2012). 
Another difference between objectivism and subjectivism approach is that former takes the position that there is fixed meaning of language whereas the latter takes the position that language is the medium used by social actors to express their views which can vary and thus same words can carry different meanings due to the different purpose for which the social actors utilize them (Sunders et al., 2019). This is the reason that the researcher plays a pivotal role in interpreting the words enunciated by social actors in interpretivism epistemology i.e., interpretivism or social constructionism as compared to positivism (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). This interpretive flexibility and subjectivity in language shows that objective method is not the sole method of carrying out the research because personal experiences of two persons in the same situation could vary from one another and both of them could be using more or less similar phrases to indicate two different meanings (Blaxter, 2010). This shows that the nature and meaning of language is socially negotiated which also limits the scope possessed by individuals for interpreting and modifying the use and meaning of language (Tsoukas, 1996; Sayer, 1992). In interpretivism epistemology, both the production and interpretation of knowledge are treated as being socially constructed. Polanyi (1969) cited Saunders et al., (2015) stated that both these processes are sense reading and sense giving whereas Boland & Tenkasi (1995) cited in Easterby-Smith et al, (2015) stated that these terms suggest perspective taking and perspective making. 
Borgman (2015) observed that social scientists make the world meaningful by studying the meanings associated by social actors to the social phenomena. The natural scientists then identify the relationship between variables in this world. Nevertheless, the social world involves subjective or shared meanings of reality and thus by studying the experience of the social actors, the meaning they attach to the reality can be understood. This helps in the overall understanding of the social phenomenon. Brinkmann, (2017) observed that subjective approach involves studying the expectations, emotions, and perceptions of the people about the particular technology as they are attached with the use of technology. 
This means that the routine interactions among people give rise to expectations on their part about different usages of different technologies. Such expectations then inform and influence their experience. The interpretivism enables the researcher to understand their expectations and experiences. Since the expectations and experiences of the users are influenced by their information, education level and other elements, therefore, the expectations and experiences about technology usages are also different for different people. The user interface indicates the interaction between the system and the user (Negulescu et al., 2012). This experience can also be subjectively understood because the user interaction is related to the social practices of the user; thus, making the technology affordance a social phenomenon. 
Silverman (1970) highlighted the difference between social scientists and natural scientists attempting to understand this phenomenon that the social scientists tend to develop sound understanding of the social phenomenon whereas the natural scientists tend to attach the external logic over the issue. However, if one considers the context of AR app in education or shopping, it appears that the user is attracted towards such apps on the basis of credibility, interactivity and compatibility and that thrice of these characteristics are subjective in nature.  Haig, (2018) observed that credibility plays a persuasive role about using something. Wilson (1983) propagated the theory of cognitive authority which is highly relatable to the concept of ‘credibility’. Both regard trustworthiness and competence as the core features of the cognitive authority which influence the decision-making process (Barbosa et al., 2008). 
[bookmark: _Hlk61255397]Bas, (2012) had pointed out that people are usually cognizant of the situation around them except when someone tells them about another situation or a different situation. However, it is also pertinent to mention that people do not readily accept what is told to them. They only take the word of those people as genuine who they believe are authorities on the subject (Bevan, 1995). They take their word as credible and thus their decisions are influenced by such authorities’ statements. Thus, when those who are considered as authorities on the matter recommend something, their recommendation tantamount to social authenticity. This increases the social acceptance of technology among other people.  Moreover, the compatibility of the technology also plays a pivotal role in its social acceptance as people tend to utilize the technology which is in line with their needs and enables them to fulfil the goal for which they are using the technology. 
The compatibility of the technology means that it should also be socially compatible and be compatible with existing technological infrastructure of the user. This enhances the affordance of the technology. Affordance of technology involves the relationship between individual and his environment within which the user intends to use the technology. Kaushik et al., (2015) observed that there is dearth of researchers on user experience but there are common assumptions which are found in literature on the subject such as subjective nature of affordance, dependency on context, and temporality (Kaushik et al., 2015). Therefore, the understanding of the phenomenon is subjective and interlinked which is why the interpretivist epistemological position is highly suitable for the current research. 
Negroponte’s (1995) research is one of the earlier researches on the affordance of technology in which it was predicted that the advancement in technology would change the modern life of people. Today, the usage of different smart devices has become an essential part of the life and technology is critical to making progress in life. The interaction between human and technology is not just studied in technological studies for designing relevant devices but also in humanities and social sciences subjects for understanding the influence of technology on routine life of people. This interaction can be studied by taking the subjective approach to uncover pragmatic issues such as that related to usability of technology (Nielsen, 1993). 
The concept of ‘usability’ is critical to understanding the interactive technical systems as it studies the relationship between technology and users (Bevan, 1995). Usability studies the effectiveness and efficiency of the system. Both these components have previously been studied in quantitative studies. The accuracy and completeness of achieving the targets of predetermined tasks were evaluated generally in experiments which were conducted for evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness (Harvey & Stanton, 2016). Allen & Chudley (2012) also pointed out that previously the studies took quantitative approach towards determining the effectiveness and efficiency of the system. 
Chow & Bucknall (2012) argued that ‘user satisfaction’ is another significant component of ‘usability’ and contrary to the objective approach towards studying the effectiveness and efficiency, the user satisfaction has been studied by using the subjective approach even though user satisfaction is based on effectiveness and efficiency of the system. Thus, the interpretivist approach may be used for studying the usability of the technology (Chestnut & Nichols, 2014). The affordance of the technology depends on its fitness with existing infrastructure of user. 
Gibson, (1977) claimed that affordance represents the possibility of action by the social actor. This possibility is more subjective than objective in nature because each person has different reasons or purposes than the other person for using the technology. Moreover, the skills which are required to operate the technology also differ from one person to another. This indicates the competency of the user to operate the technology; and the social practice theory involves competency as one of its components. Competency involves possessing the relevant knowledge and skills to operate the technology (Reckwitz, 2002; Shove et al., 2012; Shove & Pantzar, 2005; Ropke, 2009). The competency in the current situation means the knowledge and skill on part of the user to operate the AR apps. 
It is also pertinent to understand the difference between real experience and affordance of technology (Jung, and Lyytinen, 2014). Affordance represents the perceived usage of the technology near user in the light of the information available to the user. The information can be experiential or recommendation from other users. It can be stated that the availability and gaining of information are social processes and the interpretation of such information is also social. For example, a user gains information about a particular product or service in the light of recommendations shared by other users online. Different users provide different recommendations depending on the experience they had with the technology. This shows the subjective nature of user experience and affordance as such recommendations shape the perception of other users about the usability and affordance of technology. This is the reason that interpretivist approach is taken in the current research as it will enable the researcher to take the subjective approach and understand the phenomenon by studying the experience and expectations of the users. 
The question also arises if usability is all about the interaction between human and technology. Rosenzweig (2015) observed that there are different factors such as aesthetic design of the system, individual’s personal experience and preferred style of work influence the user satisfaction. Thus, user satisfaction is subjectively associated with different aspects of everyday life. This also shows that user expectations and user satisfaction are developed jointly and are subjective in nature. Interpretivists take the position that such phenomena can be understood by understanding the shared meanings attached to these by social actors. This they do through the medium of language (Boland, 1991).
The aim of the interpretivist studies generally is to understand the particular phenomenon by taking into account the meanings attached to such phenomena by humans. The research on IS shows that interpretive methods are used to understand the context in which the interaction between users and system takes place. Leung (2008) observed that the interpretivist research is not concerned with identifying variables and testing them. Instead, it is focused on understanding the social phenomenon by taking into account the view of social actors who are influenced by such social phenomenon. 
Although it is important to understand the interaction between human and technology to understand affordance of technology, but it is not easier to do so. It is because different people attach different meaning to the same system used by different people. Each person has a different motivation behind using the same system. The social practice theory in this regard highlights the importance of ideas, aspirations and symbolic meanings which people attach to utilizing artefacts. These are related to the goal which people intend to fulfil when they interact with the technology (Shove & Pantzar, 2005; Shove et al., 2012; Ropke, 2009; Reckwitz, 2002). This also means that the meaning associated by users to AR apps directly influence their experience of using the AR apps. Their user behaviour towards the AR apps is the difference between their expectation and experience. 
Studying the behaviour of the users inform about their confidence, uncertainty, annoyance, satisfaction, or frustration about using the technology. This relates to the emotional aspect of the experience incurred by the users and it is critical for instances involving the study of interaction between humans and technology. This involves subjective study of the phenomenon (Schmidt & Etches, 2012). This also means that the user behaviour relates to the meaning they attach to the technology and that such meaning is a social practice and is interpreted through interaction. 
As discussed earlier that there are different forms of interpretivism. Therefore, it cannot be regarded as a unified and unequivocal tradition. Butler (1998) observed that there are different variants of interpretivism such as critical constructivist, conservative and deconstructionist. Furthermore, the deconstructionist approach is not the prominent approach in the study of IS because its more related to postmodernism. Orlikowski & Baroudi (1991) highlighted critical tradition as related to communicative processes; and thus it is not related to the current research. As discussed above that the current research takes the constructivist perspective of interpretivism approach. Further, the researcher also discusses the conservative tradition (i.e. classical hermeneutics). 
The aim of the researcher in this research is to provide an ideal account of interpretivism with respect to IS research. The interpretivist paradigm gives importance to the subjective meanings and approaches the phenomenon from subjective perspective to broaden the understanding of phenomenon. Moreover, it is the interpretivist approach which will enable the researcher to comprehend the effect of competency on affordance of technology as competency involves the knowledge and skills of the user and influences their experience of using the technology. Such experience then influences their behaviour in post-usage stage. Moreover, the knowledge and skills of the person cannot be isolated from their personal values which is why objective approach is not suitable because only subjective approach enables understanding. This is the reason that Weber (1978) highlighted subjective interpretation as a critical feature of verstehen sociology. Schutz (1970) also highlighted the importance of subjective understanding by highlighting it as the first order enquiry and scientific method as second order enquiry. Schutz (1970) observed that the scientific knowledge is built on subjective understanding as it is after the subjective understanding that the hypotheses are being developed and then subjected to testing. Kallinikos et al., (2013) observed that the preferences and habits of people towards technology can be studied through subjective approach. 
Thus, a user’s social behaviour cannot be excluded in a study in which their usage of technology is being studied. It is because the usage of technology is influenced by social practices and such practices influence the behaviour of the person. Thus, this entire situation necessitates taking subjective approach for developing a deeper understanding of the situation (Djonov et al., 2018). This is the reason that interpretivism is the most suitable approach for conducting this research. The social context depends on individuals as they together create it (Ropke, 2009). Therefore, individual and social context are mutually dependent, which again highlights the subjective nature of the situation (Shove et al., 2012). The debate however is about the starting point i.e. from individual to social or from social to individual. 
Kasavin (2017) highlighted that social practice involves different elements and that their coherence need be understood. Silverman (1970) highlighted the difference between natural scientists and social scientists that natural scientists tend to externally verify the situation whereas social scientists tend to immerse in the situation to understand it deeply. As the social world is built on the basis of shared meanings, therefore, the scientific approach is not useful for studying the social reality involving multiple subjective realities such as user behaviour, experience, expectations, and affordance of technology. Silverman (1970) argued that there is an internal logic found in social life which cannot be studied through scientific means because scientific means impose external logical. 
Holtz (2012b) argued that the prominent features of practice frameworks comprise the coherence of social practice. It is based on the belief that the social practices are in reality the routine behaviour of people. Thus, to study a successful practice or habit, the relevant factors need be studied. Kallinikos, et al., (2013) observed that working routine means that the individual does not feel inconvenience in performing the activity. This in the context of affordance of technology means that the user must not feel inconvenience in using the technology in his routine life. This can be probed into by using interpretivist approach as this approach will enable the researcher to look into the routine life of the user and understand whether AR apps are used conveniently by him or not. 
The user satisfaction and the perceived efficiency and effectiveness are significant features of interaction between human and technology, other features such as emotional experiences and aesthetic design of the system are also subjective features which influence the perceived quality of the system (Karlsen, et al., 2019). These are also connected with the user competencies and meaning. Coherence is related to cognitive consistency (Read & Simon, 2012). A social practice which is performed regularly by individuals indicate the lack of cognitive dissonance among users while performing the activity (Cooper, 2007; Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959). 
Interpretivism is focused on uncovering the subjective meanings found in the social world of humans. Interpretivism recognizes the existence of such meanings to better understand them and reconstruct them and to use them as building blocks to develop a theory. As the literature highlights the assumptions undertaken by the researchers about the alignment between constellations of component and the resultant effect such alignment has on the routine behaviours of social actors, all social actors may experience cognitive dissonance because of such constellations. The individuals may also possess similar behavioural approach and knowledge on the issue (Shove et al., 2012; Aarts, et al., 1999). 
In this research those interpretivist research have been excluded which did not conceptualize the interpretivist approach towards IS and thus only those researches are included which have conceptualized the interpretivist approach with respect to IS. Boland (1985; 1991) is credited to be one of the first researchers who utilized the phenomenological and hermeneutics for IS research. The interpretivist approach also enables the researcher to understand the symbolic meaning attached by the social actors to the social phenomenon (Klein & Myers, 1999; Boland, 1999). Nevertheless, in this research the researcher adhered to Hassenzahl & Tractinsky’s (2006) interpretivist approach for IS research in which user experience is dubbed as comprising the three components such as emotion responses towards system; perception concerning the non-instrumental qualities of the system; and expectations concerning the instrumental qualities. 
Emotional responses represent the emotions of the users towards system following the performance of the system according to or contrary to their expectations. This response generates after the interaction between the user and the system. This shows that it is based on the actual experience of the user with the system and thus both the material and competence are critical part of this response. Perception concerning the non-instrumental qualities indicate the visual aesthetic features which the user relates with the meanings. These meanings are developed socially based on the information gained by the user from other social actors through interaction with them. Expectation about instrumental qualities such as communication, controllability, effectiveness, and credibility are also related to meanings attached with technology. This highlights the subjective nature of the expectation and perception which involves interaction between the human and technology. 
[bookmark: _Hlk104281951]The interpretivist approach will be highly useful for capturing the different meanings which different people attach to the same phenomenon. Brinkmann, (2017) highlighted the benefit of interpretivist approach that it enables the researcher to explore the real context of IS. Moreover, this approach also enables the researcher to identify the factors which influence the IS and its adoption by users (Brinkmann, 2017). Orlikowski & Baroudi (1991) observed that interpretivist research on IS take the position that people do not labour in isolation. Instead, they are part of the social reality and thus their interaction with each other influences each other’s experiences and expectations. Reckwitz (2002) observed that the user behaviour is influenced by a set of social practices which are exercised by the individuals found in the same social situation. Thus, social practices provide the context in which the user behaviour generates. Thus, consumption patterns of technology by users are influenced by their social practices (Shove, 2003). Thus, the social practice concerning the adoption of AR apps can be explored by considering the experience and expectations of the people about using the AR apps. This highlights the subjective nature of the study; hence, interpretivism approach is most suitable. 
[bookmark: _Toc104284157]Axiology 
Axiology represents the role of ethics and values. One of the key axiological choices faced by the researcher is the extent whereby one longs to see the effect of his own beliefs and values on the research carried out by him. Therefore, it is important to understand the role played by values and ethics in conducting of the research (Saunders et al., 2019). For example, Heron (1996) cited in Saunders et al., (2019) argued that the values of the researcher guide human actions all the time and even though it is inevitable to incorporate the values of the researcher during the process, it is imperative that one explicitly reflects and recognizes the values underpinning the research process. For example, my own values underpin in this topic to explore the use of the AR usability in terms user experience and expectations the reason behind selection of one topic for research compared to the other. Consequently, values influence the methodological choices of the researcher in conducting the research. 
[bookmark: _Toc40276163][bookmark: _Toc40579119][bookmark: _Toc104284158]Research design 
The research design guides the researcher to implement the research method and commence on data analysis stage. Bryman et al., (2015) observed that case study research design enables the researcher to study a single case in detail and analyse it intensively. Case study method is concerned with particular case. Saunders et al., (2019) observed that case study approach is widely being used and is highly popular for conducting business researches. Bryman et al., (2015) observed that case study research method is a popular method of looking into a business problem. 
Case study approach has commonly been used to study a case at a particular location such as at a business organization. The focus provided by case study design distinguishes it from other types of research designs. It involves intensive examination of the case (Bryman et al., 2015). It is generally believed that case study method is related to qualitative research but this identification is not entirely true although it is indeed true that certain features of case study do relate to qualitative design e.g., unstructured interviews that can be carried out in case study and the participant observations that can also be made as part of case study (Bryman et al., 2015).  Haig, (2018) stated that case study method provides a way whereby several qualitative methods may be combined. This also relieves the researcher of exclusively utilizing a single method (Grix, 2001). Thus, case study design can be used in exploratory research as well such as about usability of AR apps. Therefore, in the current research the researcher is using the online reviews and is also conducting semi-structured interviews as part of case study research design. This means that the research questions pave way for choosing the suitable research design and data collection techniques. 
Generally, the proponents of case study research design take the position that it enables conducting intensive examination of single case constituting the basis of theoretical analysis. This intensive analysis can only be generated by focusing on particular events, situational details and noting them down in a manner which encapsulates the realities, contradictions and complexities of life (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Due to this reason, case studies are generally related with qualitative methods. The main concern during case study research is the theoretical reasoning in which the researcher is engaged. This necessitates looking into the support provided by the data to theoretical arguments. Furthermore, it also necessitates that the theoretical analysis should be directly relatable to data collected. This means that the researcher should be able to generate a theory on the basis of his research findings (Yin, 2003). Thus, case study research design is placed within the purview of inductive research design which involves the relationship between research and theory (Bryman et al., 2015). But, as Bryman et al., (2015) argued that it is not entirely an inductive approach which is inductive research approach is being employed in this research to develop the context specific framework of the usability of the AR in context of customer expectation and experience. 
As it has been stated above that interpretive research paradigm primarily seeks to understand how social actors within social groups interact with each other that would make social realities through their interaction which is more qualitative in nature (Bruneo, et al., 2015). Interpretive research also seeks to understand how members` intentions and beliefs, and their attendant meanings help to develop their actions therefore that would more align with qualitative research method to answer the how and why types of the questions (Plesner, & Phillips, 2014). Therefore, the interpretivist epistemological position will be adopted for this research to explore user experiences and expectations of AR app usability. According to interpretivists, the world is not made up of objects. Rather, it is developed through interactions and experiences of the world through taking qualitative research method (Fink, 2014). Therefore, by taking interpretivist paradigmatic position, the researcher will be able to offer participants the opportunity to use an AR app to reflect on their own experience and expectation in terms of the usability of the app.  

Myers & Avison (2002) state that qualitative data collection methods include considerations of researcher reactions and impressions, texts and documents, questionnaires, interviews, and observations. According to Klein and Myers (1999), data collected from multiple sources can provide multiple and rich interpretations about specific phenomena. McKenna & Chughtai (2020) used multiple primary and secondary data collection sources, such as participant observation, chat logs, screenshots, discussion forum posts, wow patch notes, and social movement websites in their information system-based study. Previous studies have used multiple primary data collection approaches (i.e. diaries and semi-structured interview methods) (Cai, et al., 2019; Floros, et al., 2019). Secondary methods such as online reviews have also been examined in the context of information system studies (McKenna et al., 2017). Therefore, this study will use both secondary and primary sources of data. Figure 4 below summarizes the data collection process for this research. 
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[bookmark: _Toc104284166]Figure 4 Data collection process
As it has been stated in research gap that Gucci, ASOS and Zara are the faster more in fashion industry to offer AR for the customers to try fashion products before making a buying decision online. But there is lack of online reviews on their fashion industry except Gucci and ASOS. Gucci has more than 5000 online reviews on their AR app and ASOS has more than 3500 online reviews on the AR, but all other AR ads of fashion industry has less than 50 reviews because these apps are on initial stages yet. Which is why Gucci and ASOS are being selected online reviews. But more fashion AR app online reviews could be considered if researcher find opportunity to find any fashion AR app has sufficient online reviews. The first phase of data collection will take the form of an analysis of online review from 8 selected apps. The Heedzy website will be used to download online app reviews from iTunes and Google play stores since Heedzy offers the convenience of being able to download data ready for analysis in Excel format (CSV). Online reviews will be collected from two fashion industry AR apps. The purpose of data collection from 2 fashion industry AR APs to get in depth user reviews on two different fashion brands which included Gucci and ASOS online AR apps. 
The second phase will involve the collection of user reflections. During this stage three (free) AR fashion Apps will be offered to participants and participant can use any of one from these apps to use after that the participant will reflect on their immersive experience about App. Participants must consider the following:
1. Gucci (On-line shopping app) 
2. ASOS (On-line shopping app)
These AR apps were selected based on their interesting features and that fact that they are free of cost. They can be used at home, and in industry. These insights will be useful to design semi-structured interviews and group discussion will be done so that the researcher can gather relevant and rich data. Additionally, focus group discussion will be made to collect the collective point of the users AR app to do online shopping of fashion products. 
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[bookmark: _Toc104284167]Figure 5 Developed on the bases of methodological process of (Naeem, & Ozuem, 2021).
Thematic analysis will be conducted to analyse qualitative data. The data will be collected in the form of online reviews, reflections, and semi structured interviews. As per Saldana’s (2016) suggestion, two cycles of coding will be carried out to maintain the meaning and quality of data. The first cycle will range from a single letter through entire paragraphs and pages to different moving images (Wicks, 2017). Therefore, holistic coding will be employed during the first stage of coding. Rogers, (2018) defined holistic coding as an attempt “to grasp basic themes or issues in the data by absorbing them as a whole [the coder as ‘lumper’] rather than by analysing them line by line [the coder as ‘splitter]” (Dey, 1993, p. 104). During the second coding cycle, the coding portions will either be the same units and analytic memos concerning the data, or may involve large passages, or a reconfiguration of the entire coding scheme (Cooper, 2016). Therefore, elaborative coding will be employed to develop final concepts from the data. Elaborative coding  is the process of analysing textual data which is collected in qualitative form that would leads towards the development of  theory further (Gonzalez, 2016). By studying the patterns in the qualitative data, descriptions will be confirmed based on the 5 R’s of human beings (Merriam, 2014 cited in Gonzalez, 2016) to explore the roles, relationships, rituals, roles, and routines of AP users. Additionally, five stages will be followed to analyse the data. These stages will involve data familiarization; theme identification; indexing, charting, and mapping; and interpretation (see figure 5 for detail).  
[bookmark: _Toc40276164][bookmark: _Toc40579120][bookmark: _Toc104284159]Conclusion
Marketers have witnesses remarkable global developments recently due to social change and emerging technologies. Where technological development and its implementation in many sectors has provided multiple choices to customers regarding information, it has also improved online customer experiences. At present, ARAs have received attention due to their unique features including high quality displays, their richness of information, their speed of use, and ease of use for customers. However, the implementation of ARAs is in its initial stages and there is therefore inadequate information available regarding consumer expectations and experiences of using AR apps. Therefore, the present study intends to offer a research framework which can explore consumer expectations and experiences of AR apps based on their usability: interactivity, creditability, and compatibility. The study aims to develop insights from multiple sources and methods by collecting data from customers to propose a new ARA design framework. 
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Table 4.1 Philosophical assumptions as a multidimensional set of continua

Assumption type  Questions Continua with two sets of extremes
Objectivism < Subjectivism
Ontology What is the nature of Real < Nominal/decided by
reality? convention
What is the world like? External o Socially constructed
For example: One true reality = Multiple realities
— What are organisa- (universalism) (relativism)
tions like? Granular (things) = Flowing (processes)
— What is it like being in Order < Chaos
organisations?
— What is it like being a
manager or being
managed?
Epistemology How can we know what  Adopt assumptions o Adopt the assumptions
we know? of the natural of the arts and
scientist humanities
What is considered Facts < Opinions
acceptable knowledge?
What constitutes good- Numbers < Written, spoken and
quality data? visual accounts
Observable A Attributed meanings
phenomena
What kinds of contribu- Law-like = Individuals and con-
tion to knowledge can generalisations texts, specifics
be made?
Axiology What is the role of values Value-free < Value-bound
in research? Should we
try to be morally-neutral
when we do research, or
should we let our values
shape research?
How should we deal
with the values of Detachment o Integral and reflexive

research participants?
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