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[bookmark: _Toc242267434]Introduction

My doctoral research journey has changed not only how I understand research but also how I see myself as a researcher. When I started my DBA, I was more comfortable with numerical data, statistics and measurable evidence. I believed that good research should produce clear answers that could be supported by data. Through Part 1, my pilot study and engagement with research philosophy, I have learned that research also involves questioning my own assumptions, understanding participants within their social context and recognising my influence on the research process. This portfolio reflects critically on that development. Rather than presenting an ideal version of what I might do, I use moments from my six pilot interviews to show where my thinking changed, where tensions remain and what I now need to do differently as I progress into the next stage of  my doctoral research.
[bookmark: _Toc242267435]1. Who You Were When You Started
When I started my DBA, I believed that research was mainly about collecting reliable information, analysing it carefully and producing findings that could answer a research question. I was particularly comfortable with numerical data, statistics and measurable evidence. I can now identify where this preference came from. My MSc in Physics trained me to value measurement, numerical accuracy, structured analysis and evidence that could be checked. In that disciplinary environment, numbers often appeared to offer a clear route from observation to conclusion. This background did not make me a positivist automatically, but it influenced what I initially regarded as strong evidence.
My early thinking therefore had similarities with positivist assumptions, particularly the idea that a researcher can investigate a problem systematically and identify patterns through observable evidence (Crotty, 1998). When I began thinking about QR code payment adoption, I was naturally drawn towards questions that could be measured: who used QR payments, how frequently they used them, and which factors increased or reduced adoption. TAM and UTAUT initially felt comfortable because they offered recognisable concepts such as usefulness, ease of use, social influence and facilitating conditions (Davis, 1989; Venkatesh et al., 2003).
The pilot challenged this way of thinking. I had initially been tempted to interpret cash preference as evidence of lower digital confidence. However, the interviews showed me that this interpretation was too simple. One participant said that “cash feels 100% right”, while another explained that “if you have money in hand, you know how much is used”. These comments made me recognise that cash could represent certainty, budgeting, control and emotional security rather than simply resistance to technology. I had been looking at non-adoption as something requiring explanation, while participants were describing cash as a meaningful and sometimes rational choice.
A second moment came when an older participant described QR payment as being “for educated people” and added, “I am not very educated”. I could have coded this only as low digital literacy. Instead, it made me think about how technological competence can become connected to a person’s sense of confidence and identity. The issue was not simply whether the participant knew how to scan a code. The participant was also positioning themselves in relation to education and technology. This is the kind of meaning that a frequency count would not have shown me.
At the same time, I have not rejected quantitative evidence. Statistics remain useful for identifying broad patterns, particularly in a rapidly changing area such as digital finance. What has changed is my assumption that numerical evidence is automatically more objective or more valuable. Interpretivist thinking has encouraged me to recognise that participants may experience the same technology differently because meaning is shaped by experience, relationships and context (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Crotty, 1998; Creswell and Poth, 2018).
My professional experience also reinforced this preference for clear and checkable evidence. In administrative and operational work, accuracy, records, procedures and measurable outcomes are important, so I became used to thinking that a problem should be identified and then resolved through reliable information. I can now see that I carried some of this practical mindset into doctoral research. In qualitative research, however, a participant’s uncertainty or apparently contradictory answer is not necessarily an error to correct. It may reveal how meaning changes across situations. Recognising this has helped me separate my previous habits of checking for a correct answer from the interpretive task of understanding why different accounts can all be meaningful.
I now see my earlier preference for numbers as part of my research biography rather than as a neutral starting point. This matters because it can still influence what I notice. If I enter an interview expecting digital adoption to represent progress, I may unintentionally treat cash preference as a deficit. My responsibility is therefore not to remove my background, which is impossible, but to make it visible and question how it shapes my decisions. Reflexivity requires this continuing examination of the researcher’s assumptions and influence (Finlay, 2002; Berger, 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc242267436]2. Your Relationship with Theory and Literature
One of the most difficult parts of my doctoral development has been moving from reading literature for information to engaging with it critically. At the beginning, I tended to ask whether an article supported my topic. I paid less attention to the assumptions behind the study, the population included, the method used or what the study could not explain. I now understand that doctoral engagement with literature requires comparison, questioning and attention to context rather than simply collecting supportive citations.
My early attraction to TAM illustrates this development. TAM explains technology acceptance through perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use (Davis, 1989). UTAUT extends this by including performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence and facilitating conditions (Venkatesh et al., 2003). These models gave me a clear vocabulary for thinking about digital payment adoption, but they also reflected my preference for structured relationships between variables. Bagozzi (2007) argues that technology-acceptance research can become too narrow when complex behaviour is reduced to a limited set of predictors. This criticism became more meaningful to me after my pilot because participants did not describe their decisions as a simple calculation of usefulness and ease.
For example, one participant used QR payments in his food-stall business but explained that he did not trust them “100%”. He described customers showing old payment screenshots and said he now checked whether payment had actually arrived before accepting it. He also described delays of five, ten or fifteen minutes. This account showed me that a person can simultaneously use a technology, value its convenience and remain cautious about it. “Adoption” therefore did not mean complete trust. Another participant learned QR payment with help from a friend but later reduced her use after a failed petrol-station payment and stories of cyber fraud. These experiences made me more cautious about treating adoption and non-adoption as fixed categories.
Engaging with empirical research has also helped me place these accounts in a wider Indian context. Shankar and Datta (2018) found that factors including trust and perceived risk are important in Indian mobile-payment adoption. Chawla and Joshi (2019) likewise show, through empirical research in India, that trust and perceived usefulness are important in consumers’ attitudes and intentions towards mobile wallets. More recent work by Sindakis and Showkat (2024) shows that rural technology adoption in India is shaped by digital literacy, infrastructure and demographic differences, including age. Srivastava, Mohta and Shunmugasundaram (2024) examine digital-payment FinTech adoption among Gen Y and Gen Z users in India, reinforcing the importance of examining generationally situated experiences rather than assuming a single type of digital consumer. These studies do not provide an explanation for my participants, but they help me see where my pilot connects with, and differs from, wider empirical research.
The literature has also changed how I understand cash. Earlier, I was inclined to view cash as the older system that digital payments would eventually replace. My interviews disrupted that assumption. Participants described cash as immediate, visible and controllable. This has encouraged me to read digital-payment literature with a more critical question: does the research treat cash use as a problem or failure to adopt, or does it allow cash and digital payment to coexist as context-dependent practices? This distinction matters because an adoption framework can unintentionally position digital use as the desired endpoint.
My relationship with qualitative methodology has developed in a similar way. Braun and Clarke’s reflexive thematic analysis is not simply a technique for grouping similar answers. It requires the researcher to develop patterns of meaning through active and reflexive engagement with the data (Braun and Clarke, 2006; 2022). During my pilot I initially found it easier to create descriptive codes such as “fear of fraud”, “network problem” and “family support”. I now recognise that doctoral analysis must go further and ask how these experiences are connected, what assumptions sit underneath them and where participants contradict one another.
I have also become more critical of generational labels. Mannheim (1952) provides a useful foundation for thinking about generations as socially and historically located rather than merely age categories. This is important for my current study because age alone cannot explain why people understand technology differently. Digital exposure, education, occupation, household relationships and local infrastructure may cut across generational categories. Recent Indian evidence also indicates that age differences interact with wider conditions of digital access and capability (Sindakis and Showkat, 2024). Digital literacy is also more than basic technical access; it includes the skills needed to interpret and use digital environments effectively (Eshet-Alkalai, 2004).
My approach to qualitative analysis also developed during Part 1. I initially considered Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) because I was interested in how participants made sense of their lived experiences of QR code payments. As my research focus developed, however, I recognised that I wanted to do more than examine each participant’s individual experience in depth. I wanted to explore shared and contrasting patterns of meaning across participants from different generations and locations. This led me to move from IPA towards Braun and Clarke’s Reflexive Thematic Analysis (RTA). RTA gives me greater flexibility to interpret patterns across participants while remaining consistent with my interpretivist position (Braun and Clarke, 2006; 2019; 2022). This change was important because it taught me that an analytical approach should be chosen because it fits the research question and purpose of the study, rather than simply because it is a recognised qualitative method.
Overall, theory has moved from being something I thought I had to “choose” to something I use critically. UTAUT can sensitise me to issues such as social influence and facilitating conditions, and later reviews show how widely the model has been used across technology-adoption research (Williams, Rana and Dwivedi, 2015), but it does not need to determine what participants are allowed to say. SCOT is useful because it draws attention to interpretive flexibility and the possibility that different social groups attach different meanings to the same technology (Pinch and Bijker, 1984; Bijker, 1995). My task is not to force the data into either framework but to use theory to deepen, question and communicate my interpretation.
[bookmark: _Toc242267437]3. The Evolution of Your Research Focus
My research focus has changed considerably during Part 1. My interest in QR code payments and generational differences has remained, but the problem I now want to investigate is different from the one I first imagined. Initially, I was mainly interested in why some people adopted digital payments and others did not. Looking back, this contained an assumption that greater digital adoption represented progress and that continued cash use was a problem requiring explanation.
My pilot study was important in challenging that assumption because the six accounts did not fall neatly into age-based patterns. Y1, aged 24, used QR payments for most everyday purchases and described them as “easier and faster than cash”, but still carried cash because of network and server problems. M1, a 32-year-old software engineer, said that around 90% of his payments were online and trusted the system, yet a failed hospital payment and the absence of QR facilities on local buses still forced him to rely on cash. In contrast, M2, aged 37, said that “cash feels 100% right” and connected it with certainty, household budgeting and mental peace. Y2, aged 23, also challenged my expectations: although she had learned QR payment from friends, she said that cash was “100 percent safe and tension free” and described avoiding QR payments “99 percent of the time” after a failed petrol-station payment and growing concern about cyber fraud. These accounts made me realise that generation may shape experience, but it cannot be treated as a simple predictor of digital-payment preference.
The two older participants challenged a second assumption. O1, a 52-year-old food-stall owner, was not simply resistant to digital payment. He accepted both cash and QR payments and explained that QR could save time when customers did not have change. His son had helped him learn the system, yet experiences of delayed payments and customers showing old payment screenshots meant that he checked transactions carefully before accepting them. O2, aged 51, preferred cash and said, “if you have money in hand, you know how much is used”. She also described QR as “for educated people” and said, “I am not very educated”, while relying on her son for help. Reading these two older accounts together prevented me from treating older participants as one homogeneous group. Their experiences differed in use, confidence and trust, even though family support and concerns about control were present in both.
This made me more interested in how meanings are constructed around payment practices. Cash could mean control to one participant, habit to another and practical backup to someone who usually paid digitally. QR payment could mean speed, modernity and convenience, but it could also mean uncertainty, fraud risk or dependence on another person. These differences are consistent with the idea of interpretive flexibility within SCOT, where a technology can acquire different meanings for different social groups (Pinch and Bijker, 1984; Bijker, 1995).
My geographical focus has also become more precise. The pilot centred on Modasa, but my current doctoral design compares Modasa and Gandhinagar. This is not simply an attempt to add another location. It allows me to examine how local infrastructure, social relationships and everyday payment environments may differ across contexts. Sindakis and Showkat (2024) show that technology adoption in India is shaped by infrastructure, digital capability and demographic conditions, which reinforces the need to avoid treating “India” or even “Gujarat” as a single uniform digital environment.
I have also become more careful about generational categories. My pilot used broad age groups, but I now recognise that doctoral work requires a clearer theoretical justification for cohort boundaries. Mannheim (1952) reminds me that generations involve shared socio-historical location, not merely age. I therefore need to use recognised cohort labels carefully and avoid suggesting that everyone within a generation will have the same digital experience. The pilot itself provides a warning against this because a younger participant strongly preferred cash while an older participant actively used QR payments in his business.
The most important development is therefore a change in the direction of my questioning. I no longer want to ask which generation is “better” at digital payment or why some people have failed to adopt it. I want to understand how people experience and make sense of QR payments, including use, selective use and non-use, and how those meanings are connected to trust, confidence, family relationships and local context.
Another change concerns comparison itself. At first, I imagined comparison mainly as identifying differences between age groups. The pilot made me more cautious. If I expect Gen Z, Millennials and Gen X to behave differently, I may overlook similarities across them. I therefore want generation and location to remain important contexts without allowing either to become an automatic explanation for participants’ experiences.
My current overarching research question is: How do Gen Z, Millennials/Gen Y and Gen X participants in Modasa and Gandhinagar experience and make sense of QR code payments in everyday life? Supporting questions examine participants’ experiences of trust, perceived risk, digital confidence and literacy; the role of family relationships and intergenerational learning; and how local social, cultural and infrastructural contexts feature in everyday QR-payment use. This formulation reflects the main change in my thinking: I am now trying to understand different meanings rather than treating digital adoption as the outcome that participants should move towards.
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My doctoral journey has made me more aware that I do not enter the research process as a neutral observer. I am a doctoral researcher with familiarity with Gujarati language and culture, and I am also a Gujarati woman interviewing participants who may differ from me in age, gender, education, occupation and technological confidence. Berger (2015) argues that researchers’ positions can create both closeness and distance in qualitative research. My familiarity may help participants feel understood, but it can also make me assume that I already understand what they mean.
The pilot showed me why this matters. When an older male participant described learning QR payment from his son and explained how he checked transactions at his food stall, I could easily have interpreted the story mainly as successful intergenerational learning. However, I now need to consider the interview relationship itself. As a younger Gujarati woman and doctoral researcher asking an older man about money and technological competence, I may be asking about areas connected to independence, expertise and social status. He may want to present himself as capable and experienced, or he may minimise difficulties. Equally, an older woman may describe dependence, confidence or household financial decisions differently when speaking to me because gender and family roles can affect what feels appropriate to disclose.
I should not assume that Gujarati culture produces one fixed pattern of gender or household finance. That would replace participants’ meanings with a stereotype. Instead, positionality requires me to ask how gender, age and household expectations may operate differently in each interview. For example, who normally makes everyday payments in the household? Who controls access to bank accounts or smartphones? Who is expected to ask for help? Who might feel embarrassed about admitting difficulty? These questions are relevant because competence with money and technology can carry social meaning.
One pilot account illustrates this complexity. An older participant explained that his son introduced him to QR payments, downloaded the application, printed the QR code and initially stayed at the stall to help him check whether payments were completed. This could be read as supportive family learning. It could also involve temporary dependence on a younger family member. My interpretation should therefore avoid celebrating “support” without asking how the older participant experienced that support and whether it increased independence, created dependence, or both.
Power also comes from my academic role. I choose the questions, decide when to probe, translate participants’ words and later decide which extracts appear in the thesis. Even when an interview feels friendly, this power does not disappear (Finlay, 2002). During the pilot I sometimes followed up strongly when participants mentioned fraud or distrust because these issues were central to my research interests. I now recognise that repeated probing can signal to participants that I consider one part of their answer more important than another.
Language adds another layer. Conducting interviews in Gujarati or Hindi can reduce linguistic distance, but translating them into English is not neutral. Translation involves decisions about tone, emphasis and culturally specific expressions (Temple and Young, 2004; Squires, 2009). A phrase that sounds simple in English may carry stronger emotional or social meaning in Gujarati. I therefore need to return to the original-language transcript when an interpretation depends on a particular phrase rather than relying only on the English translation.
In future interviews I will write a short reflexive note immediately afterwards. I will record where I felt agreement, surprise, discomfort or a desire to correct or help the participant. I will also record moments where age or gender seemed relevant to the interaction, while treating these as reflexive questions rather than facts about the participant. During analysis I will actively look for evidence that contradicts my first interpretation. This is particularly important because my insider familiarity can create a false sense that an explanation is obvious.
My own familiarity with digital payments may also affect the interview. Because QR payment is ordinary in my own social world, I may unintentionally use language that assumes participants understand particular functions or security practices. With an older participant, this could create pressure to appear knowledgeable; with a younger participant, I might assume confidence simply because of age. I therefore need to notice not only what participants say but also how my wording, examples and reactions may shape the space in which they answer. Reflexivity here means examining my contribution to the interview rather than treating the participant’s account as something produced independently of me.
My positionality is therefore neither simply an advantage nor a problem to remove. It is part of how knowledge is produced in the study. My responsibility is to make that influence visible, question it and show how I have worked to prevent familiarity, gendered assumptions or academic authority from becoming unexamined explanations.
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My pilot study has helped me understand that ethics extends beyond obtaining a signed consent form. Ethical responsibility continues through recruitment, interviewing, translation, analysis and representation (Tracy, 2010). The pilot exposed several tensions that I need to manage more explicitly in the main study.
The first concerns recruitment through community networks and referrals. These routes can be useful for reaching information-rich participants, but familiarity can make refusal more difficult. A person may agree because the invitation comes through someone they know rather than because they genuinely want to participate. In future recruitment I therefore need to make clear that participation is voluntary, that declining will have no consequence for any personal relationship, and that consent is an ongoing process rather than a one-off signature.
A second tension concerns discussions of money, fraud and technological competence. These topics can expose embarrassment or vulnerability even when I do not ask participants to reveal income or account details. One participant described feeling that QR payment was “for educated people” and linked this to being “not very educated”. Another described a family fraud experience involving an OTP. These are not simply useful pieces of data. They can involve shame, fear or judgement. If I repeatedly ask why someone does not trust digital payments, the participant may feel that I am questioning the reasonableness of their decision. I therefore need to use neutral probes and make clear that cash use, digital use and non-use are all legitimate experiences within the study.
A third issue is family presence during interviews. My pilot highlighted how central younger relatives can be to older participants’ digital-payment experiences. A younger family member may help an older participant join Microsoft Teams, understand the technology or feel comfortable taking part. However, if that relative remains present, their presence may influence both consent and what the participant says. An older participant might agree with the younger person, avoid discussing dependence, or hesitate to describe family disagreements about money. The relative might also answer on the participant’s behalf.
In the main study, I therefore need to distinguish practical assistance from participation in the interview. If a relative helps with connection or setup, I will confirm consent directly with the participant once communication is established. Where possible, I will ask whether the participant is comfortable continuing privately. If the participant wants a family member to remain, I will record that context in my field notes and consider its possible influence during analysis. I will also make clear that the participant, not the helper, is the person whose account I am seeking. If privacy cannot be achieved, I will avoid asking for sensitive financial details and will treat the presence of the family member as part of the interview context rather than pretending it had no effect.
Confidentiality is also complicated by the small and socially connected setting. Six pilot participants could be described through combinations of age, occupation and experience that make them recognisable locally even if names are removed. In the main study I need to minimise unnecessary identifying detail and consider whether a distinctive story could reveal a participant. This creates a tension between rich qualitative description and protection from deductive identification. Providing sufficient contextual detail while protecting identity also requires careful judgement about transferability and credibility in qualitative research (Shenton, 2004).
Translation creates an ethical responsibility as well. When I translate Gujarati or Hindi extracts into English, I am representing another person’s voice. Temple and Young (2004) show that translation involves interpretation. I therefore need to preserve meaning rather than making participants sound more academically polished than they were. Where a culturally specific expression matters, I should explain it rather than silently replacing it with an English phrase that changes the tone.
Finally, ethical analysis requires attention to contradictory and uncomfortable accounts. I should not select only quotations that make my argument look clear. Tracy’s (2010) discussion of qualitative quality reinforces the importance of sincerity and meaningful coherence. For me, this means representing uncertainty and divergence, including younger participants who prefer cash and older participants who use QR confidently. Ethical representation is therefore connected to analytical quality: participants should not be reduced to examples that fit a generational story I had already decided to tell.
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My next stage of development needs to be specific rather than simply saying that I will “read more critically”. First, I will build a literature matrix for the main strands of my study: QR/UPI use in India, trust and risk, cash practices, generational digital finance, family learning and rural/semi-rural infrastructure. For each paper I will record the context, sample, theory, method, findings, limitations and how it challenges or supports my interpretation. I will deliberately include recent Indian empirical research, not only methodology texts.
Second, after every interview I will write a reflexive memo recording my assumptions, emotional reactions, power dynamics, family presence and moments where I may have led or over-probed. During reflexive thematic analysis I will actively search for contrasting cases rather than treating difference as noise (Braun and Clarke, 2022). I will use the memo as an active reflexive record rather than a diary of events, following the value of reflective journalling described by Ortlipp (2008).
Third, I will strengthen translation practice by returning to the original Gujarati or Hindi whenever an interpretation depends on a participant’s wording. I will also separate practical family assistance from the interview itself and document when another person is present.
The main change in me is that I no longer see doctoral research as finding the cleanest answer. I see it as making a transparent, critically reasoned interpretation while remaining accountable to participants, context and competing explanations. These concrete practices are how I intend to address the gaps identified through my pilot.
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