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[bookmark: _Toc234925663]1. Introduction and Research Rationale
Contactless payment has become an ordinary part of everyday consumption in the United Kingdom. Students pay for groceries, coffee, public transport, takeaway food, printing, social activities and small retail purchases by tapping a debit card, credit card, phone or smartwatch. What appears to be a simple payment action is also a meaningful consumer behaviour issue. Contactless payment reduces friction at the point of sale, but it may also reshape how students notice, evaluate and control their spending. This proposal therefore examines contactless payment not only as a financial technology, but as part of students’ everyday money management and consumption experience.
The UK provides a timely setting for this research. UK Finance reports that 48.8 billion payments were made in the UK in 2024, with debit cards remaining the most frequently used payment method and contactless debit and credit card payments reaching 18.9 billion (UK Finance, 2025a). Contactless methods accounted for 39% of all UK payments in 2024, while 57% of UK adults were registered for at least one mobile payment service such as Apple Pay or Google Pay (UK Finance, 2025a; UK Finance, 2025b). These figures show that contactless payment has moved from novelty to infrastructure. It is now embedded in the routines of retailers, banks, transport systems and consumers.
Regulatory change also makes the topic current. From 19 March 2026, banks and payment providers with strong fraud controls have been given flexibility to amend contactless card limits, although many consumers may not see immediate changes and existing limits of £100 per transaction and background limits up to £300 remain common in practice (FCA, 2025a; UK Finance, 2026a). This policy context raises questions about trust and risk: consumers benefit from faster payment, yet they may also worry about stolen cards, accidental taps, mobile wallet security and loss of control over small everyday transactions. Fraud data adds nuance. UK Finance’s Half Year Fraud Report 2025 reported that the contactless card fraud rate was 1.2p per £100 of transactions, lower than the overall card fraud rate, but contactless fraud still increased in the first half of 2025 (UK Finance, 2025c). For students, perceived security may not always reflect objective fraud rates, making qualitative research especially useful.
University students are a particularly valuable group to study. They are often active users of digital payment technologies, but many also operate under tight budgets and unstable income. Save the Student (2025) reported average student living costs of £1,142 per month and an average monthly shortfall of £502 between maintenance loan income and living costs. NatWest Group (2025) similarly highlights intensifying student financial pressure, while HEPI’s Minimum Income Standard work shows that student budgets involve more than basic survival; they also support social participation, mobility and university life (Hill and Padley, 2025). In this context, a payment method that makes spending quick and almost invisible may have complex consequences. It may support convenience and independence, but may also weaken budgeting awareness or increase the temptation to make small unplanned purchases.
Existing payment research has often focused on technology adoption, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, trust and risk through quantitative models such as the Technology Acceptance Model, UTAUT and perceived risk frameworks (Davis, 1989; Venkatesh et al., 2003; Pavlou, 2003; Oliveira et al., 2016). These studies are valuable, but they may not fully explain how students describe the lived experience of tapping a card or phone in daily life, how they compare cards with mobile wallets, or how they connect payment convenience with budgeting discipline. This proposal therefore adopts a qualitative approach to explore how UK university students make sense of contactless payment in their own words. The study is designed to provide rich insight into the balance between convenience, trust and spending control.
[bookmark: _Toc234925664]2. Research Aim, Objectives and Questions
The aim of this research is to explore how university students in the UK perceive and use contactless payment, with particular attention to convenience, trust, perceived security and spending control.
The study is guided by four research objectives. First, it seeks to explore how university students in the UK use contactless payment in everyday retail, transport and service settings. Second, it examines how students perceive the convenience, usefulness and normality of contactless payment. Third, it investigates how trust, perceived security and fraud concerns shape students’ willingness to use contactless cards and mobile wallets. Fourth, it explores how contactless payment affects students’ awareness of spending and their ability to control personal budgets.
The central research question is: How do university students in the UK perceive the use of contactless payment in everyday consumption? The supporting research questions are: (1) How do students describe the convenience and everyday usefulness of contactless payment? (2) How do trust and perceived security shape students’ attitudes towards contactless payment? (3) How do students perceive the relationship between contactless payment and spending control? (4) How do students compare contactless cards with mobile wallet payments such as Apple Pay and Google Pay?
These questions are exploratory rather than hypothesis-driven. This distinction is important because the proposal adopts a qualitative design. The purpose is not to measure the statistical relationship between fixed variables, but to understand students’ interpretations, experiences and tensions. For example, a student may say that contactless payment helps them move through a supermarket quickly, but also that it makes daily spending harder to remember. Such ambivalence is difficult to capture through a simple survey scale, but it can be explored through semi-structured interviews.
[bookmark: _Toc234925665]3. Literature Review and Research Gap
[bookmark: _Toc234925666]3.1 Contactless payment and the UK payment landscape
Contactless payment refers to payment transactions made by placing a payment card or enabled device near a payment terminal, usually using near-field communication technology. In consumer terms, it is valued because it is fast, familiar and widely accepted. The UK payment landscape has changed rapidly over the past decade, with cash declining and card-based and mobile payment methods becoming more dominant (Bank of England, 2024; UK Finance, 2025a). UK Finance (2025a) reports that cash fell to 9% of UK payments in 2024, while card payments accounted for 64% of transactions. This shift matters because payment methods are not neutral channels. They influence the speed, visibility and psychological experience of spending.
The growth of mobile wallets makes the topic more complex. Contactless card payments and mobile wallet payments are similar at the terminal, but consumers may perceive them differently. Mobile wallets often require biometric or passcode authentication, and they are linked to the smartphone, which many students use for banking, budgeting and communication. Research on mobile payment adoption suggests that perceived usefulness, ease of use, trust, compatibility, security and social influence can shape adoption and continued use (Dahlberg, Guo and Ondrus, 2015; Slade et al., 2015; Oliveira et al., 2016; de Luna et al., 2019). However, adoption is only part of the issue. Once contactless payment becomes habitual, the more critical question is how it affects consumer awareness and control.
[bookmark: _Toc234925667]3.2 Convenience, friction and everyday consumption
Convenience is central to contactless payment. Consumer convenience can be understood as the reduction of time, effort and cognitive burden in accessing and using a service (Berry, Seiders and Grewal, 2002). Contactless payment reduces transaction friction because consumers do not need to count cash, enter a PIN for every small purchase or wait for lengthy verification. In retail settings, this can improve flow, reduce queues and create a sense of efficiency. The Technology Acceptance Model argues that perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use influence technology acceptance (Davis, 1989), while UTAUT and UTAUT2 extend this with factors such as effort expectancy, facilitating conditions, habit and hedonic motivation (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh, Thong and Xu, 2012).
For students, convenience may have specific meanings. It may mean catching a bus without buying a ticket, quickly paying between lectures, splitting activities with friends or avoiding the need to carry cash. Yet convenience can also be double-edged. Behavioural research on payment methods suggests that when payment becomes less visible or less painful, consumers may spend more easily (Soman, 2001; Prelec and Simester, 2001; Raghubir and Srivastava, 2008). Contactless payment may therefore be experienced as both helpful and risky: helpful because it saves time, risky because it lowers the moment of reflection before purchase.
[bookmark: _Toc234925668]3.3 Trust, security and perceived risk
Trust is essential in digital and electronic payment environments. E-commerce and digital finance literature shows that trust reduces uncertainty and increases willingness to transact (Gefen, 2000; McKnight, Choudhury and Kacmar, 2002; Pavlou, 2003). In contactless payment, trust may involve several objects: trust in the bank, the card scheme, the mobile wallet provider, the retailer’s terminal, the phone’s biometric security and the wider regulatory system. A student may trust Apple Pay more than a physical card because it requires Face ID, while another may trust a physical card more because it feels less dependent on battery, signal or phone security.
Perceived risk is also important. Featherman and Pavlou (2003) distinguish risk dimensions such as financial, performance, privacy and time risk. In contactless payment, perceived risks may include unauthorised use after card loss, accidental duplicate payment, uncertainty about refunds, phone theft or the feeling that the payment process is too fast to check the amount. UK regulatory and industry data complicate these perceptions. The FCA has emphasised strong fraud controls and personal limit options as part of greater flexibility over contactless payment limits (FCA, 2025a). UK Finance (2025c) reports low contactless fraud rates compared with overall card fraud, yet wider payment fraud remains a major public concern, with UK Finance (2026b) reporting £1.28 billion stolen through payment fraud in 2025. This creates a research opportunity: students may treat contactless payment as safe in practice while still feeling anxious about particular scenarios.
[bookmark: _Toc234925669]3.4 Spending control, budgeting and the pain of paying
Spending control is the main conceptual contribution of this proposal. Traditional cash payment is tangible: consumers see money leave their wallet. Digital and card payments are less visible, which can weaken the connection between payment and consumption. The ‘pain of paying’ literature argues that payment methods differ in salience and psychological discomfort (Prelec and Loewenstein, 1998; Soman, 2001). Credit cards and other frictionless payment methods can reduce payment salience and increase willingness to spend (Hirschman, 1979; Prelec and Simester, 2001; Thomas, Desai and Seenivasan, 2011). Although contactless debit cards are not identical to credit cards, they share a friction-reducing quality that may make small purchases feel less consequential.
Student budgeting makes this issue particularly important. Many students manage limited income across rent, food, transport, bills, course materials and social life. Save the Student (2025) and House of Commons Library (2025) show that living costs and rent are major pressures for UK students. Payment method may therefore affect not only consumer convenience but also financial self-management. Some students may use banking apps and notifications to monitor spending closely, while others may avoid checking balances because it causes anxiety. Contactless payment may support budgeting if it creates digital records, but it may also undermine budgeting if students treat each small transaction as insignificant. A qualitative approach can explore these contradictory experiences.
[bookmark: _Toc234925670]3.5 Research gap
The literature suggests three gaps. First, many payment studies examine adoption rather than everyday use. Once contactless payment is widely adopted, researchers need to understand how users interpret its role in routines, habits and financial control. Second, existing research often uses quantitative models to test technology acceptance, trust or perceived risk, which can underplay contradiction and context. Third, student-specific research tends to focus on income, rent and living costs, while less attention is paid to how payment technologies shape students’ budgeting practices and spending awareness.
This study responds to these gaps by exploring how university students in the UK narrate their experiences of contactless payment. It links financial technology adoption literature with behavioural research on payment salience and student budgeting. The study does not aim to claim that contactless payment causes overspending. Instead, it investigates how students perceive the relationship between convenience, trust and spending control in their own lives. This focus is timely because contactless and mobile wallet usage is growing, fraud and limit regulation remain active policy issues, and student financial pressure continues to be visible in UK higher education.
A further issue is that contactless payment sits between two forms of control. On one hand, it can increase control because it produces digital records that can be checked through mobile banking, spending categories and instant notifications. Some challenger banks and mobile wallet ecosystems make spending more visible after the transaction than cash would. On the other hand, control may be delayed rather than present at the moment of payment. The student may only recognise the cumulative effect of spending later, when checking a banking app or noticing a low balance. This distinction between point-of-sale awareness and post-purchase visibility is important because it shows why contactless payment should not be treated as automatically careless or automatically empowering.
The comparison between physical contactless cards and mobile wallets also deserves attention. Both are contactless at the terminal, yet they can carry different meanings. A physical card may feel simple and reliable, but it may also feel vulnerable if lost because low-value transactions can be made before the card is blocked. A mobile wallet may feel safer because it often uses biometric authentication, but it may also deepen dependence on the smartphone and make payment part of a wider digital routine. This matters for students because the smartphone is not only a payment tool; it is also used for banking, budgeting, transport, messaging and social consumption. The interview design will therefore avoid treating all contactless payment as one identical experience.
Finally, the student context adds a critical dimension to mainstream payment adoption theory. Models such as TAM and UTAUT explain why consumers accept a technology, but they do not fully address whether acceptance improves financial wellbeing. For financially pressured students, the most convenient payment method may not always be the most helpful method for budgeting. This proposal therefore positions spending control as a central interpretive theme rather than a secondary outcome. The research gap is not simply that students use contactless payment, but that their everyday reflections on speed, trust and self-control remain under-explored within the UK higher education context.
[bookmark: _Toc234925671]4. Proposed Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc234925672]4.1 Research philosophy
This study will adopt an interpretivist research philosophy. Interpretivism is appropriate because the research focuses on meanings, perceptions and lived experiences rather than objective measurement of fixed relationships. Students do not all experience contactless payment in the same way. For one student, contactless payment may symbolise independence and efficiency; for another, it may represent financial anxiety because money leaves the account too quickly. An interpretivist position allows the researcher to explore these subjective meanings and the social context in which they are produced (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019; Easterby-Smith et al., 2018).
The ontological assumption is that students’ payment experiences are socially constructed. The meaning of a contactless tap is shaped by personal budget, peer norms, retailer settings, banking app design and wider trust in financial institutions. The epistemological assumption is that knowledge can be developed by interpreting participants’ accounts of their experiences. The axiological position recognises that the researcher may have personal experience of contactless payment and student budgeting. Reflexivity will therefore be used to identify assumptions and reduce unexamined bias during interview design and analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc234925673]4.2 Research approach and methodological choice
The research will use an inductive approach. Rather than testing hypotheses such as whether convenience predicts use or whether risk reduces trust, the study will develop insights from interview data. This is suitable because the research questions ask how students describe and interpret contactless payment. An inductive approach is also appropriate because spending control may not be experienced in a simple positive or negative way. Participants may describe contactless payment as both convenient and difficult to control, or as safer than cash but easier to overuse.
The methodological choice will be qualitative mono-method. A quantitative survey could measure the prevalence of attitudes, but it would be less effective for exploring students’ nuanced explanations, contradictions and examples. A mixed-method design would provide broader coverage, but it would exceed the time and resource limits of this module. A qualitative mono-method design is therefore justified because it supports depth, feasibility and alignment with the exploratory research aim (Leavy, 2020; Bryman, 2016). The study will not aim for statistical generalisability; instead, it will pursue analytical depth and conceptual relevance.
[bookmark: _Toc234925674]4.3 Research strategy and sampling
The research strategy will be an exploratory qualitative study using semi-structured interviews. This strategy is suitable because it allows the researcher to ask common core questions while giving participants space to describe individual experiences. A case study of one bank or payment provider was considered, but it would shift the focus away from student perceptions and would require organisational access. Netnography was also considered, but online discussions about payment may not reveal how students actually manage payment choices in daily retail settings. Interviews are therefore more appropriate for exploring meaning, memory, comparison and self-reflection.
The target population will be university students in the UK aged 18 or above who have used contactless payment within the past three months. This includes contactless debit or credit cards and mobile wallets such as Apple Pay, Google Pay or Samsung Wallet. A purposive sampling strategy will be used because participants need direct experience of the phenomenon. Snowball sampling may also be used if initial participants recommend other eligible students. The proposed sample size is 10 to 15 participants. This is suitable for a small-scale qualitative project because it allows detailed interviews and manageable analysis while still giving enough variation in experience.
	Criterion
	Inclusion / exclusion decision
	Rationale

	Age
	Participants must be 18 or above.
	Ensures adult consent and avoids additional ethical complexity involving minors.

	Student status
	Participants must currently study at a UK higher education institution.
	Keeps the research focused on university student experiences.

	Payment experience
	Participants must have used contactless card or mobile wallet payment within the past three months.
	Ensures participants can discuss recent and relevant experiences.

	Diversity aim
	Recruitment will aim for variation in gender, course level, domestic/international status and payment habits.
	Supports richer qualitative comparison without claiming representativeness.



[bookmark: _Toc234925675]4.4 Evaluation of the chosen method
Semi-structured interviews offer several strengths. First, they are flexible. The researcher can ask planned questions about convenience, trust and spending control, while also following up on unexpected issues such as budgeting apps, overdrafts, cash use or peer influence. Second, interviews support depth. Participants can describe recent purchases, explain how they felt at the payment moment and reflect on whether contactless payment changed their awareness of money. Third, interviews are appropriate for exploring contradictions. A participant may trust Apple Pay technically but still worry about overspending; this kind of tension is central to the proposed study.
The method also has limitations. Interviews are time-consuming to conduct, transcribe and analyse. Participants may not remember spending behaviour accurately, or may present themselves as more careful than they are. Social desirability bias is possible, especially when discussing budgeting and impulse spending. To reduce these risks, the interview guide will ask participants for recent specific examples rather than only general opinions. The study will also make clear that there are no right or wrong answers. Findings will be presented as exploratory interpretations rather than generalised claims about all UK students.
[bookmark: _Toc234925676]5. Data Collection and Data Analysis Plan
[bookmark: _Toc234925677]5.1 Data collection method
Primary data will be collected through semi-structured interviews lasting approximately 25 to 35 minutes. Interviews may be conducted online using Microsoft Teams, Zoom or another suitable platform, or face-to-face in a quiet university setting if practical and ethically appropriate. Online interviews are useful because they reduce travel cost and enable flexible scheduling. With participant permission, interviews will be audio-recorded and transcribed. If a participant does not consent to recording, detailed notes will be taken instead, although recording is preferred to support accuracy.
The interview guide will include questions on everyday payment routines, situations in which contactless payment is preferred or avoided, perceptions of convenience, trust in cards and mobile wallets, concerns about fraud or accidental spending, and strategies for budgeting. The guide will be piloted with one student to check clarity, timing and sensitivity. Pilot feedback will be used to refine question wording before main data collection. The pilot interview may be excluded from the final dataset if major changes are made to the guide.
	Interview theme
	Example question
	Linked research question

	Everyday use
	Can you describe when you usually use contactless payment during a normal week?
	RQ1

	Convenience
	What makes contactless payment convenient or inconvenient for you?
	RQ1

	Trust and security
	Do contactless cards and mobile wallets feel secure to you? Why or why not?
	RQ2

	Fraud concerns
	Have you ever worried about losing your card or phone, accidental payment or unauthorised use?
	RQ2

	Spending control
	Do you think contactless payment makes it easier or harder to keep track of spending?
	RQ3

	Comparison
	How do you compare using a physical contactless card with Apple Pay, Google Pay or another mobile wallet?
	RQ4



[bookmark: _Toc234925678]5.2 Data analysis method
The data will be analysed using reflexive thematic analysis, informed by Braun and Clarke’s approach. Thematic analysis is suitable because it offers a flexible and systematic way to identify patterns of meaning across qualitative data (Braun and Clarke, 2006; Braun and Clarke, 2021; Braun and Clarke, 2022; Byrne, 2022). The process will involve six broad phases: familiarisation with the data, generation of initial codes, development of candidate themes, review of themes, definition and naming of themes, and production of the final analysis.
In the first phase, transcripts will be read several times to develop familiarity. Initial observations will be recorded, including repeated ideas, emotional language and contradictions. In the second phase, meaningful data segments will be coded. Possible codes may include ‘speed between lectures’, ‘not feeling money leave’, ‘bank app checking’, ‘Face ID feels safer’, ‘fear of lost card’, ‘small purchases add up’, ‘cash as budgeting tool’, ‘payment notifications’ and ‘peer normality’. In later phases, related codes will be grouped into themes such as contactless as everyday convenience, trust through authentication, hidden spending and budgeting friction, and mobile wallets as control tools.
The analysis will combine semantic and latent interpretation. Semantic coding will capture what participants explicitly say, for example, ‘I check my Monzo app after buying food’. Latent interpretation will consider underlying meanings, such as whether app notifications restore the spending awareness that contactless payment removes at the till. NVivo may be used to organise the data, but manual coding in Word or Excel would also be feasible for a sample of 10 to 15 interviews. The quality of analysis will depend on reflexive engagement with the data rather than on software alone.
[bookmark: _Toc234925679]5.3 Ensuring qualitative research quality
Research quality will be supported through credibility, dependability, transferability and confirmability (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Credibility will be strengthened by using direct anonymised quotations and asking participants to provide recent concrete examples. Dependability will be supported through an audit trail, including recruitment notes, interview guide revisions and coding decisions. Transferability will be addressed by clearly describing participant characteristics and the UK student context, so that readers can judge relevance to other settings. Confirmability will be supported through reflexive notes that record the researcher’s assumptions and analytical decisions.
Inter-coder reliability will not be used as a formal quality measure because reflexive thematic analysis treats coding as an interpretive process rather than a mechanical act of categorisation (Braun and Clarke, 2021). However, the researcher may discuss emerging themes with a supervisor or peer to challenge assumptions and improve analytical clarity. This form of peer reflection will not replace the researcher’s interpretive responsibility, but it can make the analysis more thoughtful and transparent.
[bookmark: _Toc234925680]6. Ethical Considerations
The study involves adult students discussing ordinary payment and budgeting experiences, so the ethical risk is moderate to low. Nevertheless, the topic can touch on financial pressure, embarrassment, debt anxiety or fraud experiences. Participants will therefore receive a clear information sheet explaining the purpose of the study, the voluntary nature of participation, interview length, data use, confidentiality and withdrawal rights. Informed consent will be obtained before each interview. Participants will be told that they may refuse to answer any question and may stop the interview at any time without giving a reason.
Confidentiality and anonymity will be protected. Real names will be replaced with pseudonyms such as P1 or Participant A. Any identifying details, such as exact university, workplace, bank name if sensitive, or personal financial circumstances, will be removed or generalised in the transcript and final report. Audio recordings and transcripts will be stored on a password-protected device or university-approved storage system. Data will not be shared publicly. The final report may include short anonymised quotations, but these will be selected carefully to avoid identifying participants.
Data protection will follow UK GDPR principles, including data minimisation, secure storage and limited retention. Only information necessary to answer the research questions will be collected. The research will avoid asking participants to reveal bank balances, card numbers, account details, exact debt amounts or other sensitive financial data. If a participant raises distressing financial difficulty or fraud victimisation, the researcher will respond respectfully and may signpost general support sources such as university student support services or official fraud advice, but will not provide financial advice.
Researcher positionality will also be considered. If the researcher is a student and contactless payment user, personal assumptions may shape the interview process. For example, the researcher may assume that mobile wallets are safer or that contactless payment encourages overspending. Reflexive notes will be kept after interviews to record assumptions, surprises and interpretive decisions. This does not remove subjectivity entirely, but it makes the research process more transparent.
	Ethical issue
	Potential risk
	Management strategy

	Informed consent
	Participants may not fully understand the purpose of the study.
	Provide information sheet and obtain written or recorded consent before interview.

	Financial sensitivity
	Participants may feel uncomfortable discussing spending habits.
	Avoid exact financial details and remind participants they can skip questions.

	Confidentiality
	Personal stories may reveal identity.
	Use pseudonyms and remove identifying details from transcripts and quotations.

	Data security
	Recordings or transcripts could be accessed by others.
	Store data securely on password-protected university-approved storage.

	Researcher bias
	Researcher assumptions may shape interpretation.
	Keep reflexive notes and discuss themes with supervisor or peer.



[bookmark: _Toc234925681]7. Resource Implications, Feasibility and Time Plan
The proposed study is feasible within the time and resource limits of the module. Financial costs are low because interviews can be conducted online, recruitment can use university networks and social media, and analysis can be conducted manually or with university-supported software. The main resources required are time, access to participants, recording software, transcription support and secure data storage. If transcription software is used, transcripts will still be checked manually for accuracy because automated transcripts may mishear names, accents or payment terminology.
Time is the most significant resource implication. Recruitment can take longer than expected, especially if students are busy with exams, work or travel. The research will therefore begin recruitment early and use a short eligibility screening message. The interview guide will be piloted before main data collection to avoid wasting participant time. A realistic time plan is shown below.
	Stage
	Main activities
	Proposed timing

	Topic refinement and ethics preparation
	Finalise questions, prepare participant information sheet, consent form and interview guide.
	Week 1

	Literature review development
	Review literature on contactless payment, mobile wallets, trust, perceived risk, spending control and student budgeting.
	Weeks 1-2

	Pilot interview
	Conduct one pilot interview and refine interview guide.
	Week 2

	Participant recruitment
	Recruit 10 to 15 eligible university students in the UK.
	Weeks 2-3

	Data collection
	Conduct semi-structured interviews and store recordings securely.
	Weeks 3-4

	Transcription and familiarisation
	Transcribe, anonymise and repeatedly read data.
	Weeks 4-5

	Thematic analysis
	Code data, develop themes, review and name themes.
	Weeks 5-6

	Writing and revision
	Write analysis, discussion, limitations and conclusion.
	Weeks 6-7

	Final checking
	Check Harvard referencing, formatting, word count and Turnitin readiness.
	Week 8



[bookmark: _Toc234925682]8. Limitations and Delimitations
The study has several limitations. First, the proposed sample size of 10 to 15 participants is appropriate for exploratory qualitative research, but it cannot represent the whole population of UK university students. Findings will therefore be analytically rather than statistically generalisable. The study can provide insight into meaning-making and decision processes, but it cannot claim how common those experiences are across the whole student population.
Second, the study depends on self-reported accounts. Participants may forget payment details or describe idealised budgeting behaviour. They may say they check banking apps regularly even if they only do so occasionally. To reduce this limitation, interview questions will ask for recent examples and everyday routines, not just abstract attitudes. Third, the study focuses on student perceptions rather than technical payment infrastructure, bank fraud systems or retailer operations. This is a deliberate delimitation because the research aim concerns consumer experience.
Fourth, the research focuses on contactless payment in the UK and may not transfer directly to countries with different banking systems, cash cultures or student finance arrangements. Fifth, the term contactless payment includes both physical cards and mobile wallets. The study will compare these where relevant, but it will not examine every payment technology in depth, such as QR-code payments, open banking payments or Buy Now Pay Later. These boundaries keep the project feasible and focused on the core concepts of convenience, trust and spending control.
[bookmark: _Toc234925683]9. Expected Contribution and Conclusion
This research is expected to make both academic and practical contributions. Academically, it will add qualitative depth to contactless payment research by moving beyond adoption models and exploring how students interpret payment convenience, security and control in everyday life. It will connect digital payment literature with behavioural insights on payment salience and student budgeting. This is valuable because payment technologies are often evaluated through efficiency and uptake, while their effects on financial awareness are less frequently explored.
Practically, the study may help universities, banks and payment providers understand how students experience contactless payment. If students view mobile wallet notifications as helpful for budgeting, providers may improve real-time spending feedback. If students feel anxious about lost cards or invisible spending, universities and banks may provide clearer financial capability guidance. The findings may also be relevant to retailers because payment design affects the consumer experience at checkout.
In conclusion, this proposal sets out a qualitative study of consumer perceptions of contactless payment among university students in the UK. The study adopts an interpretivist philosophy, an inductive approach, semi-structured interviews and reflexive thematic analysis. This design is appropriate because the research aims to understand meanings and experiences rather than measure fixed relationships. Although the study will be limited by its small sample and self-reported data, it is feasible, ethically manageable and capable of generating rich insight into the balance between convenience, trust and spending control in contemporary student life.
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[bookmark: _Toc234925685]Appendix A: Draft Semi-structured Interview Guide
1. Can you briefly describe your student status and how often you usually make payments during a normal week?
2. Which payment methods do you normally use, such as cash, debit card, credit card, Apple Pay, Google Pay or another mobile wallet?
3. Can you describe a recent day when you used contactless payment? What did you buy and why did you choose that payment method?
4. What makes contactless payment convenient for you? Are there any situations where it is inconvenient?
5. Do you feel more comfortable using a physical contactless card or a mobile wallet? Why?
6. Do contactless payments feel secure to you? What creates or reduces that sense of security?
7. Have you ever worried about losing your card or phone, accidental payment, duplicate payment or fraud?
8. Do you think contactless payment affects how aware you are of your spending? Can you give an example?
9. Do small contactless purchases ever add up in a way that surprises you?
10. Do you use banking apps, notifications, budgeting apps or spending pots to manage contactless spending?
11. Are there times when you prefer cash because it helps you control your budget?
12. What advice would you give to a new student about using contactless payment responsibly?
[bookmark: _Toc234925686]Appendix B: Participant Eligibility and Recruitment Statement
Participants will be recruited through university networks, student social media groups and personal contacts. Recruitment messages will clearly state that participation is voluntary and that the study is for an MBA Business Research proposal. Eligible participants must be aged 18 or above, currently studying at a UK higher education institution, and have used contactless card or mobile wallet payment within the past three months.
The recruitment message will avoid pressure and will not imply that students are expected to take part. Participants will be invited to contact the researcher if interested, after which they will receive the information sheet and consent form. No participant will be offered financial advice, and no sensitive bank account details will be collected.


[bookmark: _Toc234925687]Appendix C: Initial Coding Framework
	Initial code group
	Possible codes
	Possible theme

	Convenience
	fast checkout; no cash; transport use; low effort; habit
	Contactless as everyday payment convenience

	Trust and security
	Face ID confidence; bank trust; lost card fear; fraud concern
	Security perceptions and trust boundaries

	Spending control
	small purchases add up; app checking; invisible spending; cash control
	Payment friction and budgeting awareness

	Student context
	limited income; rent pressure; social spending; part-time work
	Student financial pressure and payment decisions

	Payment comparison
	card vs phone; cash vs contactless; notifications; personal limits
	Choosing between payment tools



[bookmark: _Toc234925688]Appendix D: Research Question and Method Alignment
	Research question
	Data source
	Analysis focus

	RQ1: Convenience and everyday usefulness
	Interview questions 3-4
	How students describe contactless routines and benefits.

	RQ2: Trust and perceived security
	Interview questions 5-7
	How students construct trust, risk and security boundaries.

	RQ3: Spending control
	Interview questions 8-11
	How payment friction, banking apps and cash affect budgeting awareness.

	RQ4: Card and mobile wallet comparison
	Interview questions 2, 5 and 10
	How students compare physical cards with mobile wallets.
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