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Abstract: After COVID-19, one of the most widely used payment methods for online 

purchases is the Indonesian Standard Quick Response Code (QRIS), particularly since Bank 

Indonesia has accepted it. Utilizing the Innovation Resistance Theory (IRT) approach, which 

includes two primary components psychological and functional this study aimed to uncover 

impediments to the adoption of QRIS through the use of usage, value, risk, tradition, and image 

barriers. SMEs in the food and beverage industry that have implemented QRIS serve as the 

research’s unit of analysis. Ten Majalengka-based food and beverage SMEs participated in in-

depth interviews as part of this case study-based qualitative research technique. The study’s 

findings demonstrate that QRIS has benefits that outweight its minor drawbacks for both SMEs 

and consumers. Large-scale QRIS socialization, optimization, and equitable use are also under 

the purview of the government. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Technology has continued to evolve rapidly in this increasingly sophisticated era (Ting 

et al., 2016). The pace of technological advancement is so rapid that people often struggle to 

keep up with the process of learning new technologies. Along with this technological boom is 

its ability to facilitate economic interactions (Alkhowaiter, 2022; Ramayanti et al., 2023; Ting 

et al., 2016). Economic transactions can now be done without the seller and the buyer meeting 

(Junadi & Sfenrianto, 2015). Buyers can now buy what they want from home using their 

smartphones (Ruslan et al., 2019). The entire process, starting from the search for goods to the 

payment process, can be done through a smartphone. The payment methods offered also vary, 

as customers have the option to pay in cash, or with e-money (electric money) (Widayat et al., 

2020). Non-cash or cashless payments began to rise during the COVID-19 pandemic 
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(Kotkowski & Polasik, 2021). Cashless payments were preferred at that time due to the fear of 

virus transmission from cash payments (Wisniewski et al., 2021). 

Such technological advancements should be used to advance the Indonesian economy 

and help its citizens to prosper. Indonesia has the fourth-highest population worldwide, with 

278,553,401 people (as of December 13, 2023) (Worldometer, 2023). The country is also 

ranked sixth for the highest number of smartphone users worldwide (Syaharani, 2023). Thus, 

with the considerable number of smartphone users in Indonesia, technological advancements 

should be used to significantly affect the Indonesian population.  

The birth of e-commerce in Indonesia occurred in 1999 with KASKUS, followed by 

TokoBagus in 2005, and Bukalapak in 2007. Indonesian e-commerce reached its peak in 2015 

(Mustajibah, 2021). This development has allowed anyone to open their own stores and sell 

online. Ridhwan Mustajab also projected the number of online shoppers in Indonesia to be 

approximately 196.47 million people at the end of 2023 (Mustajab, 2023). Moreover, the Bank 

of Indonesia recorded the value of e-commerce activities in Indonesia to be Rp476.3 trillion in 

2022 (Mustajab, 2023).  

In 2014, the Bank of Indonesia planned a National Non-Cash Movement (GNNT) to 

create a secure, effective, and efficient payment system (Gunawan et al., 2023; Ruslan et al., 

2019). Modern digital payments started with e-money or electric money, such as Flazz BCA, 

BRIZZI, and TapCash BNI (Silvia, 2022). Such payment methods evolved into digital wallets 

or e-wallets, like GO-PAY issued by Gojek and its rival OVO from Grab (Susilo et al., 2019). 

In the last few years, almost every store, mall, or small merchant has provided QR Codes as a 

payment method. Customers will only need to use their smartphones to scan the available QR 

Codes. Almost all Payment Service Organizers (PJSP) initially had their own QR Code, which 

could only be used by the PJSP that issued it. However, on August 17, 2019, the Bank of 

Indonesia and the Association of Indonesian Payment Systems (ASPI) launched the Quick 

Response Code Standard of Indonesia (QRIS). QRIS was introduced as the national QR Code 

standard to simplify QR code payments in Indonesia (InterActive, 2019). QRIS is an assembly 

of QR codes from different Payment System Service Organizers (PJSP) that distribute QR code 

(Bank Indonesia, 2019b). QRIS enables SMEs to only provide one QR code for their 

consumers (Surekha et al., 2015). The government issued a policy of obligation to use QRIS 

for payments facilitated with QR codes (Bank Indonesia, 2019a). Due to this government 

policy, SMEs are supposed to start using QRIS as a QR code payment. However, many still 

find it challenging to implement this new technology.  

Some SMEs have not adopted QRIS for several reasons, such as security issues, cuts in 

each transaction that may reduce their income, and other factors (Nada et al., 2021). However, 

a previous study found that more widespread QRIS usage will increase Indonesia’s economic 

income (Nada et al., 2021). Therefore, this study aims to determine the extent to which SMEs 

understand QRIS to help increase the use of QRIS and boost Indonesian economic growth 

(Musyaffi et al., 2024).  

The researchers used the Innovation Resistance Theory (IRT) as it can measure the level 

of resistance on two sides: active and passive (Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 2022). According 

to Ram and Sheth (1989), the Innovation Resistance Theory (IRT) is a concept that explains 

people’s resistance to adapting to the latest technological innovations. It aims to understand 

why people hesitate to accept an innovation or new technology. The IRT is divided into 

physiological and functional dimensions (Eriksson et al., 2021). These two dimensions can be 

further divided into several barriers. The physiological dimension is divided into the image and 

tradition barriers (Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 2022). The functional dimension is divided 

into three barriers: usage, value, and risk barriers (Eriksson et al., 2021; Ram & Sheth, 1989). 

The IRT explains the user’s response to anything related to these constraints (Kaur et al., 2020). 
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Previous literature has also explained that IRT is the suitable method used to examine the extent 

of user resistance to digital payments (Kaur et al., 2020).  

First, usage barrier. According to Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al. (2022) and Talwar et al. 

(2021) obstacles to use will materialize if the factors surrounding the innovation of a technical 

product or service differ from the circumstances, experiences, and values of consumers that 

determine user convenience. Eriksson et al., (2021) and Laukkanen & Kiviniemi, (2010) had a 

similar view about the challenges associated with comprehending and applying novel technical 

innovations. Users will require more time to adjust to and utilize this technological innovation 

because it is a complex problem if it has never been encountered before (Lian & Yen, 2014; 

Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 2022; Talwar et al., 2021). Users refuse to use new technology 

because it does not fit their needs, experiences, and habits (Chen et al., 2022; Kaur et al., 2020). 

This barrier focuses on the extent to which the consumers know about QRIS.  

Second, value barrier. A person’s reluctance to learn about a technology product that has 

been improved to be “more useful” is explained by the value barrier. This is shown when there 

is a discrepancy between the benefits consumers receive and the expenditures associated with 

using them (Kaur et al., 2020; Morar, 2013; Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 2022) In the long 

run, users will be more interested in learning about and even utilizing the innovative product if 

it offers higher value or benefits (Kaur et al., 2020; Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 2022) 

relative to the costs paid (de Luna et al., 2019; Eriksson et al., 2021). Payments using cell 

phones are among the technological developments that people in Indonesia find quite popular 

(Susilo et al., 2019), as is QRIS (Bank Indonesia, 2019b). This will also affect the likelihood 

that this payment innovation will be adopted; the higher the benefits from technical innovation, 

the higher the likelihood (Arvidsson, 2014; Eriksson et al., 2021; Mallat, 2007; Oliveira et al., 

2016). Thus, this barrier centers on the value that QRIS offers in comparison to other options 

(C. C. Chen et al., 2022).  

Third, risk barrier. Technology innovations are inextricably linked to risks. According to 

a number of academic works (P. T. Chen & Kuo, 2017; Musyaffi et al., 2021; Musyaffi, 

Gurendrawati, et al., 2022; Talwar et al., 2021), consumers will find this risk to be a barrier, 

which may naturally cause them to be less inclined to utilize the technology (Talwar et al., 

2021). Security and privacy with regard to financial data and information is one type of risk 

that might eventually become resistant (Musyaffi et al., 2021; Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 

2022; Talwar et al., 2021). Users of this cutting-edge product need sufficient security, which 

includes QRIS and mobile payments. More people will inevitably be willing to adopt a 

technology if it is safer (Musyaffi et al., 2021; Singh & Srivastava, 2018). Therefore, it is not 

unexpected that the topic of mobile payment research that has received the greatest attention is 

risk barriers (Dahlberg et al., 2015; Eriksson et al., 2021). When implementing new technology, 

security concerns play a significant role (Kaur et al., 2020; Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 

2022). Through this barrier, MSME participants will be able to determine the security level of 

QRIS. 

Fourth, tradition barrier. Tradition is inextricably linked to social life. The success of a 

variety of things, including goods, services, and technology, can also be determined by the 

existence of this tradition (Kaur et al., 2020; Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 2022). When new 

goods interfere with people’s everyday routines, they can represent a barrier to innovation, 

especially if the routine is significant to the users (Eriksson et al., 2021; Laukkanen et al., 

2009). According to Arvidsson (2014) and Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al. (2022), traditional 

obstacles pose a substantial challenge to the adoption of innovative products, including the 

deployment of digital payments. Changing one’s behaviors to accommodate new technologies 

presents an intriguing challenge. This barrier can account for the degree to which users adjust 

to shifting behaviors, such as switching from using paper money to non-cash payment methods 

(QRIS) (Kaur et al., 2020; Sivathanu, 2019).  
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Fifth, image barrier. According to Hayashi (2012) Kaur et al. (2020) and Musyaffi, 

Gurendrawati, et al. (2022), this image barrier arises when a product consumer perceives 

themselves as insecure, which leads to a bad image. On the other hand, users’ expectations 

about the technology’s performance will rise as they reap the rewards of technological 

innovation (Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2010). The image of the company 

that develops the innovation is an important factor in technology adaptation (Kaur et al., 2020). 

Users will be less likely to employ the technology if the company has a negative reputation (C. 

C. Chen et al., 2022). 

This research was conducted to build on previous research by Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, 

et al. (2022), which investigated the resistance of SMEs who sold clothes to digital payments 

(Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 2022). In this study, the researchers also wanted to investigate 

QRIS development in SMEs. The researchers used the innovation resistance theory to explore 

the extent to which SMEs know about QRIS. A qualitative approach was used through 

interviews, focusing on food and beverage SMEs’ resistance to QRIS use. 

 

METHOD  

This study adopted a qualitative case study methodology through interviews with SMEs 

actors. The interview process allowed the researcher to obtain deeper information about the 

object under study (Stefánsdóttir et al., 2022). As explained by Agresti (2006) in the 

introduction to qualitative data processing, interview results should reflect people’s attitudes 

toward an event. The resulting data cannot be calculated, measured, or expressed as numbers 

(Nowak et al., 2023).   

This research targeted food and beverage SMEs that use QRIS as one of their payment 

methods. This study was conducted in a small town in West Java, Majalengka. The SMEs 

studied have been in business for at least one year. A total of 10 SMEs were interviewed in this 

study. The interviews were conducted directly for approximately 30 minutes. After being audio 

recorded, the interview procedure was transcribed. Based on the respondents’ positions, length 

of business, and usage of QRIS in their operations, researchers mapped the respondents. For 

qualitative approaches, interactive model analysis was selected in this study. Additionally, 

Miles et al. (2013) and Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al. (2022) clarify that this methodology 

starts with field data collecting, followed by the selection and presentation of the data, 

verification in discussions, and conclusion drafting.  
 

Innovation Resistance Theory 

Functional Barriers: Psychological Barriers: 

Usage 

Barrier 

Value 

Barrier 

Risk 

Barrier 
Tradition 

Barrier 

Image 

Barrier 

 

Intention to Use 
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The research model employed was adopted by Chen et al., (2022) and Kaur et al., (2020) 

with minor adjustments. Meanwhile, the IRT research model measured how functional and 

psychological limitations or resistance impact QRIS user behaviour. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Results 

This research interviewed a total of 10 SMEs. They have all used QRIS, are in the food 

and beverage sector, and have been operational for approximately one year. Unfortunately, not 

all of those interviewed were the owners of these SMEs. Instead, they were managers, baristas, 

and waiters aged between 20 and 40 years old. Nevertheless, they were still able to provide 

sufficient information. Then, the interview process started on February 16, 2024. However, it 

was disrupted on the 20th and 21st due to SMEs’ refusal to participate. During those two days, 

the researcher asked the SMEs about other SMEs that could be interviewed and asked them 

about their willingness to participate in the study. The interview process resumed on the 22nd 

and 23rd. The duration of the interview varied from 5 minutes to 30 minutes. Table 1 exhibits 

the interview questions used. 

 
Table 1. Questions list 

Topic Questions 

Introduction The researcher asked about the informant's profile, such as name, position and when they 

started doing business. 

Usage Barrier How do you make a QRIS? 

Since when have you used QRIS? 

Did you previously use digital payments using the QR Code? 

What bank account or e-wallet does the QR code use in the transaction originate from? 

Value Barrier What are the advantages and disadvantages of QRIS for you as an SMES? 

Are there any deductions? 

Does it burden you? 

Risk Barrier Has there ever been a problem when using QRIS? 

If so, what was the problem like and how did you solve it? 

Can the internet connection and devices used by consumers hinder payments? 

Tradition 

Barrier 

Do more consumers pay with QRIS or cash? 

What is the ratio between QRIS and cash payments? 

Does the money go directly into the account? 

Image Barrier What are your considerations for using QRIS? 

Did you receive confirmation if the payment has been made? 

If QRIS was not launched by Bank Indonesia, would you still use it? 

Source: Modified from Eriksson et al. (2021) and Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al. (2022). Considering it is specific 

to the topic under discussion—QRIS adoption—the researcher has made modifications to this query. 

 

As an opening question (Table 1), the researcher asked about the interviewee’s profile, 

such as name, position, and the business year of establishment. A total of 4 owners, 4 managers, 

1 barista, and 1 waiter were the interviewees during the interview process. All SMEs surveyed 

have been in business for more than one year. 

 

Source: Modified from  C. C. Chen et al. (2022) and Kaur et al. (2020) 

Figure 1. Research Models 

https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA


https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA   Vol. 5, No. 3, July 2024 

1107 | P a g e  

Table 2. Informants list 

No Pseudonym Initial As a/an Year of Establishment 

1 Informant 1 I1 Owner 2019 

2 Informant 2 I2 Barista 2019 

3 Informant 3 I3 Manager 2019 

4 Informant 4 I4 Manager 2022 

5 Informant 5 I5 Owner 2016 

6 Informant 6 I6 Waiter 2020 

7 Informant 7 I7 Manager 2016 

8 Informant 8 I8 Owner 2014 

9 Informant 9 I9 Manager 2023 

10 Informant 10 I10 Owner 2021 

Source: Research Data (2024) 

 

Usage Barrier 

The adoption of QRIS payments by SMEs, knowledge of QRIS payments, and 

fragmentation are the primary factors contributing to the usage barrier. Eriksson et al. (2021) 

and Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al. (2022) also reviewed these three topics. Then, these primary 

ideas were condensed into a few queries, such as the process of making QRIS, when they 

started using QRIS, and their experience before using QRIS. The results revealed that all SMEs 

used QRIS with banking intermediaries, and none used digital wallets as their business 

accounts. Banking intermediaries are preferred because the funds deposited into a QRIS 

account can be withdrawn via an ATM. A savings book is sufficient for an individual to obtain 

a QRIS (I1). If the individual does not have a bank account, they must first create one and 

prepare requirements such as a KTP (Indonesian Identity Card), KK (Family Card), e-mail, 

and others (I10). Conversely, withdrawing funds from a digital wallet is a longer process that 

requires individuals to meet specific criteria.  

Before using QRIS, none of the interviewed SMEs used QR code payments from OVO, 

Go-pay, or other platforms. However, almost all SMEs (except I10) have used digital payments 

before through EDC machines. The SMEs that had been established prior to the 

implementation of QRIS (I1, I2, I3, I5, I7, and I8) promptly adopted the QRIS once the policy 

from Bank Indonesia governing QRIS commenced. The SMEs established after the 

implementation of QRIS (I4, I6, I9, and I10) have adapted diverse strategies to adjust to this 

new technology. Interviewees 4 and 6 explained that the person who took care of making the 

QRIS was the owner. Meanwhile, I10 obtained sponsorship from the bank. Thus, the bank 

concerned prepared all the requirements for making QRIS. Interviewee 9 explained that 

because his business has its own system that is not integrated with any bank, “The money that 

comes in will be stored in the payment gateway system, which can then be transferred to a 

personal account.” 

The proliferation of various payment methods indicates a fragmentation in the market. 

This differentiation in payment options compels merchants to adopt systems like QRIS to 

effectively meet the diverse needs of consumers. 

“The reason for using QRIS is because payment methods have become more varied.” (I5) 

 

Value Barrier 

Value barrier refers to two primary concepts: relative advantage and incentive. Relative 

advantage describes a condition where digital payments are perceived to be more practical and 

flexible than physical payments (Eriksson et al., 2021; Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 2022). 
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When individuals prefer physical payments, this preference constitutes a barrier to the adoption 

of digital payments, particularly QRIS, especially for those who have never used it. However, 

based on respondents’ feedback, many recognize the benefits of adopting QRIS, with several 

noting the ease of the payment process.. 

“Payments are more practical because we are now in an all-digital era.” (I3, I4, I7, I8, I9) 

“The funds go directly to the owner.” (I2) 

“It's simple. And there is no need to provide change, as it can be hard to find smaller 

denominations.” (I1, I5, I6, and I10) 

 

However, empirical evidence also indicates the existence of value barriers, as expressed 

by several respondents. The following are the shortcomings of QRIS mentioned by the 

interviewees: 

“There are frequent interruptions when making payments at certain hours, such as 9 pm to 

midnight.” (I1, I3, I6, I7, and I10) 

“We don't have cash when shopping for ingredients for tomorrow, because no one provides 

QRIS as a payment option at the (traditional) market. So, we have to make a withdrawal to 

the ATM first.” (I2, I5) 

“The money does not come in real-time. There is a delay of several hours depending on the 

bank used.” (I8, I10) 

“Issues may develop when there are internet problems or if the customer’s smartphones 

malfunction. These instances cause them to fail to complete the payment through QRIS.” 

(I4, I9) 

 

Informant 1 added that QRIS does not have a minimum payment amount limit, which 

makes it more flexible and efficient than cash. According to InterActive (2019), QRIS does not 

have a minimum transaction limit, which can start from Rp1,- to a maximum of Rp20.000.000,- 

(Interactive, 2023).  

 

Risk Barrier 

Two critical aspects of the risk barrier are user-perceived security and user dependence 

on technological innovation (Eriksson et al., 2021; Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al., 2022). 

Several respondents indicated the issues that occur when using QRIS and their matching 

solutions. Informants 2, 5, and 9 have not encountered any issues, such as network disruption 

or incorrect payment amount input. They stated, “Consumers who use QRIS already 

understand how to use QRIS and are careful when making transactions. When they see QRIS 

installed in front of the cashier, they take the initiative to pay using QRIS.” 

Despite the impact of QRIS on user dependency, it remains susceptible to numerous 

obstacles. The other seven informants experienced various problems. Some customers made 

more than one payment because the payment did not go through to the SMES (I1, I4, and I6), 

disruptions from 9 to 12 pm (I1, I2, I7, and I10), incorrect input of payment amounts (I1 and 

I8), and cases where the customers' money had been deducted but the SMEs had not received 

it (I3, I7, and I8). 

“A person once made two payments because we did not receive the money, but the 

customer's balance had been deducted. They even made payments with 2 different banks. 

So, the payment was paid in cash and the consumer initiated the refund process with the 

problematic bank. There was even a process that took up to one month.” (I1) 

Informant 1 also said, “Lately, we’ve been experiencing problems frequently, whereas before 

it was safe. There are often interruptions at 9 pm, or when there is a promo that causes too 

many transactions.”  
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According to informant 7, “Disruptions occur at 10 pm, and during the middle and end 

of the month. Other issues include long loading times when making a payment or the 

application suddenly logging out itself which causes the customer's balance to be deducted, 

even though we have not received the money. There have also been cases where funds arrive 

after 3 working days. The time it takes for the refund process varies. If you use a digital wallet, 

you can get a refund immediately. Banks take a longer process. Some take up to 20 working 

days before a refund can be made.” 

Moreover, the problem of inputting the wrong payment amount was often experienced 

by informants 1 and 8.  

“There is often an error in inputting the payment amount. If there is an overage, a refund 

will be made in cash or transfer. If it is lower than the payment amount, the customer will 

be notified and asked to pay the shortfall.” 

Informant 10 also explained a different problem. 

“The problem can also be from the customer's side as sometimes their mobile phone cannot 

scan QRIS. Sometimes you have to use a flashlight to scan it. If it is still unable to do so, 

then it will be transferred to my account. A further issue happens when transferring QRIS 

balances to personal accounts. There are often delays or maintenance at 9 pm.” 

 

Tradition Barrier 

Old habits and transition costs are two significant elements within the tradition barrier. 

The researcher inquired about the method for accessing the QRIS balance, verifying incoming 

payments, and comparing customers’ use of cash and QRIS for payments. Based on field data, 

all respondents have demonstrated a tendency to adhere to their existing transactional habits, 

albeit without entirely forsaking them. All informants currently use the banking applications 

they work with to see their QRIS balance. Likewise, they receive confirmation of payments 

that have come in through bank applications, emails (I10), and SMS (I5). The results vary when 

comparing the number of consumers who make payments with cash and QRIS. As many as 5 

informants have more QRIS users than cash (I3, I4, I7, I8, and I9), and 4 interviewees receive 

more cash payments than QRIS (I1, I2, and I6). Informant 5 also made the following statement:  

“The ratio of QRIS and cash users depends on the date of the transaction. At the beginning 

of the month, most consumers pay with QRIS, with a ratio of around 70:30. If it is the end 

of the month, the ratio is 50:50.” 

This opinion is inversely proportional to Informant 10, 

“The comparison is not exact, it depends on the date. At the beginning of the month, most 

people pay with cash, and usually in large denominations. So, we sometimes have difficulty 

finding change. When entering the end of the month, the number of QRIS users increase, 

but there are still more who use cash, 70:30.” 

The following is comparative data on QRIS and cash users from each SMES (Table 3).  

 
Table 3. Users percentages 

Name 
Users Percentages 

QRIS Cash 

I2 10% 90% 

I6 30% 70% 

I10 30% 70% 

I1 40% 60% 

I3 60% 40% 

I5 *60% **40% 
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I8 60% 40% 

I4 70% 30% 

I7 70% 30% 

I9 70% 30% 

*) 60% = [(70+50)/2]/100 

**) 40% = [(30+50)/2]/100 

Source: Research Data (2024) 

 

Informant 1 explained that there was an increase in QRIS users, although there were still 

more who used cash. “At the beginning of QRIS, Majalengka people seldom used it. There were 

still more people who used cash. In 2021, there were also still more customers who used debit 

or credit cards than QRIS,” he explained. 

The increase in QRIS users was also observed by informant 8, who explained, “The 

comparison of QRIS and cash users is now around 60:40, with more QRIS users. Previously, 

more customers paid in cash. It may be because the socialisation has not been evenly 

distributed and users have not really felt the benefits.” 

The adoption of QRIS naturally entails an impact on switching costs, manifested through 

discounts offered to merchants on received funds or additional fees imposed on customers. The 

interviewees provided varying responses when questioned about deductions in QRIS 

transactions. Some are subject to deductions (I1, I7, I8, I9, and I10) and some are not (I2, I3, 

I4, I5, and I6). These variations are due to different bank policies. Some deductions are charged 

to the SMEs (I1, I8, and I10), and some are charged to the consumers (I7 and I9). 

“Previously, there was no deduction, up until mid-2023, because we received an award from 

Bank Indonesia. After that, there is a deduction of 0.2% in every transaction, which is 

charged to us, as an SME.” (I1) 

 “Now, 0.3% per transaction is charged to SMEs. It is not much, but if accumulated, the 

deduction will feel big. Whereas before there were no deductions.” (I8)  

“The deduction varies, depending on the transaction value. The bigger the transaction 

amount, the bigger the deduction. For example, if the transaction is IDR10,000, the money 

that comes in is only IDR9,900.” (I10) 

“QRIS transactions below Rp100,000.00 are not subject to deductions. For transactions 

above Rp100,000.00, a deduction of 0.3% is charged to consumers.” (I7) 

“There is a 1% deduction per transaction that is charged to the customer.” (I9) 

 

Image Barrier 

Two fundamental questions lie at the heart of the image barrier: perceptions of service 

providers and the need for external approval (Eriksson et al., 2021; Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et 

al., 2022). These critical factors were subsequently distilled into inquiries regarding SMEs’ 

consideration of using QRIS and whether they will continue to use QRIS even though there is 

no policy from Bank Indonesia. All interviewees agreed that they would continue to use QRIS 

even without a policy from Bank Indonesia. The informants stated that they considered QRIS’ 

effectiveness (I1, I4 and I5), keeping up with the times (I1, I2 and I3), security (I6, I7, I8 and 

I10) and the demand from customers (I10). 

“We use QRIS because it is simpler, more effective (than cash), and makes the payment 

method to be more varied.” (I5) 

“The development of the times allows payments to be made digitally, one of which is QRIS.” 

(I3) 

“The most important thing is that security is guaranteed and that the consumer’s money will 

definitely go to our QRIS account.” (I7 and I10) 
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“To ensure its function, we conduct validation first before QRIS is used for consumers. If a 

problem is found, it will be repaired, and we will report it to the bank concerned.” (I8) 

“Previously, there were also many customers who often asked whether they could make the 

payment through QRIS or not. If you don't use QRIS, it’s like you’re not keeping up with the 

times.” (I10) 

 

Discussion 

This study aimed to obtain insight from SMEs that have used QRIS. The researcher used 

the Innovation Resistance Theory (IRT) to ascertain the SMEs’ level of knowledge on QRIS 

and their experience with five barriers related to technology adoption. The following text 

provides an overview of the interview findings that can accurately depict the general sentiment 

of SMEs about QRIS. 
 
 

Table 4. Summary 

Barrier in IRT Identified Themes Items of Concern

Usage Barrier QRIS Adoption All merchants have adopted QRIS

QRIS Literate All merchants know how to use QRIS

Fragmentation 1. All merchants utilize QRIS as a payment method.

2. Nearly all QRIS transactions conducted by merchants involve various 

banking intermediaries.

3. One merchant uses QRIS through a payment gateway specifically created 

for that merchant.

Value Barrier Relative Advantage Practical and no need to give change

Incentive QRIS doesn't have minimum limit and maximum to Rp20.000.000,-

Risk Barrier Perceive Security 1. SMEs conduct a validation process prior to implementing QRIS to identify 

potential obstacles.

2. Identified obstacles are subsequently addressed through consultations with 

the bank

Reliance on QRIS 1. Issues that arise are primarily due to network disruptions and human error.

2. QRIS is utilized only upon customer request

Tradition Barrier Old Habits 1. Comfortable using QRIS

2. New habits include checking notifications and account mutations.

Switching Cost There is fee for making QRIS and it has deduction on every transactions

Image Barrier Image of Service Providers As long as the company is trusted

Need of Others' Approval Each transaction triggers an immediate notification, thereby eliminating the 

necessity for approval from additional parties.  
Source: Research data (2024) and Modified from Eriksson et al. (2021) and Musyaffi, Gurendrawati, et al. (2022).  

 

Based on the findings, barriers to the utilization of QRIS appear to be related to three 

primary themes: adoption, knowledge, and fragmentation within the QRIS system. All 

respondents indicated that they had adopted QRIS following the issuance of the Bank Indonesia 

policy in 2019. QRIS payments are distinguished from other payment methods by their unique 

and appealing nature. Both customers and merchants find this payment method intriguing, as 

the transaction is completed simply by scanning the barcode with a device and entering a PIN. 

Various means exist to obtain a QR code, including mobile banking and e-wallet services. From 

a merchant’s perspective, the most flexible and reliable QR codes are those connected to 

banking institutions. Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) can acquire a QR code merely by 

providing a savings book (I1). The presence of an official savings book offers a guarantee for 

verifying transactions, facilitating ease of use for individuals when addressing issues that may 

require further communication, such as transaction errors. 
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Withdrawing funds from QRIS transactions linked to bank accounts is notably more 

straightforward than e-wallets, which involve a lengthy process and require individuals to meet 

specific criteria. Each SME utilizes QRIS from various banks, such as Bank BJB, BCA, BTN, 

Mandiri, and BRI (I1, I2, I3, I4, I5, I7, I8, and I10), as well as from payment gateways with 

customized systems for SMEs that are not connected to any banks (I9). The variability in QR 

code sources employed by SMEs results in a fragmentation in their use of QRIS. This indicates 

that QRIS can be utilized via any mobile banking application, extending beyond traditional 

banks to include e-wallets. The user-friendly nature of QRIS means that SMEs do not require 

prior experience with QR Code payments to adopt QRIS. Digital payments are deemed suitable 

by SMEs when users perceive the system as easy to use (Haddara et al., 2021; Musyaffi, Johari, 

et al., 2022; Thathsarani & Jianguo, 2022). 

The findings additionally revealed that two themes—relative advantage and incentives—

are associated with value barriers. The implementation of QRIS significantly benefits SMEs 

by making payments practical and straightforward, eliminating the need to provide change 

during transactions. Despite these advantages, there are obstacles, such as delays in payment 

processing, where funds do not enter their accounts in real-time due to dependencies on the 

specific banks used by SMEs and consumers (I8 and I10). The transaction process is expedited 

if both the SME and the consumer use the same bank. Network disruptions, occurring at certain 

times, also render QRIS unusable (I1, I3, I6, I7, and I10). Furthermore, SMEs using QRIS often 

lack the cash needed to purchase ingredients at traditional markets, as traditional market traders 

typically do not accept QRIS payments (I2 and I5). These barriers can influence the adoption 

of technology (Arvidsson, 2014).  

Conversely, the additional value perceived by customers and SMEs in using QRIS is 

notable. One significant incentive for adopting QRIS is the absence of a minimum transaction 

limit and a relatively high maximum transaction limit of IDR 20,000,000. This aligns with the 

findings of Dubey & Sahu (2021) and Lin et al. (2020), which suggest that individuals are 

likely to respond positively to incentives provided by service providers. The adoption of this 

technology can enhance the operational processes of companies (Khayer et al., 2020; Ooi et 

al., 2018), thereby accelerating business processes through digital payments (Musyaffi et al., 

2024). 

The next topics to consider within the context of risk barriers are security and reliance 

on QRIS. SMEs prioritize the security and reliability of QRIS transactions (I7 and I10) by 

conducting validation procedures before QRIS is utilized by customers (I8). This validation 

process helps identify potential issues, which are then addressed in consultation with the 

banking sector (I8). This approach aligns with research indicating that security plays a crucial 

role in technology adoption (Alexandrou & Chen, 2021; de Kerviler et al., 2016; Kaur et al., 

2020; Musyaffi et al., 2021; Talwar et al., 2021).  

Transactions using QRIS are perceived as simpler since individuals do not need to carry 

cash, and SMEs are relieved from the burden of providing change. Consequently, QRIS is 

highly favored by its users. However, the success rate of transactions can sometimes be 

hindered by network issues and human error, affecting user dependence on QRIS. For instance, 

customers’ balances may be deducted without the seller receiving the funds, necessitating cash 

payments from customers (I1). Transaction disruptions frequently occur during peak times, 

such as 9-10 PM, mid-month, month-end, and during promotional events (I1 and I10). 

Additionally, technical problems with customers’ devices, such as smartphones that cannot 

scan QR codes or incorrect input of payment amounts, can also arise (I1 and I8). Proper QRIS 

scanning requires adequate lighting and compatible devices (I10). These issues are consistent 

with findings by Najib & Fahma (2020), who confirmed delays in receiving funds and 

transaction failures due to unstable connections. Despite these challenges, merchants continue 
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to offer QRIS payments, though SMEs do not compel customers to use them. Customers often 

choose to use QRIS on their own initiative when they see a QR code displayed at the cashier. 

Tradition and image barriers are influenced by established habits, switching costs, the 

image of the service provider, and the need for approval from others. The introduction of QRIS 

fosters new transactional habits. Traditionally, transactions involved physically counting and 

exchanging money. In contrast, QRIS transactions require customers and SMEs to engage with 

smartphones, banking applications, and transaction success notifications via app payment 

proofs, email, and SMS. Additionally, verifying the merchant’s received balance or the 

customer’s deducted balance is crucial in digital payments. Research findings indicate that 6 

out of 10 respondents prefer using QRIS over cash, while the remaining 4 respondents still 

favor cash transactions. This demonstrates an increasing openness among QRIS users to 

technological innovation, as they experiment with QRIS for several transactions. Both parties 

perceive benefits, aligning with related research suggesting that technology offers more 

impactful advantages than traditional methods (Eneizan et al., 2019; Ibrada et al., 2020; 

Musyaffi, Sulistyowati, et al., 2022; Tamilmani et al., 2021). 

Despite the appeal of this technology, there are costs associated with using QRIS. Fees 

for QRIS usage by SMEs range from 0.2% to 1%, which can be borne by the SMEs themselves 

or passed on to the customer (I1, I7, I8, I9, and I10). However, these switching costs do not 

pose significant issues for customers and merchants. QRIS maintains a positive image among 

its users, with research indicating that SMEs will continue to use QRIS due to its simplicity 

and effectiveness (I5), alignment with current developments (I3 and I10), and customer 

demand (I10). All respondents expressed willingness to use QRIS even in the absence of a 

policy mandate from Bank Indonesia, indicating that the adoption of QRIS does not require 

external approval. Overall, SMEs are satisfied with QRIS usage. Musyaffi et al. (2024) further 

noted that digital payments can reduce costs economically, as customers do not need to 

withdraw cash from ATMs or branch offices for purchases. 

 
CONCLUSION  

This study, with the assistance of Innovation Resistance Theory (IRT), shows the barriers 

of SMEs adopting QRIS from the psychological and functional dimensions. From the 

functional dimension (usage, value, and risk), the researcher found 7 themes of concern in 

adopting QRIS with some modification from Eriksson et al. (2021) and Musyaffi, 

Gurendrawati, et al. (2022). It was found that QRIS is understood by all SMEs (who became 

informants) and has more benefits than other alternatives. Because QRIS is more practical and 

merchants do not need to give change. Problems can also be prevented, as SMEs do a trial and 

error first before QRIS can be used for consumers. However, network disruptions and human 

error are also obstacles when using QRIS. On the psychological dimension, there is one 

difference in tradition barrier from previous research (Eriksson et al., 2021; Musyaffi, 

Gurendrawati, et al., 2022). This time, merchants are more comfortable using digital payment 

(QRIS) rather than cash. Consumers are also more likely to use QRIS. Unfortunately, the 

deductions in each transaction are quite burdensome and become a shortcoming of QRIS.  

With the many benefits that merchants get, it should be able to cover up the minor 

shortcomings. Sellers and buyers also feel QRIS’ advantages. The problems that occur can still 

be overcome with appropriate solutions. Nevertheless, it depends on the SMEs on whether they 

want to adopt the QRIS. It is also the government's job to socialize QRIS on a larger scale and 

eliminate deductions in every transaction so that all SMEs can embrace its use. 
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