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Abstract 

Supervisor:  Klaus Solberg Søilen 

Level:  Master Dissertation in Business Administration, 15 credits 

Purpose:  The purpose of this paper to fill the research gap of lack of 

 cross-country studies in Germany, Hungary and Sweden in the 

 context of online and mobile payment adaption and usage.  

Research Questions: The authors of this study aim at answering the following 

question: What are the main similarities and differences in online 

and mobile payment acceptance in Germany, Hungary and 

Sweden in the age group of 18-35? 

Theoretical Framework: The theoretical framework presents prevalent theories about 

 factors which are connected to online and mobile 

 payment. In addition, the Technical Acceptance Model was 

 used as a base for the conceptual framework developed by the 

 authors.   

Methodology:  This study includes both qualitative and quantitative primary 

data. The conducted survey resulted in 1016 answers; out of these 

869 answers were eligible. In addition, 150 companies were 

asked and 30 qualitative interviews (10 per each country) were 

conducted. 

Analysis:  The analysis aimed at investigating how the acceptance of the 

usage of online and mobile payment differs among Germany, 

Hungary Sweden. Thereby, the following factors were 

investigated: (1) perceived ease of use, (2) perceived usefulness, 

(3) perceived security, (4) perceived risk, (5) social influence, (6) 

information asymmetry and (7) intention to use. 

Conclusion:  The findings of this cross-country study showed that Germany, 

 Hungary and Sweden show a relatively similar level of 

 acceptance in online payment. In contrast, the acceptance in the 

 context of mobile payment differed greatly. Whereas Sweden 

 showed a high level of acceptance, Germany and Hungary 

 showed a relatively moderate level of acceptance.  

Keywords:  Online payment, Mobile payment, Mobile payment adaption,  

 Technology Acceptance Model, Payment Method 
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1 Introduction 

The demand for the development of online payment solutions was caused by the growing  

e-commerce sector, by the competing banks due to the sector’s profitability as well as by its 

conveniency compared to other payment methods that it could offer for both buyers and 

sellers (Jafarian & Abdi, 2016; Ondrus and Pigneur, 2006). As online business transactions 

have been showing an exponential growth, the importance and popularity of online payment 

systems have also increased as both creditors and vendors realised their possibilities to 

improve not only their information infrastructure but also the opportunities to move towards 

an operating efficiency and a cashless society (He & Mykytyn, 2008).  

 

Furthermore, the increased mobile penetration, which was 125,8% in developed countries 

in 2014 (International Telecommunication Union, 2014) with 84% of 3G users globally 

(International Telecommunication Union, 2016), enabled e-commerce to extend thus 

evoking m-commerce (Chong, Chan, & Ooi, 2012). One of the prerequisites of successful 

m-commerce (mobile commerce) is mobile payment (Dahlberg, Mallat, Ondrus, & 

Zmijewska, 2007). Even though the usage of mobile phones is common, mobile payment is 

yet to be widely accepted and used by consumers (Schierz, Schilke, & Wirtz, 2010). One of 

the major concerns is card and data fraud for all three parties involved: customers, merchants 

and banks, especially in cases when card is not present (Roy & Venkateswaran, 2014). 

 

Differences in perception of privacy and security risks might derive from the degree of user 

experience (Miyazaki & Fernandez, 2001) or the place of origin (Veiga, Floyd, & Dechant, 

2001). According to Veiga, Floyd and Dechant (2001), Information and Communication 

Technology adoption is distinctive to a specific culture due to its cultural values’ relative 

effects. The effect of cultural factors were also supported by the findings of Straub, Keil and 

Brenner (1997), Leidner and Kayworth (2006) and Bankole, Bankole, Brown and Cloete 

(2012). 

 

However, adaption of online payment forms, especially mobile payment, is still not widely 

accepted. Accenture (2015) found that the age group of 18 to 34-year-old people represent 

a major part of the “key drivers” in the digital payment segment. This age group, in 

particular, people who were born after 1980 are labelled as “Millennials” (Pew Research 

Center, 2014). Deloitte (2015), which adapted this term, proposed an age group born 

between 1980-1995, however, it also stated that there is no universal definition for the term 

itself. This inconsistency can be also seen as the mentioned aged group is also referred to as 

“Generation Y”. Maier, Kreihsler, Hepperger, Hallemann, Graf and Maurer (2016) stated 

that this age group is characterised by a high degree of affinity towards technology and 

media.  

Due to the inconsistency of terms such as “Millennials” and “Generation Y”, the authors of 

this paper do not focus on this wording but instead pay rather attention to the age itself. 
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1.1 Research Gap 

Due to the relevance of online and mobile payment, various studies have been conducted to 

investigate the matter from different aspects. However, as it is an ever-changing industry 

(Liu, Kauffman, & Ma, 2015) it requires continuous research.  

While many studies have focused on investigating various factors that might affect online 

and mobile payment adaption, most studies, according to the authors’ research, neglected 

the influential effects of culture or the country aspect (Dahlberg, Mallat, & Öörni, 2003; 

Dahlberg & Öörni, 2007; Mallat, 2007; Pousttchi, 2004; Lu, Yang, Chau, & Cao, 2011; de 

Kerviler, Demoulin, & Zidda, 2016). Furthermore, studies, that did investigate the matter of 

online and/or mobile payment, were conducted within one country (Teo, Fraunholz, & 

Unnithan, 2005; Dewan & Chen, 2005, Muhammadi, 2015; Bankole & Bankole, 2017; 

Khraim, Al Shoubaki, & Khraim, 2011; Schierz, Schilke, & Wirtz, 2010). 

 

The literature neglects a cross-country analysis of the three countries Germany, Hungary 

and Sweden. Even though the physical distance among them is relatively small, online and 

mobile payment usage may show significant differences. This paper is aiming at filling this 

gap in existing research. 

Furthermore, as the younger generation shows a higher level of affinity towards technology 

(Maier, Kreihsler, Hepperger, Hallemann, Graf, & Maurer, 2016), previous studies 

focussing on the whole population may show different results. 

1.2 Research Question 

In order to fill the previously described research gap, the authors of this study aim at 

answering the following question:  

 

What are the main similarities and differences in online and mobile payment acceptance in 

Germany, Hungary and Sweden in the age group of 18-35? 

 

In order to answer this central research question, the following sub-questions were set: 

 

1) How does the attitude and the adaption of online and mobile payment differ among 

the three countries in the in the following sections: 

- People who have never used online payment before; 

- People who have used online payment before; 

- People who have never used mobile payment before; 

- People who have used mobile payment before? 

 

2) How strong are the relationships among the factors - perceived security, perceived 

risk, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, social influence, information 

asymmetry and intention to use - in the context of online and mobile payment in 

the three countries? 
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1.3 Research Objective 

The aim of this paper to fill the research gap of lack of cross-country studies in Germany, 

Hungary and Sweden in the context of online and mobile payment adaption and usage.  

The adaption and willingness to use online and mobile payment systems is highly dependent 

on individual characteristics (Jafarian & Abdi, 2016) such as perceived security  (Mukherjee 

& Nath, 2003; Godwin, 2001), perceived risk (Jafarian & Abdi, 2016; Liébana-Cabanillas, 

Sánchez-Fernández, & Muñoz-Leiva, 2014), perceived usefulness (Kumar, Bose, & 

Raghavan, 2011; Wunderlich, Kranz, Totzek, Veit & Picot, 2013; Gefen, Karahanna, & 

Straub, 2003), perceived ease of use (Kim, Mirusmonov & Lee, 2010; Liébana-Cabanillas, 

Sánchez-Fernández & Muñoz-Leiva, 2014; Schierz, Schilke & Wirtz, 2010; Shin, 2009; 

Cheng, Lam & Yeung, 2006; Pikkarainen, Pikkarainen, Karjaluoto & Pahnila, 2004;  Mallat, 

Rossi, Tuunainen & Öörni, 2009), social influence (Yang, Lu, Gupta, Cao, & Zhang, 2012), 

information asymmetry (Kim, Tao, Shin & Kim, 2010; Mukherjee & Nath, 2003) and 

Intention to Use. While the mentioned are individual characteristics, cultures are showing 

similar effects on behaviour. The aim of this paper is to investigate and analyse how the 

previously written factors influence the acceptance of online and mobile payment and 

highlight the differences among three countries, namely Germany, Hungary and Sweden. 

According to Kieser (1994), culture has an impact on the forming of humans’ feeling, 

thinking and acting. Although the mentioned countries are located geographically close, yet 

culture and therefore behaviour differ among them. 

 

It has to be stated that this study is not focussing on e-commerce but instead only on the e-

payment process (online and mobile payment) itself. 

1.4 Structure 

The paper is divided into the following main chapters: theoretical background, conceptual 

model, methodology, analysis, conclusion and implications.  

Firstly, the reader is provided an overview of the relevant theoretical background. This 

includes definitions about the terms online and mobile payment and Hofstede’s Cultural 

Dimensions. Furthermore, the paper provides the reader with short descriptions of the 

factors that were used to develop the conceptual model for the study, the Technology 

Acceptance Model (TAM) and an explanation about the switch from different technology 

forms to others.  

Secondly, a conceptual model developed by the authors is presented. 

Thirdly, a detailed methodological explanation is given in order to explain the authors’ 

approach including a description about the handling from both primary and secondary data. 

In addition, limitations of this study are presented. 

Fourthly, an overview about the target countries and their economic and social conditions 

are presented. This shall be used as a foundation for the following analysis which involves 

both general and country-specific aspects of the gathered data. In the first part of the 

analysis, survey results are evaluated and contrasted among the three countries. In the second 

part, the conceptual model, which was developed by the authors, is used to analyse and 
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highlight different relationships between investigated factors among Germany, Hungary and 

Sweden. 

Fifthly, a conclusion shall present briefly the investigated results. 

Lastly, implications and future research areas are displayed. 
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2 Theoretical Background  

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the reader with the necessary theoretical 

background of the topic of this research paper. Firstly, the concept of online and mobile 

payment is explained, which is followed by the definition of switch and Hofstede’s cultural 

dimensions. The latter gives a foundation to the cultural aspects of the analysis conducted. 

After that, descriptions on each investigated factors are presented, namely (1) perceived 

security, (2) perceived risk, (3) perceived usefulness, (4) perceived ease of use, (5) social 

influence, (6) information asymmetry, (7) intention to use. It is followed by a presentation 

of the Technical Acceptance Model (TAM), which includes some of the mentioned factors 

that is used as a base of the proposed conceptual model developed by the authors.  

2.1 Online Payment 

Online payment, which is most common in case of purchases through e-commerce 

(electronic commerce) sites, combines traditional payment methods with information 

technology, thus resulting in a secure yet quick and convenient online fund settlement tool 

(Hankun, Yafang, Xuemei, & Jing, 2016). These transactions happen between a payer and 

a payee with a help of an e-payment system (Weir, Anderson & Jack, 2006; Lim, 2008). 

Most commonly, such system includes four parties, namely a seller, a buyer, a bank and a 

trusted third party (payment provider) (Chen & Liao, 2011) and does not necessarily require 

the personal interactions of the different parties (Kim, Tao, Shin & Kim, 2010). Online 

payment systems that involve a third party places the control over the transaction to an 

independent and licensed third party in order to ensure about the protection of both buyer 

and seller. Money is released only after both parties confirm that the transaction was 

completed upon the agreed terms. In case of conflicts between the involved parties, dispute 

resolutions are processed (Choi & Sun, 2016). Within online payment, various methods exist 

such as card payment (both credit and debit), bank transfer, mobile payment (direct carrier 

billing, digital wallet, etc.) and other payments (such as PayPal) (CBI, 2015). Online 

payment proposes various advantages over traditional payment methods such as flexibility, 

convenience, time- and cost efficiency, security, reliability, scalability, anonymity, 

acceptability and privacy. (Sorkin, 2001; Yu, His & Kuo, 2002;Chou, Lee, & Chung, 2004; 

Stroborn, Heitmann, Leibold, & Frank, 2004; Tsiakis & Sthephanides, 2005; Linck, 

Pousttchi, & Wiedemann, 2006; Cotteleer, Cotteleer, & Prochnow, 2007; Kousaridas, 

Parissis, & Apostolopoulos, 2008). 

2.2 Mobile Payment 

Mobile payment is defined as “any payment where a mobile device is used to initiate, 

authorize and confirm an exchange of financial value in return for goods and services.” (Au 

& Kauffman, 2008, p. 141). Used mobile devices can be mobile phones, smartphones and 

tablet-PC (Lerner, 2012). Even though Turowski and Pousttchi (2013) defined mobile 

payment the same way as Au & Kauffman (2008) did, they underlined that it is at least the 



6 

 

payer who has to use mobile communication technology for initiation, authorization or 

realization of the payment. Furthermore, the usage of mobile payment is possible but not 

limited to m-commerce and e-commerce but also usable offline at the cash desk (Turowski 

& Pousttchi, 2013). Mallat (2007) defined mobile payments as “the use of a mobile device 

to conduct a payment transaction in which money or funds are transferred from payer to 

receiver via an intermediary, or directly, without an intermediary” (p. 415).  

Thereby, the central element of mobile payment is the authorisation of the payment process 

by the ultimate customer using a mobile phone (Henkel, 2002).  

Due to the technological development of mobile phones and the need of increased efficiency 

in one’s everyday life, the acceptance of mobile payment increases (Andersson, 2016).  

Therefore, competitive advantage might be achieved by companies if they manage to offer 

mobile payment possibilities for their customers (Mallat, 2007). It can be concluded that in 

comparison to traditional payment instruments (such as cash), mobile payment adds the 

advantage of independency of time and place for the payment process, availability and queue 

avoidance (Mallat, 2007). Nonetheless, mobile payment is still not a standardized method 

and trust in smartphone technology still is a crucial issue for customers to adapt this new 

payment method (Andersson, 2016). 

The authors differentiate between three kinds of mobile payment. Firstly, mobile payment 

can be done in online shops where a third party payment method is integrated. When using 

such methods, no additional application is needed, customers follow same steps as when 

paying online by using a laptop/PC. Secondly, a customer can download a mobile 

application of an online store to ease the shopping experience. In this case, mobile payment 

is integrated to the application. Steps taken by customers are same, however, it is more user-

friendly, visually optimized. Thirdly, mobile payment can be done by downloading an extra 

software of a payment provider (application) to one’s mobile device to enable the user to 

pay for products or services via websites or on spot (e.g. by scanning in QR code or using 

telephone number). 

2.3 Switch 

Although according to Ye, Seo, Desouza, Sangareddy and Jha (2008), the term “switch” 

implies a total change from one product or service to another, in many consumer-oriented 

services such as in banking, using competing technology, switch might not only possible 

but can be also needed. Therefore, they defined user switching as “users' termination or 

significant reduction in usage of one IT product while replacing it completely or in large 

part with an alternative product that satisfies identical needs” (Ye, Seo, Desouza, 

Sangareddy, & Jha, 2008, p. 161). 

 

There have been various studies investigating what factors can enable or inhibit user’s 

switch intention and/or behaviour. Among others, in the online context switching enablers 

were identified such as alternative attractiveness, satisfaction, ease of use, perceived ease of 

use, relative usage and perceived security of the substitute behaviour, informational 

influence, service usage, and propensity for risk-taking behaviour, relative advantage and 
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subjective norm (Ye, Seo, Desouza, Sangareddy, & Jha, 2008). In comparison to the 

mentioned, switching inhibitors might be low enjoyment, dissatisfaction, relative advantage, 

perceived relative ease of use, perceived relative security, user satisfaction, breadth of use 

of the incumbent product, incumbent system habit and switching costs (sunk costs, transition 

costs) and inertia (Hou, Chern, Chen, & Chen, 2011; Ye & Potter, 2007; Ye, Seo, Desouza, 

Sangareddy, & Jha, 2008; Keaveney & Parthasarathy, 2001). 

2.4 Culture  

Culture can be defined as “the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the 

members of one group or society from those of another” (Hofstede, 1984, p. 82). Even if 

one is born into a cultural system, its understanding and explanation might be difficult due 

to the fact that one takes part in it unconsciously (Hofstede, 1984). 

Culture has an impact on the forming of humans’ feeling, thinking and acting. However, it 

varies from nations and regions (Hofstede, 1984; Kieser, 1994). 

 

Based on the mentioned definitions about “culture”, the authors of this paper critically value 

the term “culture” in the context of payment behaviour. This stems from the fact that 

“culture” includes a great variety of aspects which are not all covered when investigating 

the payment behaviour. Furthermore, culture may differ within a country; according to 

Hofstede (1984), it varies from nations and regions. In this study, this aspect is neglected 

and thus the term “culture”, but instead the country as a whole is in focus.  

2.5 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions 

Hofstede (1983) distinguished between four dimensions when investigating the differences 

among national cultures. The first dimension, Individualism versus Collectivism, deals 

with the relation between one individual and his/her fellows within a society. It defines the 

degree to which individuals are focussing on themselves or on others. 

The second dimension, Power Distance, describes how members of a culture handle and 

accept inequality, both “physical and intellectual capacities” (p. 81), within their societies. 

Hofstede (1983) stated that there is no complete equality in societies, however, the degree 

of equality differs among different countries.  

The third dimension, Uncertainty Avoidance, focuses on how societies handle uncertainty 

in life. Some individuals and thus their societies, may accept the unknown future, which 

might involve taking risks without hesitation. These societies may be labelled as “weak 

Uncertainty Avoidance” and have “a natural tendency to feel relatively secure” (p. 81). In 

contrast, “strong Uncertainty Avoidance” societies try to beat the unknown future and 

therefore, they “try to create security and avoid risk” (p. 83). In such cultures, the fear of 

uncertainty results in emotionality, nervousness and aggressiveness. (Hofstede, 1983) 

Masculinity versus Femininity determines the fourth cultural dimension of Hofstede. It 

illustrates the gender roles within a society, and shows to what extent “[w]e can classify 

societies on whether they try to minimize or to maximize the social sex role division.” 
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(Hofstede, 1983, p. 83). In masculine societies materialistic values are in focus as well as 

“achievement, heroism, assertiveness” (Hofstede, 1984, p. 84). In contrast, in feminine 

societies, relations, caring and quality of life play the most important role (Hofstede, 1984).   

2.6 Factors  

In this subchapter, the factors are presented that were used as the foundation of the 

conceptual framework developed by the authors: perceived security, perceived risk, 

perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, social influence, information asymmetry and 

intention to use. 

2.6.1 Perceived Security 

According to Kalakota & Whinston (1997), security threats are “circumstances, condition, 

or event with the potential to cause economic hardship to data or network resources in the 

form of destruction, disclosure, modification of data, denial of service and/or fraud, waste 

and abuse” (p. 317). Perceived security in e-commerce transactions is defined as the 

consumer’s subjective assumption whether his/her personal information, in both private and 

monetary terms, will not be interfered by unauthorized third parties (Chellappa & Pavlou, 

2002). It was also found by Kim, Ferrin and Rao (2008) that the higher the perceived security 

in the context of electronic commerce, the lower the perceived risk and vice versa. Security 

threats in the context of online banking are mostly present through network, data 

transmission and transaction attacks, furthermore, they may occur due to inappropriate 

access made by false authentication of third parties (Yousafzai, Pallister & Foxall 2003).    

 

Damghanian, Zarei and Siahsarani Kojuri (2016) presented perceived security that relies on 

three dimensions: credibility, reliability and privacy. Quality of product or service meaning 

degree of accuracy and timeliness of product or service (Munusamy, Chelliah, & Mun, 

2010), while credibility of a system refers to the ability that it can be expected to function 

continuously and precisely (Schneider, 1998).  Reliability covers matters such as protection 

against threats that might harm someone or his/her possessions (Akhter 2014). Lastly, 

privacy refers to the extent to which an individual is of the opinion that organisational and 

technical infrastructure in privacy terms is interrupted (Xu and Gupta 2009).  

 

Perceived security is influenced by information asymmetry, meaning that not all parties have 

the relevant information needed to make decisions (Akerlof, 1970), and it is one of the major 

problems in the adoption of e-payment systems and internet banking (Mukherjee & Nath, 

2003; Godwin, 2001). The negative effects of asymmetric information can be reduced by e-

payment systems providing security-related statements to their customers (Yoon, 2002). 

Furthermore, according to Casaló, Flavián and Guinalíu (2007), customer's perception of 

unreliability, and concerns regarding safety matters are higher in the online context when 

conducting transactions.  
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2.6.2 Perceived Risk 

Kaplan and Garrick (1981) defined risk as the sum of uncertainty and possibility of “some 

kind of loss or damage” (p. 12). There are several types of risk in the literature such as 

business risk, social risk, economic risk, safety risk, investment risk, military risk, political 

risk (Kaplan & Garrick, 1981).  

Perceived risk has both a cost and a probability dimension (Kogan & Wallach, 1964). The 

overall perceived risk is often calculated by multiplying the mentioned two dimensions 

(Cunningham, 1967). It has to be stated, that customers’ perception of risk towards mobile 

payment services negatively affect their usage intention (Lu, Yang, Chau, & Cao, 2011). 

Additionally, risk can be limited but never totally eliminated (Kaplan & Garrick, 1981).  

Consumers evaluate purchase consequences in a subjective matter focusing on the kind and 

degree of potential risks and benefits associated (Cho, 2004). Perceived risk and perceived 

benefits are directly influencing the likelihood to dismiss intended online transaction (Cho, 

2004). 

 

Risk-taking is, among others, an individual characteristic which influences the tendency 

whether to use or not online payment. There is a negative relationship between perceived 

risk and intention to use m-payment systems which stems from the uncertainty perceived by 

new users and/or the negative consequence which a purchase may have (Liébana-Cabanillas, 

Sánchez-Fernández, & Muñoz-Leiva, 2014).  

2.6.3 Perceived Usefulness  

According to Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw (1989), perceived usefulness can be defined as 

“the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his job 

performance'' (p. 985), thus it can be used advantageously. However, many refer to it as 

one’s subjective perception of the functionality of a new, unused technology to solve a 

certain task. (Venkatesh, Thong & Xu, 2012; Gefen, Karahanna & Straub, 2003). Thus, in 

case usefulness is perceived to a high degree, users presume a “positive use-performance 

relationship” (Davis, 1989, p. 320). Perceived usefulness is proven to be a determinant of 

usage intention, as well as it can mitigate the effects of perceived ease of use on usage 

intention (Lee, Hsieh & Chen, 2013). Furthermore, usage intention was found to be 

significantly affected by users’ perceived usefulness in the context of internet banking, 

mobile services and e-commerce (Kumar, Bose, & Raghavan, 2011; Wunderlich, Kranz, 

Totzek, Veit & Picot, 2013; Gefen, Karahanna, & Straub, 2003). 

2.6.4 Perceived Ease of Use 

Davis (1989) defined perceived ease of use as “the degree to which a person believes that 

using a particular system would be free of effort” (p. 320) and claimed that between two 

applications the one with the higher degree of perceived ease of use will be more likely to 

be accepted by users (Davis, 1989). Similar to perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use 

has also a significant effect on users’ usage intention and level of acceptance, as well as 
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perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness is strongly related to one another (Davis, 

1989).  

Studies in various internet-based systems - inter alia e-services, mobile payment, internet 

banking, mobile services and mobile internet - often use perceived ease of use as an 

influential factor (Featherman, Miyazaki & Sprott, 2010; Kim, Mirusmonov & Lee, 2010; 

Liébana-Cabanillas, Sánchez-Fernández & Muñoz-Leiva, 2014; Schierz, Schilke & Wirtz, 

2010; Shin, 2009; Cheng, Lam & Yeung, 2006; Pikkarainen, Pikkarainen, Karjaluoto & 

Pahnila, 2004; Mallat, Rossi, Tuunainen, & Öörni, 2009; Zarmpou, Saprikis, Markos & 

Vlachopoulou, 2012). Furthermore, perceived ease of use was also identified as a factor that 

positively affects customer satisfaction of internet bank users (George & Kumar, 2013), and 

its significant effect on intention to use in m-commerce was confirmed (Bhatti, 2015; Zhang, 

Zhu & Liu, 2012). 

2.6.5 Social Influence 

Individuals’ consumption and purchasing behaviour are influenced by their social and 

cultural environment and therefore, the needs for new payment services are affected as well 

(Dahlberg, Mallat, Ondrus, & Zmijewska, 2007). A changing environment, including inter 

alia “changing payment cultures, greater mobility of people, and increased appreciation for 

leisure time” (Dahlberg, Mallat, Ondrus, & Zmijewska, 2007, p. 5), may result in needs that 

affect the supply and demand of new payment services.   

Social influences may have a significant and direct impact on customers’ intention to adapt 

mobile payment services (Yang, Lu, Gupta, Cao, & Zhang, 2012). The perceived risk of 

potential customers is more influenced by social environment than of those who are actual 

customers (Yang, Lu, Gupta, Cao, & Zhang, 2012). Furthermore, Lu, Yang, Lu, Gupta, Cao, 

& Zhang (2012) found that initial users’ perception of relative advantage and risks of mobile 

payment services are more affected by social influences compared to those who are already 

using it.  

Bass (1969) stated in his New Product Growth Model that social pressure may have an 

influence on innovation adoption.  

2.6.6 Information Asymmetry 

In reality, a market where every party has the same amount of information (first-best-

solution) does not exist as the gaining of information is normally associated with costs. 

Therefore, there is always asymmetrical distribution of information among different parties 

(second-best-solution) (Picot, Dietl, Franck, Fiedler & Royer, 2012). On the market, 

different players do not have the same amount of information. Thus, in many cases it is not 

possible to evaluate the quality of products due to the asymmetrical distribution of 

information (Akerlof, 1970).  

The concept of asymmetric information is based on the microeconomic principal-agent 

theory (Albach, 1989; Picot, 1989), which was invented by Jensen and Meckling (1976) and 

which stems from the new institutional economics (Hochhold & Rudolph, 2011). The latter 

can be classified as a modification and a development of the neoclassical theory (North, 
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1995; Mathissen, 2009) which is based, among other facts, on the assumption that complete 

information is available (Kunz, 1985); thus, there are no principal-agent relationships in 

neoclassical theory, as they require asymmetrical information distribution (Göbel, 2002). 

Within the framework of the principal agent theory, the agent is in charge with acting 

according to the ideas of the principal (Mankiw, 2004) and receiving a certain decision-

making power from the principal (Richter & Furubotn, 2003). Thereby, the principal is 

always the less informed actor compared to the agent (Erlei, Leschke, & Sauerland, 2007). 

An unequal distribution of information is predominantly present in the service sector 

(Baßeler, Heinrich, Utecht, 2010). According to Kim, Tao, Shin and Kim (2010) the 

presence of asymmetric information is one of the most crucial issues in electronic payment 

systems, that influences perceived security and trust of customers (Mukherjee & Nath, 

2003). It was also found that the phenomenon of asymmetric information occurs more 

intensified in transactions made online as the customer typically does not see the product 

physically (Lewis, 2011). Although this is referring to e-commerce instead of solely the 

payment process, the previously mentioned excludes not only seeing the physical product, 

but also lacks social exchange, which could decrease asymmetric information in form of 

verbal information exchange.  

Trust and reputation can reduce all types of asymmetric information distribution and the 

resulting risk (Dahlhaus, 2009). 

 

Within the principal-agent concept, it has to be distinguished between three different kinds 

of asymmetric information result: (1) hidden characteristics, (2) hidden action/hidden 

information and (3) hidden intention (Picot, 1991; Frambach, 2013).  

2.6.6.1 Hidden Characteristics 

The first, hidden characteristics, is an ex ante (pre-contractual) phenomenon where the agent 

might have hidden characteristics, which he does not want to show to his/her own advantage 

(Güida, 2009). Normally, the agent does not have an incentive to display information that 

could reduce the asymmetric information (Fritsch, 2014). For instance, in case of online and 

mobile payment, the customer is the principal and the payment method provider is the agent 

who has an advantage as it has greater knowledge about risks and security matters. The 

characteristics become clear mostly ex post (Picot, Dietl, Franck, Fiedler, & Royer, 2012). 

This negative selection can lead to the choice of an unsuitable agent. The information 

problem of this process is called “adverse selection” (Picot, Dietl, Franck, Fiedler, & Royer, 

2012). The model of adverse selection, developed by Akerlof (1970), is essentially a form 

of market failure (Akerlof, 1970; Gawel, 2009).  

There are mechanisms which help to reduce asymmetric information and its associated risks 

(Picot, Dietl, Franck, Fiedler & Royer, 2012); for example, screening (Stiglitz, 1982) and 

signaling based on Spence (1973) (Göbel, 2002). Screening describes the action of a 

principal when he actively gains information about the agent or when he asks for assistance 

by a specialized third party (Fritsch, 2014). In contrast, signalling is used, when the agent 

wants to reduce asymmetric information via credible supportive signals (Göbel, 2002). 

These signals have to fulfil the requirement of not being imitable by worse agents (Endres 
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& Martiensen, 2007). Such signals can be certificates, seals of approval or expert opinions 

(Picot, Dietl, Franck, Fiedler, & Royer, 2012). The mentioned might occur in online and 

mobile payment when a company wants to build trust by presenting trustworthy 

certificates/confirmations by third parties in order to attract potential customers.  

2.6.6.2 Hidden Action / Hidden Information 

In contrast to the ex-ante issue of hidden characteristics, hidden action and hidden 

information are ex post issues. While hidden action identifies occasions in which the 

principal does not have the ability to fully review and evaluate the agent and its performance, 

hidden information identifies the fact that information is not or only partially disclosed 

(Frambach, 2013). In the case of hidden action, the principal is often unable to fully monitor 

the agent, therefore, there is a risk of the agent acting opportunistically (Fritsch, 2014).  

 

In many cases, the principal is unable to evaluate whether the agent is right or wrong as the 

principal can have a lack of specific knowledge in a certain area, which is needed to judge 

the agent and its actions properly. In some cases, the principal cannot afford the necessary 

time to observe the agent completely (Picot, Dietl, Franck, Fiedler, & Royer, 2012). The 

results are only visible ex post; the principal does not certainly know whether the agent is 

responsible for the result or external influences have led to it (Picot, Dietl, Franck, Fiedler, 

& Royer, 2012). Another approach is the moral hazard in which asymmetrically distributed 

information develops only in the course of the cooperation (Picot, Dietl, Franck, Fiedler, & 

Royer, 2012). Moral hazard describes the situation in which an agent has an incentive to act 

opportunistically, i.e. contrary to the rules (Mankiw, 2004), which can be mitigated by 

monitoring (Göbel, 2002). Another solution to overcome this kind of information 

asymmetry is reporting (Göbel, 2002).  

2.6.6.3 Hidden Intention 

The ex post problem of hidden intention occurs when the agent deliberately conceals his 

intention and thus, the crucial information from the principal. Hidden intention requires 

specific investments that are irreversible which may contain a high risk for the principal. 

(Dahlhaus, 2009). The authors of this paper neglect this kind of asymmetric information 

issue as it is not applicable on online and mobile payment considering the given research 

question. 

 

As in relationships between customer and payment provider no ex post asymmetric 

information problems occur, the authors decided focusing only on hidden characteristics 

(ex-ante) in the following analysis. 

2.6.7 Intention to Use 

Under behavioural intentions, two different kinds can be differentiated: purchase 

intention/behavioural intention to use (Davis, 1989; Salisbury, Pearson, Pearson, & Miller, 

2001) and intention to revisit/continuous intention to use (Turban, Lee, King, & Chung, 
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2000). In this paper, the authors focus solely on the first, behavioural intention to use, as the 

focus of this study is on the different countries and their specific behaviour. Thus, 

continuous intention to use is neglected as it includes a time aspect of using, which is not 

focus of this study.  

“[Behavioural] Intentions … capture the motivational factors that influence a [person’s] 

behaviour; they are indications of how hard people are willing to try, of how much of an 

effort they are planning to exert, in order to perform the behaviour” (Ajzen, 1991, p. 181).  

According to Davis (1989), behavioural intention to use a new technology is determined by 

the degree of perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use.  

The theory of reasoned action (TRA) explains that one’s behaviour can be predicted by 

his/her behavioural intentions which are driven by attitude toward the behaviour and 

subjective norm “as to whether others who are valued believe the behaviour should be 

performed” (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Cyr, Head, & Ivanov, 2009, p. 852). The concept of 

TRA has been adopted by various researchers to explain information technology adoption 

(Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1989; McKnight, Choudhury, & Kacmar, 2002; Venkatesh, 

Morris, Davis & Davis, 2003). 

2.7 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 

Venkatesh and Davis (2000) described the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) as a 

model which “explains perceived usefulness and usage intentions in terms of social 

influence and cognitive instrumental processes.” (p. 186). The model states that the 

behavioural intention to use of an individual is based upon two beliefs, namely perceived 

usefulness and perceived ease of use (See: Figure 1) (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000) that both 

mediate the effects of external variables, such as system characteristics, development 

process, training, on intention to use (Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1989). 

 

Furthermore, perceived ease of use has an impact on perceived usefulness which stems from 

the fact that the easier a system is to use, the more useful it can be (if other circumstances 

stay equal). Perceived usefulness has an impact on both attitude towards and behavioural 

intention to use. Finally, the behavioural intention to use has an influence on actual system 

use. (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000)  

 

The model has developed since its creation, and has various different variation of it (Chuttur, 

2009). However, for this study the final version of TAM by Venkatesh and Davis (1996) 

was used as a base. 
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Figure 1 Final version of TAM (Venkatesh & Davis, 1996, p. 453) 

 

Although, the TAM is an effective model to understand technological acceptance, it neglects 

incorporate social influence and its effects (Venkatesh & Morris, 2000).   
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3 Conceptual Model 

In order to answer the research question of “What are the main similarities and differences 

in online and mobile payment acceptance in Germany, Hungary and Sweden in the age 

group of 18-35?”, the authors have developed a conceptual framework using Davis’ (1989) 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) as its theoretical basis and extended it with factors 

that were proven, separately, to have an effect on user intention and actual system usage.  

 

Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw (1989) explained that perceived ease of use and perceived 

usefulness are both determinants of intention to use and level of acceptance. The relationship 

between perceived ease of use and intention to use was also found in the context of mobile 

payment services and internet banking (Kim, Mirusmonov & Lee, 2010; Liébana-

Cabanillas, Sánchez-Fernández & Muñoz-Leiva, 2014; Schierz, Schilke & Wirtz, 2010; 

Shin, 2009; Cheng, Lam & Yeung, 2006; Pikkarainen, Pikkarainen, Karjaluoto & Pahnila, 

2004; Mallat, Rossi, Tuunainen & Öörni, 2009). Therefore, the following hypotheses were 

made by the authors of this study: 

 

H1: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Intention to Use of those 

who have never used Online payment before. 

H2: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Online Payment usage. 

H3: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Intention to Use of those 

who have never used Mobile payment before. 

H4: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Mobile Payment usage. 

 

Davis (1989) found that there is also a strong relationship between perceived ease of use and 

perceived usefulness, which - according to Venkatesh and Davis (2000) - stems from the 

fact that the easier the system is to use, the more useful it can be (if other things being equal). 

Thus, the authors hypothesize the following:  

 

H5: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Perceived Usefulness of 

Online payment by those who have never used Online Payment. 

H6: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Perceived Usefulness of 

Online payment by those who have used Online Payment. 

H7: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Perceived Usefulness of 

Mobile payment by those who have never used Mobile Payment. 

H8: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Perceived Usefulness of 

Mobile payment by those who have used Mobile Payment. 
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The relationship between perceived usefulness and intention to use was also proven by 

various studies in the context of internet banking, mobile services and e-commerce (Kumar, 

Bose, & Raghavan, 2011; Wunderlich, Kranz, Totzek, Veit & Picot, 2013; Gefen, 

Karahanna, & Straub, 2003). Based on the mentioned, the following hypothesis was made: 

 

H9:  Perceived Usefulness is positively associated with Intention to Use of Online 

payment. 

H10:  Perceived Usefulness is positively associated with Online payment usage. 

H11:  Perceived Usefulness is positively associated with Intention to Use of Mobile 

payment. 

H12:  Perceived Usefulness is positively associated with Mobile payment usage. 

 

The factors of both perceived security and perceived risk were integrated into the authors’ 

conceptual model due to their important role in a sensible industry such as financing. Lu, 

Yang, Chau and Cao (2011) stated that customers’ perception of risk towards mobile 

payment services negatively affect their usage intention. Thus, the following was 

hypothesized:  

 

H13: Perceived Risk is negatively associated with Intention to Use of those who 

have never used Online payment before. 

H14: Perceived Risk is negatively associated with Online Payment Usage. 

H15: Perceived Risk is negatively associated with Intention to Use of those who 

have never used Mobile payment before. 

H16: Perceived Risk is negatively associated with Mobile Payment Usage. 

 

Furthermore, it was found by Mukherjee and Nath (2003) and Godwin (2001) that one of 

the major problems in the adaption of e-payment systems and internet banking is the lack of 

perceived security.   

 

H17: Perceived Security is positively associated with Intention to Use of those who 

have never used Online Payment before. 

H18: Perceived Security is positively associated with Online Payment Usage. 

H19: Perceived Security is positively associated with Intention to Use of those who 

have never used Mobile Payment before. 

H20: Perceived Security is positively associated with Mobile Payment Usage. 

 

It was also found by Kim, Ferrin and Rao (2008) that the higher the perceived security in 

the context of electronic commerce, the lower the perceived risk and vice versa. 

 

H21: Perceived Risk negatively associated with Perceived Security of those who 

have never used Online Payment before. 

H22: Perceived Risk negatively associated with Perceived Security of Online 

Payment users. 
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H23: Perceived Risk negatively associated with Perceived Security of those who 

have never used Mobile Payment before. 

H24: Perceived Risk negatively associated with Perceived Security of Mobile 

Payment users. 

 

A decrease in information asymmetry is associated with social influence (Cormier, Aerts, 

Ledoux, & Magnan, 2009).  

Social influence was found to have an effect on intention to use (Dahlberg, Mallat, Ondrus, 

& Zmijewska, 2007), perceived risk (Yang, Lu, Gupta, Cao, & Zhang, 2012). In order to get 

a clearer understanding on the two factors and their relationships with other each in the 

context of online and mobile payment, the authors decided on investigating them in a 

qualitative manner.  

 

According to Kim, Tao, Shin and Kim (2010) the presence of asymmetric information is 

one of the most crucial issues in electronic payment systems, that influences perceived 

security and trust of customers (Mukherjee & Nath, 2003). It was also found that the 

phenomenon of asymmetric information occurs more intensified in transactions made online 

as the customer typically does not see the product physically (Lewis, 2011). Moreover, a 

decrease in information asymmetry is associated with social influence (Cormier, Aerts, 

Ledoux, & Magnan, 2009). 

 
Figure 2 Conceptual Model  (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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4 Methodology 

The authors applied on this study the approach of deduction. By reviewing existing literature 

and applying it on the cases of three countries, the authors aim at filling the research gap by 

answering the research question of the thesis “What are the main similarities and differences 

in online and mobile payment acceptance in Germany, Hungary and Sweden in the age 

group of 18-35?” by using mixed research methods. Moreover, it is a descriptive research 

as the study aims at answering what the similarities and differences are in terms of 

acceptance of online and mobile payment. Already existing theories are used in order to 

investigate the acceptance within each country. It includes both primary and secondary data. 

4.1 Primary Qualitative Data 

4.1.1 Interviews 

Primary qualitative data was gathered in form both personal and written interviews.  

10 individual open-answer interviews were conducted in each country, Germany, Hungary 

and Sweden adding up to 30 interviews in total. The questions asked from the interviewees 

were adjusted to the amount of their previous experience with online and mobile payment 

and focused on investigating the effects of asymmetric information on perceived risk and 

security (See: Appendix 1). At the end of the interview, interviewees were presented visuals 

on online and mobile payment and were asked to describe their feelings when seeing and 

comparing the two. The duration of each interview lasted between 10-15 minutes.  

4.1.2 Companies 

Additionally, 150 e-commerce companies, regardless of industry and size, were contacted 

via E-Mail, 49 from Germany, 50 from Hungary and 51 from Sweden from each target 

country (See: Appendix 2). They were surveyed what the most important factors were when 

deciding on using the services of a payment service provider, as well as, they were asked if 

they have ever changed payment service provider or experienced security issues in relation 

to payment (See: Appendix 3).  

Expecting higher return on answers of contacting companies, the E-Mails for all three target 

countries were written in their local language. Out of these 150, 7 companies responded, 3 

from Germany, 2 from Hungary and 2 from Sweden.  
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4.2 Survey 

Empirical data was gathered in form of a questionnaire, which included both quantitative 

and qualitative questions.  

4.2.1 Content and Structure 

The survey was divided into four major sections: people who have never used online 

payment before, people who have used online payment before, people who have never used 

mobile payment before and people who have used mobile payment before. Based on the 

answers given, participants filled out only the two sections applicable on them. The survey 

structure was used in order to eliminate biases in the answers for items that might not be 

applicable to all participants. Furthermore, the different sections made it possible to get more 

detailed results on the different attitudes of different part of the target population. 

 

Factors investigated in the survey were (1) perceived security, (2) perceived risk, (3) 

perceived usefulness, (4) perceived ease of ease, (5) social influences, (6) information 

asymmetry, (7) intention to use/online and mobile payment usage. 

 

The usage frequency of online and mobile payment was used in the study as an item to 

determine the respondents’ usage. It was labelled as “system usage” which was adapted to 

the conceptual model from the Technology Acceptance Model.  

 

The survey did not include direct questions regarding the respondents’ culture. Instead, the 

authors were comparing the results between the three different countries and highlighted the 

differences. Qualitative data from the survey and from individual open-answer interviews 

were used to support the findings and thus the differences between the three countries. 

 

All the quotes, which were used in both survey and qualitative interviews, in this study were 

translated by the authors to English as interviews as well as in the survey answers were given 

in respondents’ mother tongue. It must be emphasised that the authors have native 

knowledge of German and Hungarian, thus the reliability of the translation is given.  

4.2.2 Trial Survey 

In order to reduce biases, a trial survey was disseminated among 10 individuals. The 

comprehensibility of the survey was tested and the discovered mistakes and ambiguous 

terminology was eliminated in order to ensure the logical flow and reliability of the data 

gathered from the questionnaire.  

4.2.3 Time and Place 

The time span of collecting answers was two months, from March to April 2017. The survey 

was disseminated in English in Germany and in Sweden, while it was translated into 

Hungarian for the Hungarian participants. This stems from the fact that the authors assumed 
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a better knowledge of English in the first two mentioned countries but not in Hungary. This 

assumption is only based on personal experiences and is not meant in a judging way. In 

order to avoid biases due to language issues, it was translated into their mother tongue 

Hungarian.  

The survey was disseminated partly by snowball sampling, partly by posting it on social 

media (Facebook, twitter and WhatsApp). Additionally, in Sweden, the answers of the 

survey were also gathered via printed surveys on the campus of Halmstad University. 

4.2.4 Population and Sample Size 

The population size of the conducted survey was twofold. Firstly, the authors gathered 

general information on the online and mobile payment behaviour independently from the 

respondents’ home country.  

 

Out of the German population size of 81.1 million in 2014 there are 17,412,000 Germans in 

the age of 18-35 (DESTATIS, 2015). Hungarians (9.87 million.) in the age 18-35 involve 

2,417,000 people in 2011 (Központi Statisztikai Hivatal, 2013). The third country, Sweden, 

has a population of 10.00 million and out of this 2,327,000 are people in the age of 18-35 

(Statistiska Centralbyrån, 2016).  

 

1016 answers were gathered, however, after analysing the dataset to remove potential 

outliers 869 answer were proven eligible for the study. Therefore, data gathered from the 

three countries is representative with a confidence level of 99% and a confidence interval of 

4.37.  

Secondly, the three targeted countries were analysed individually to understand the degree 

of representativeness of gathered data in the respective countries. Data from Germany, 286 

answers, have a confidence level of 95% and a confidence interval 5.79. Data from Hungary, 

307 answers, have a confidence level of 95% and a confidence interval of 5.59. Lastly, data 

from Sweden, 276 answers, have a confidence level of 95% and a confidence interval of 5.9.  

4.2.5 Outliers 

In order to identify outliers, observations that substantially differ from the rest of the data 

(Zimek, Campello, & Sander, 2014) regarding age, the authors applied the outlier labeling 

rule (Hoaglin, Iglewicz, & Tukey, 1986). While Tukey (1977) stated that the multiplier 

within the calculation should be 1,5, later it was found to be too extreme and Hoaglin, 

Iglewicz, and Tukey (1986) stated 2,2 is a more reliable multiplier as it does not reject values 

that might not be outliers. Thus, the authors decided on using the 2,2 in the calculations.  

First, with the use of SPSS, a statistics software, the 25th and the 75th percentiles were 

identified within each country as well as a histogram was created to display age distribution 

(See: Appendix 4). The interquartile range (IQR), which is the difference between the value 

of the 75th percentile and the 25th percentile, was calculated. Then, IQR was multiplied by 

2,2 and added to the value of the 75th percentile, and deducted from the 25th percentile. The 

values above and below the mentioned were identified as outliers.  
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Germany 

Lower outliers: 23-[2,2*(27-23)]=14,2 

Upper outliers: 27+[2,2*(27-23)]=35,8 

 

Hungary 

Lower outliers: 23-[2,2*(27-23)]=14,2 

Upper outliers: 27+[2,2*(27-23)]=35,8 

 

Sweden 

Lower outliers: 22-[2,2*(26-22)]=13,2 

Upper outliers: 26+[2,2*(26-22)]=34,8 

 

When conducting the study, calculations regarding outliers were made in order to verify the 

set age group. The result showed that within the responses collected, 79 people were outliers 

due to their age. The mathematical result was that Germans and Hungarians over 35 were 

labelled as outliers, whereas in Sweden, people over 34 were labelled as outliers. This result 

showed that there was no need to extend (or even reduce) the set age-group upwards as the 

result of the statistical calculations braced the age group set by the authors. Downwards, 

people under 14 (Germany and Hungary) and people under 13 (Sweden) were identified as 

outliers. Due to the nature of the topic, namely that it deals about transferring money, the 

authors decided on taking only people into consideration who are at least 18 and thus reached 

their legal age in all the three target countries. Being under 18 includes the fact that having 

a bank account involves also that legal guardians have responsibilities and that therefore the 

people are dependent from other people (usually parents). Furthermore, for their whole 

purchase decisions legal guardians are partly responsible as well. Thus, only people who are 

legally responsible for their own (legal aged people) are taken into consideration. All people 

who filled out the survey but were under 18 are therefore labelled as outliers in this study.  

Furthermore, out of the total number of 1016 responses 68 were removed due to their 

country of origin as it did not fit this study. 

4.2.6 Factor Analysis 

In order to test the validity of data gathered, a factor analysis was run in the three sections 

of the survey, excluding Never Used Online Payment section due to the few answers 

received, thus did not provide representative data on the matter. Varimax rotation was used 

to provide the reader with a more transparent outcome regarding the factor analysis of the 

investigated sections (See: Appendix 5). 

4.2.7 Reliability 

Cronbach’s alpha was used in order to test the consistency of items within factors. The 

values of this test vary between 0 to 1, where the higher number indicated a higher degree 

of reliability. According to Nunnaly (1978), a Cronbach’ alpha value of 0,5 to 0,6 already 

shows reliability, however, values over 0,8 indicate highly reliable research. 
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As the different sections of the research have three different sets of items, thus the reliability 

of each was calculated separately (See: Appendix 6). 

 

4.2.8 Analysis applied 

After removing the outliers, the dataset was reviewed and analysed by using SPSS. The 

items within the survey had a 5-point Likert scale answer options, from “Strongly disagree” 

to “Strongly agree” complemented with ‘Don’t know’ possibility, thus providing ordinal 

data to analyse. In the analysis, these answers were handled as missing values in order to 

reduce biases. Then, due to the ordinal nature of the gathered data, Spearson’s rho 

correlation analyses were run and the results were evaluated by using Evans (1996) grading 

scale of the value of r:  

 

.00-.19 “very weak”   

.20-.39 “weak”  

.40-.59 “moderate” 

.60-.79 “strong” 

.80-1.0 “very strong” 

4.3 Secondary data 

The theoretical base of the research was gathered through literature review of scientific 

articles and case studies conducted in the databases of Scopus, Web of Science and Google 

Scholar. The collected information was used to develop a conceptual model that was used 

as a base for the survey conducted. The authors were aiming at combining these different 

kind of data in order to analyse the online and mobile payment acceptance in the three target 

countries in the most appropriate and accurate way. 

4.4 Limitations 

 

Within this study, the authors are not going to focus on the payment via credit /debit card 

itself which may be used in online/mobile payment. Instead, the focus of this study is on the 

device itself (smartphone) and the substantial action of paying online. Nevertheless, there 

might be transaction costs which stem from either the payment provider or the bank that 

occur by doing transactions in the different countries. Such transaction costs may influence 

the customers’ behaviour/attitude towards the payment process. Due to the variety of 

influences on the transaction costs themselves (bank, payment provider, currency, etc.) they 

will be neglected in this study. 

Furthermore, mobile payment shows different varieties which enable the customer to pay in 

both offline and online shops. It includes paying in an online shop via smartphone via the 

company’s webshop, mobile payment application, payment at a cashier. However, the 
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authors do not distinguish between these different mobile payment methods in this study but 

consider them as one payment method.    

 

Additionally, country specific issues such as legal aspects, transaction costs and currency 

may influence a customer’s payment behaviour. Although the authors do pay attention on 

cultural aspects, prevalent legal issues and the specific currency are not taken into 

consideration but neglected instead.  

 

Furthermore, the technological environment of a country is neglected in this study. This 

includes both the infrastructure arranged and integrated by the government as well as the 

amount of payment providers and their performance within a market. 

 

Furthermore, the term “mobile payment” also includes both the transactions between 

families and friends as well as transaction via the involvement of a third party (online shop). 

As Mallat (2007) stated, mobile payment defines payments that include transactions from a 

payer to a payee with or without the help of an intermediary. 

 

Such peer-to-peer service is offered for example by the company “Swish” in Sweden. 

Mobile payment via third party may include a higher level of risk as there are more points 

where fraud for example can happen. Nevertheless, this study is focussing on mobile 

payment as a whole without distinguishing between such differences in the method itself.  

 

It has to be stated that the interpretation of the data is limited due to the fact that this study 

is a cross-section analysis (including the fact that the people were asked at a specific point 

in time). Thus, it is exposed to temporality biases, which might be of social, economic or 

infrastructural nature.  

4.4.1 Survey 

The conducted survey included four sections; one of the sections was for people who have 

never used online payment before. As the gathered dataset was too little (22 answers out of 

869) for this section, the authors decided to not include this in the analysis as it would not 

be representative but instead rather an assumption about this share of target group’s 

behaviour.  

Furthermore, it has to be stated that all the answers from the survey, the qualitative 

interviews as well as company responses are based on the assumption that the people who 

filled it out were honest. Nevertheless, it cannot be entirely excluded that the answers were 

biased due to dishonesty.  

In addition, the survey was filled out by more females (61%) than males (39%) which may 

have an influence on the results. Nevertheless, this inequality in the gender share was 

neglected in the analysis.  

The gathered information from the survey contains missing values. The used percentages 

are based on the number of eligible respondents, however, the whole dataset can be seen in 

the Appendix 8 & 9. 
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When interpreting the findings of the online survey certain limitations have to be 

encountered. According to Fram and Grady (1995), participants in online surveys tend to 

show unwillingness to fill out lengthy questionnaires. Thus, online surveys shall not have 

more than 40 items investigated (Szymanski & Hise, 2000).   
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5 Country Descriptions 

The aim of this chapter is to provide the reader with a brief overview of the investigated 

countries of this study, Germany, Hungary and Sweden. The short country descriptions on 

population, current economic situation and level of innovativeness is followed by the 

comparison of the three countries’ culture by using Hofstede's Cultural Dimensions. 

5.1 Germany 

Germany is a federal parliamentary republic located in Central-Western Europe. It has a 

population of 82 731 000 (2016) (Statistisches Bundesamt (Destatis), 2017). As Germany is 

part of the European Economic and Monetary Union, its currency is Euro. The gross 

domestic product is 3,363,446.82 million US$ in total (The World Bank, 2017a) and 

48,041.7 US$ per capita in 2015 (The World Bank, 2017b). Germany had an annual 

economic growth of 1,7% in 2015 (The World Bank, 2017c). 

 

It has a working population of 43 475 000 (inland) which leads to a working population rate 

of 54,6% (Statistisches Bundesamt (Destatis), 2017). Besides, 1 775 000 people are 

unemployed which leads to an unemployment rate of 3,9% (Statistisches Bundesamt 

(Destatis), 2017) which is under the European average which is 8.2 (December 2016) 

(European Commission [EC], 2017). 

 

According to a study from PWC (2014), the number of mobile payment systems users is 

expected to increase from 176.000 in 2014 to more than 11.000.000 in 2020 only in 

Germany (PWC, 2014). PWC (2016) investigated that 70 % of the Germans have never used 

mobile payment before but that the usage of mobile payment is increasing. Within one year 

(2015-2016), the number of Germans using mobile payment increased by 5% (PWC, 2016). 

 

Germany is one of the five innovation leaders within the EU (EC, 2016). Innovation is 

defined as “generation, acceptance, and implementation of new ideas, processes, products 

or services.” (Thompson, 1965, p. 2). In the analysis, it will be investigated if this may have 

an influence on the openness for innovative technology such as mobile payment.  

5.2 Hungary 

Hungary is a unitary parliamentary republic located in Central Europe. The country’s 

currency is the Hungarian Forint. It has a population of 9.9 million (Központi Statisztikai 

Hivatal, 2013) and a GDP of 121,715.20 million US$ (The World Bank, 2017a) and a GDP 

per capita of 26,457.6 US$ in 2015 (The World Bank, 2017b). Hungary had an annual 

economic growth of 3,1% in 2015 (The World Bank, 2017c).  
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In 2011, the economically active population was almost 4,6 million. In 2016, the 

unemployment rate decreased compared to the previous years to 4.3% (European 

Commission [EC], 2017). 

The country is a moderate innovator according to European Commission’s European 

Innovation Scoreboard (2016). Even though, it has shown an overall improvement from 

2008 to 2015, the country is still under the EU-average (European Commission [EC], 2016). 

5.3 Sweden 

Sweden, precisely Kingdom of Sweden, is a democratic constitutional monarchy located in 

Northern Europe and one of the Scandinavian countries. Its currency is the Swedish krona. 

Sweden has a population of 10,0 million inhabitants (Statistiska Centralbyrån, 2017) and a 

GDP of 495,694.36 million US$ (The World Bank, 2017a) and a GDP per capita of 47,862.0 

US$ in 2015 (The World Bank, 2017b). Sweden had an annual economic growth rate of 

4,1% in 2015 (The World Bank, 2017c) 

 

The country has a 6.8% unemployment rate (European Commission [EC], 2017). Sweden is 

ranked as number one in EU Member States’ innovation performance (EC, 2016). 

5.4 Hofstede’s Country Comparison 

In the following, Hofstede’s dimension shall be applied on the focussed countries Germany, 

Sweden and Hungary. Each dimension is measured by a relative score between 0-100 where 

0 is the score for the lowest country and 100 for the highest (Hofstede, 1984). 

 

 
Figure 3 The cultural dimensions of Germany, Hungary and Sweden (Hofstede, 2017)1 

 

                                                
1 “Scores of countries marked with an asterisk (*) are – partially or fully – not from Geert Hofstede but have 

been added through research projects of other researchers or have been derived from data representing similar 

countries in combination with out practitioner experience.” (Hofstede, 2017, para. 15) 
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It becomes visible that some categories have a rather harmonized level within the dimension, 

whereas some dimensions differ significantly (Fig. 3). The relatively equal distribution of 

the dimension power distance shows that all three countries handle inequality within the 

own country to a similar level. Sweden does accept inequality regarding power the least 

whereas the Hungarian society accept it the most. Individualism is relatively strong in 

Hungary (80) which means that Hungarians focusing more on themselves than others. 

Significant differences are within the dimension of masculinity. Sweden’s level is extremely 

low (5) whereas Germany has in comparison a high level of masculinity with (66) and 

Hungary even (88). This underlines that Sweden is well developed regarding gender equality 

which is also stated by Oláh and Bernhardt (2008) who pointed out that Sweden's public 

policy is promoting gender equality. Not only the level of masculinity but also the 

uncertainty avoidance level is in Sweden relatively low (29). That means that Swedes as a 

society are rather accepting the unknown future instead of beating it. Hungary has a 

relatively high level of uncertainty avoidance (82). Germany is in the middle (65). 

According to Hofstede (1983), Sweden has a small Power Distance and a weak Uncertainty 

Avoidance in comparison to Germany that has also a relatively small Power Distance but 

instead a stronger Uncertainty Avoidance. Thus, Hofstede labelled Sweden to the category 

“village market” and Germany “well-oiled machine”. Hungary was not included in 

Hofstede’s study from 1983. 

It can be stated that in all three dimensions, Hungary has always the highest level whereas 

Sweden has always the lowest, except from Individualism where Germany has a lower level. 

In all other dimensions, Germany is in the middle position.  

 

In the context of online and mobile payment, it has to be investigated to what extend 

Hofstede’s dimensions may influence the customers’ payment behaviour. However, the 

authors of this thesis are considering Uncertainty Avoidance and 

Individualism/Collectivism as the influential dimensions in the context of online and mobile 

payment. Uncertainty Avoidance deals about the handling of the unknown future and thus, 

the authors expect it to have an effect on perceived risk and perceived security. In addition, 

Individualism/Collectivism deals with the way people behave in a society and whether they 

are more focused on themselves or on other people. As one of the factors is “social 

influence”, the authors expect this cultural dimension to have an effect on it. If (and to what 

degree) the two mentioned dimensions have an effect on the investigated factors will be 

analysed. As the other two dimensions Masculinity/Femininity and Power Distance are 

dealing with aspects which are not related to the chosen factors regarding the acceptance 

towards online and mobile payment, these two factors going to be neglected in the following 

analysis.  
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6 Analysis 

The purpose of this chapter is to assess, analyse and interpret the outcomes of the conducted 

survey, the qualitative interviews as well as the responses of companies. Firstly, the overall 

percentage outcomes are presented about both online and mobile payment. This is followed 

by the deeper analysis that is structured factor wise in order to stress both similarities and 

differences between the three target countries. Lastly, with the use of the developed 

conceptual model previously set hypotheses are tested and either confirmed or rejected. 

6.1 General Overview 

6.1.1 Findings on Online Payment 

Online payment was relatively common in all three countries; 97% of the respondents have 

used online payment before. Nevertheless, differences in the frequency of online payment 

usage could be observed: 

97% of the respondents in Germany have used online payment before. Out of these, 2% use 

it every day, 52% use it weekly, 38% monthly, 8% a couple of times a year. No one stated 

that he/she uses online payment less than once a year.  

In case of Hungary, 96% of the respondents have used online payment before. Out of these, 

1% use it every day, 31% use it weekly, 44% monthly, 21% a couple of times a year. Only 

3% use online payment less than once a year.  

In Sweden, 100% of the respondents have used online payment before. Out of these 100%, 

8% use it every day, 37% use it weekly, 46% monthly, 10% a couple of times a year. No 

one stated that he/she uses online payment less than once a year.  

 

89% of Germans, 88% of Hungarians and 84% of Swedes have never had negative 

experience (e.g. lost money, stolen data, etc.) when using online payment. It is noteworthy 

that the Germans who experienced such negativity the least, are the most risk averse, which 

will be analysed later on. 

Additionally, perceived risk and perceived benefits (perceived usefulness) are directly 

influencing the likelihood to dismiss intended online transaction (Cho, 2004) but as the 

majority used online payment, it can be concluded that the perceived benefits surpass the 

perceived risks of online payment.  

6.1.2 Findings on Mobile Payment 

The change in behaviour of usage of online payment to mobile payment can be labelled as 

“switch” due to the definition of Ye, Seo, Desouza, Sangareddy and Jha (2008). The 

mentioned authors stated that although the term “switch” implies a total change from one 

product or service to another, in many consumer-oriented services such as in banking, using 

competing technology, switch might not only possible but can be also needed. Thus, they 

stated that user switching involves the finishing or strongly reduction in usage of one 

technological product while it is either entirely replaced by the user or to a large extend with 
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an alternative product that satisfies identical needs of the user. Based on the findings of the 

survey, it was found that such a partial replacement happened in Sweden as 96% of the 

people have used mobile payment before. In Hungary (38%) and Germany (41%) the 

percentage of those who have used mobile payment is significantly under the percentage of 

the Swedish population. Overall, 57% of the respondents had used mobile payment before. 

 

Out of the Germans, 3% uses it every day, 30% uses it weekly, 25% monthly, 33% a couple 

of times a year. 9% stated that he/she uses online payment less than once a year.  

Out of the 38% Hungarians who have used mobile payment, 3% uses it every day, 8% uses 

it weekly, 44% monthly, 38% a couple of times a year. Only 7% uses online payment less 

than once a year.  

Out of the 96% of Swedes who have used mobile payment before, 16% uses it every day, 

53% uses it weekly, 22% monthly, 8% a couple of times a year. 2% stated that he/she uses 

online payment less than once a year.  

It is noticeable that the frequency in mobile payment usage in Sweden is higher than in 

Germany and Hungary and thus, such a switch is more undertaken than in the other two 

countries.  

 

Among those who had used mobile payment before, 1% of Germans, 8% of Hungarians and 

3% of Swedes had negative experience when using it (e.g. lost money, stolen data, etc.). 

 

The different shares of mobile payment usage derive from several facts. The lower level of 

usage of mobile payment in Germany and Hungary compared to Sweden is indicated by the 

answers of the respondents showing that mobile payment is less integrated in the payment 

infrastructure of the country. Respondents of the survey stated “I wish it was available in 

Hungarian stores as well” (Hungary, female, 24); “Not so common/possible in my country. 

At least never heard about its common use.” (Germany, male, 26); “Not common in 

Germany at the moment” (Germany, female, 24) and “Mobile payment is almost never 

available in Germany, only if you order something online. But here it is more convenient to 

do it on the go, when you don't have your computer. “(Germany, female, 21). Nevertheless, 

as mentioned in the limitations, the infrastructure of the branch and legal aspects do play a 

role, are rather neglected in this study. However, it has to be stated that this lack of 

infrastructure probably is strongly correlated to the fact that there was often no need to use 

mobile payment as a payment method. 

 

Besides, there are innovation aspects which may be of importance. Due to the technological 

development of mobile phones (Andersson, 2016), the possibilities of its usage changed 

quickly. Thompson (1965) defined innovation as “[b]y innovation is meant the generation, 

acceptance, and implementation of new ideas, processes, products or services.” (p. 2). As 

Sweden is ranked as number one in the list of EU Member States’ innovation performance 

(EC, 2016), it can be theorised that there is a connection of its innovation status and its 

acceptance of mobile payment, because, as based on Thompson’s definition, innovations 

can be only considered as “innovations” when they are accepted by people and also 

implemented, which is the case in Sweden. In contrast, Hungary shows a low level of 
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innovation (EC, 2016) as well as a low level of adaption of mobile payment. Nevertheless, 

Germany shows a high innovation level (one of the five innovation leaders) (EC, 2016) but 

despite of this, the German population has a relatively low level of acceptance and usage of 

mobile payment. 

 

The most of those who have used mobile payment before said that they started using mobile 

payment because of its ease of use and convenience. In addition, they also stated that the 

accessibility of the device played a role in their decision to start using this payment method: 

“I always have my mobile phone with me, very convenient to use it for payment as well.“ 

(Hungary, female, 26); “Simplicity. It's easy and always accessible.” (Sweden, female, 22). 

 

Moreover, there are some occasions where only mobile payment is possible - no other 

payment method is accepted “If I want to pay for/via some apps, i can only do it on my 

mobile”, (Hungary, female, 26). The usefulness is explained by respondents who said 

“Quick and easy; poor banking hours; make payments when I am traveling/no access to a 

laptop/PC” (Germany, male, 23) and “using mobile payment for flight-/ train tickets is faster 

and easier. I don't have to take care of separate tickets I could lose.” (Germany, female, 21). 

Others appreciate the time saving aspect of using this method “To pay bills without standing 

in the line at the post office” (Hungary, male, 25).  

6.2 Used Online Payment Before 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview on the similarities and differences of 

online payment acceptance in the three investigated countries. Online payment is analysed 

in terms of factors which show the following order: perceived security, perceived risk, 

perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, social influence and information asymmetry.  

6.2.1 Perceived Security 

The majority of the surveyed Germans have used online payment before. Whereas 33% 

(strongly) agreed2 that sending sensitive information through the internet is secure, 35% 

(strongly) disagreed. Meanwhile, 58% think it is secure to transfer money via the internet 

and 54% believe that online payment is safe. The share of Swedes who feel secure 

transferring money via the internet is relatively high (69%). 43% of the Hungarians 

(strongly) agreed with the statement that sending sensible information through the internet 

is secure. 65% of Hungarian online payment users feel secure transferring money via the 

internet which is contradicting to the fact that only 56% of the Hungarians (strongly) agree 

that online payment is safe.  

As Chellappa and Pavlou (2002) stated, perceived security in e-commerce transactions is 

explained as the subjective assumption by customers whether their personal information 

(both private and monetary) will be interfered or not by unauthorized third parties. Although 

                                                
2 The following expression “(strongly) agree” is used to represent people who agreed as well as people who 

strongly agreed to a certain item. 
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Swedes show a high level of perceived security, 47% experienced a situation where they 

were afraid that the data they sent would be intercepted by an unauthorized party. One of 

the Swedish respondent stated “The biggest insecurity with online payment is that you don’t 

have control over hackers.” (Swedish, female, 20). 

Among online payment users, Swedes are above the average as only 33% of the Germans 

and 32% of the Hungarians experienced such a situation. According to the definition of 

perceived security of Chellappa and Pavlou (2002), one might assume that Swedes perceive 

a low level of security due to the degree of their bad experiences when paying online, yet 

the results show the contrary. This may be due to the fact that Swedes show a relatively low 

level of Uncertainty Avoidance (29). As Hofstede (1983) stated, such societies have a 

“natural tendency to feel relatively secure” (p. 81). Thus, Swedes may accept the 

(unpredictable) future that may include taking risks without hesitating (Hofstede, 1983). The 

importance of perceived security in the context of online payments is also underlined by the 

following statement: “I only use online payment when I feel I can trust the seller/site. Using 

payments via services like Paypal/Klarna/Payson gives an extra layer of security.” (Sweden, 

male, 29). “I would never pay online if I did not trust the website 100%.” (Sweden, male, 

21). 

 

 
Figure 4 Perceived security items, part 1 (Used online payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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Figure 5 Perceived security items, part 2 (Used online payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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online payment. According to Hofstede (1989), Germany has a strong Uncertainty 

Avoidance culture, meaning that individuals within these cultures wish to avoid risks and 

uncertainty and instead create security, which is in accordance with the findings of this 

survey. Nevertheless, Hungary has an even higher Uncertainty Avoidance level, yet it shows 

a lower level of risk aversion than Germany. Sweden has a low level of Uncertainty 

Avoidance which is in line with the findings that they showed also a low level of risk 

aversion. 

One Swedish respondent (male, 25) stated that “It is not too risky for an average educated 

person who knows the difference between a secure payment gate and a fraud one. So far I 

was fortunate enough to know the difference, but as far as I know a lot of people are not 

aware of the differences. So online payment is risky and safe at the same time.”. 

 

 
Figure 6 Perceived risk items, part 1 (Used online payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

 

 
Figure 7 Perceived risk items, part 2 (Used online payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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6.2.3 Perceived Usefulness  

 

All three countries stated that online payment makes the payment process easier (Germany 

84%, Hungary 81%, Sweden 89%). According to Davis (1989), both perceived ease of use 

and perceived usefulness of a system contributes to intention to use. 

One respondent who showed a high level of perceived usefulness of online shopping stated: 

“I don’t like to go to Brick and Mortar shops, with the help of online payment, I don’t need 

to.” (Hungary, male, 25). Another said that “Simplicity and time savings have to be seen 

alongside to the higher risk of data abuse.” (Germany, male, 32). 

 

 
Figure 8 Perceived usefulness item (Used online payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

6.2.4 Perceived Ease of Use 
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Figure 9 Perceived ease of use item (Used online payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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6.2.5 Social Influence 

Less than half of the Swedes (46%) stated that recommendations of friends and family are 

important in their decision to use online payment, whereas 26% (strongly) disagreed. While 

36% of Hungarians said that they are influenced by recommendations of acquaintances, 42% 

said that they are not. One respondent stated “I only think it is dangerous because you always 

hear the bad experiences from others.” (Hungary, female, 19). Germans, who stated that 

recommendations of friends and family are important in their decision to use online 

payment, build a majority, 47% (strongly) agreed compared to 28% who (strongly) 

disagreed. All three countries show a moderate level of social influence, however, Germany 

shows the strongest degree of social influence compared to Sweden and especially compared 

to Hungary.  

Hungary shows the highest level of Individualism (80) compared to Germany (67) and 

Sweden (71) (Hofstede, 1983). The Hungarians’ high level of Individualism is supported by 

the findings of this study, namely that Hungarians are more likely to refuse considering 

recommendations of friends and family which widely differs to the findings in Germany and 

Sweden.  

 

 
Figure 10 Social influence item (Used online payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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Based on the gathered qualitative data, it could be observed that information, especially the 

asymmetric distribution of information, play a crucial role in online payment usage. One of 
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screening. The latter describes the action of a principal (the female) as she actively gained 
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security. Another interviewee (Hungary, female, 28) said when showed her the two visuals 

on laptop and mobile payment: “For me both show the same information, however, I am 

more used to seeing the payment page on laptop, therefore, I find it more secure. But I must 

say mobile payment with the various broken-down steps looks more transparent.” Another 

respondent stated “I trust more in those service providers, that use a more-step identification 

system.” (Hungary, female, 24).  

 

As Chen and Liao (2011) stated e-payment systems include most commonly a seller, a 

buyer, a bank and a trusted third party (payment provider). By the involvement of an 

independent and licensed third party, both buyers and sellers can be protected more because 

the control over the transactions is given to the third independent and licensed party (Choi 

& Sun, 2016). As such a type of online payment (including a third party) can on the one side 

increase the level of security due to the third party’s core competence, it increases on the 

other side also the level of asymmetric information as it includes another player in the 

system.  

One Hungarian (male, 23) said that “[t]he degree of risk of online payment is rather 

dependent on the third party solution for the payment process. Besides that, it is also very 

important what kind of security the website itself has.”. Another respondent stated “[t]hey 

should make it even more secure. For example, they could send out a verification code 

before paying with your bank/credit card online, because if your card gets stolen, they can 

use it without any hardship. They type in the card number, name, expiration data and the 

security code on the back and that's it, they can use it. That's why I think it should be more 

secure.” (Hungary, male, 22). 

One of the German respondents (male, 27) said “I consider online payment as secure when 

using certified services like "Verified by Visa" but not quite as secure as required when 

making use of other unknown banking.”. This quote underlines the importance of signals as 

an instrument for the agent (payment provider) to reduce asymmetric information with help 

of credible supportive signals (Göbel, 2002). The requirement of such signals, being not 

imitable by worse agents (Endres & Martiensen, 2007), is fulfilled as “Verified by Visa” is 

a reliable seal of approval. Moreover, even if the payment provider is licensed, such as 

Klarna (Swedish company), issues due to asymmetric information can occur. One of the 

respondents of the survey stated “[f]or example Klarna was dishonest with payment and 

wanted me to pay the same bill twice, even that I had evidence from the bank that I had paid 

the bill.” (Sweden, female, 21). Although signals, which may be used when the agent wants 

to reduce asymmetric information via credible supportive signals (Göbel, 2002), might 

increase the customers’ perceived security, they do not guarantee a flawless operation.  

 

As Baßeler, Heinrich and Utecht (2010) stated an unequal information distribution is 

predominantly present in the service sector. Therefore, it is not surprising, that one of the 

interviewees (Germany, female, 28) pointed out an event when she did not use a payment 

provider because she was afraid of its reliability. She did not have the same amount of 

information as the payment provider (the service supplier), and thus she could not be sure if 

it was reliable. According to Chellappa and Pavlou (2002), perceived security in terms of e-

commerce transactions is defined as the subjective assumption of the customer whether 
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his/her personal information (privately and monetary) will not be interfered by unauthorized 

third parties. Although Damghanian, Zarei and Siahsarani Kojuri (2016) referred to 

perceived security when they presented three dimensions that perceived security is based 

on, namely credibility, reliability and privacy, it can be stated that these dimensions are also 

issues in terms of information asymmetry. The experience from the interviewee above 

supports this finding, as the women was afraid of the reliability of the payment provider. 

She obviously did not have the same amount of information as the payment provider and 

thus doubted about its reliability. The lack of information may lead not only to weak 

reliability but can also harm credibility which may result in a lack of perceived security. In 

addition, a lack of information may make the customer doubt about his/her protection 

regarding privacy. It shows that all three dimensions, which in sum define perceived 

security, are strongly related to information asymmetry. 

 

As Dahlhaus (2009) stated, both trust and reputation may decrease the distribution of 

asymmetric information. Thus, social influence may be of significant importance in the 

context of online and mobile payment. In addition, one of the interviewees (female, 28) 

stated that it is very important for her to stay loyal to a limited amount of payment providers 

as she stated that if you had too many than you would lose the overview about who had your 

bank account data. She also highlighted that wide-spreadness of the payment provider was 

important to her. 

6.3 Never Used Mobile Payment  

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview on the similarities and differences of 

online payment acceptance in the three investigated countries. Mobile payment is analysed 

in terms of factors which show the following order: perceived security, perceived risk, 

perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, social influence and information asymmetry.  

 

As the number of Swedes who have never used mobile payment is relatively small (12 

people out of 276 eligible Swedes stated that they have never used mobile payment before) 

and thus, Swedes are neglected in this section. 

6.3.1 Perceived Security 

Out of the Germans, only 17% agrees that mobile payment is secure and only 1% strongly 

agrees. The majority (44%) thinks that mobile payment is insecure and 38% is neutral or 

does not know. In Hungary, 27% think that mobile payment is secure. One of the asked 

Hungarians in the qualitative interview stated: “I believe I perceive mobile payment unsafe 

because for me this kind of usage of phone is foreign, unknown.” (female, 28). In addition, 

more Hungarians feel secure providing bank account information when using mobile 

payment (25%) than Germans (19%). 56% of the Germans do not agree to this item whereas 

48% of Hungarians do not agree.  
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Figure 11 Perceived security items (Never used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

6.3.2 Perceived Risk 

The majority of Germans (59%) assume that mobile payment is risky but only 41% of 

Hungarians assume the same. It can be concluded that Germans are more risk averse than 

Hungarians in the context of mobile payment. Furthermore, it is also in line with a study by 

PWC conducted in Germany which found out that one reason for not using mobile payment 

is the worry about the data protection (39%) (PWC, 2016).   

 

As Liébana-Cabanillas, Sánchez-Fernández and Muñoz-Leiva (2014) stated, due to the 

uncertainty perceived by new users and/or the negative consequences which a purchase may 

have, there is a negative relationship between perceived risk and intention to use m-payment 

systems. Due to the high level of Uncertainty Avoidance in Hungary (82), one would assume 

that Hungarians are less willing to use mobile payment than Germans whose level of 

Uncertainty Avoidance is under the Hungarian one (65). Furthermore, the customers’ 

perception of risk towards mobile payment services affects their usage intention in a 

negative way (Lu, Yang, Chau, & Cao, 2011). Interestingly, the number of people who are 

willing to use mobile payment is in both countries relatively balanced out with the number 

of people who are not: 31% of the Germans (strongly) agree, 30% are neutral and 35% 

(strongly) disagree. 33% of the Hungarians (strongly) agree, 27% are neutral and 31% 

(strongly) disagree. As consumers evaluate the purchase consequences in a subjective matter 

and thereby focusing on the kind and degree of potential risks and benefits associated (Cho, 

2004), it can be concluded that Germans value the possible consequences lower than 

Hungarians, as Germans perceive a higher risk but use mobile payment to the same extend 

as Hungarians.  

 

In addition, it could be found that both people in both countries (strongly) disagree with the 

statement “I am afraid that my phone battery gets empty and I am unable to pay.”  (40% 

Germany, 42% Hungary).  

 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

Strongly
agree

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
disagree

Don't
know

I think mobile payment is secure. 

Overall Germany Hungary

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Strongly
agree

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
disagree

Don't
know

I would feel secure providing bank 
account information when using mobile 

payment. 

Overall Germany Hungary



39 

 

 
Figure 12 Perceived security items (Never used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

6.3.3 Perceived Usefulness 

In Hungary, 34% do not see any advantage in using mobile payment and 64% have never 

experienced a situation where mobile payment was needed.  

48% of the Germans who have never used mobile payment before do see some advantages 

in using mobile payment. This probably results from the fact that in this group 60% have 

never experienced a situation where mobile payment was needed and thus, the incentive to 
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interviews, where one of the respondents said that one of the reasons why she does not use 

it is because of the fact that she has not seen often the possibility to pay with mobile in the 
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are convenient and thus, there is no urgent need for her to change. To the question what is 

the main reason for not using mobile payment before, people answered mainly that they did 

not see the need before, “Did not need it until now, do not know about it, do not know who 

offers mobile payment and how to use it” (Germany, female, 23), or “Not so 
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never informed myself about it I can say very little about it (e.g. what is the advantage 

compared to payment by credit card as this is already very easy in my opinion) but I imagine 

that it has advantages and can be handy if it becomes a common payment method in the 

country.” (Germany, female, 24). 
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Figure 13 Perceived usefulness items (Never used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

6.3.4 Perceived Ease of Use 

The majority of Germans (68%) does not assume mobile payment is complicated whereas 

the percentages in Hungary (54%) reflect still the majority but to a lower extent than 

Germany.  

Surprisingly, the difference between the amount of Germans who are afraid of the 

complexity of using mobile payment to Hungarians is relatively big. 76% of the Germans 

who have never used mobile payment before (strongly) disagreed that they are afraid 

whereas “only” 52% of Hungarians (strongly) disagreed. This result is also reflected in the 

item “I consider mobile payment easy to use.” that 69% of Germans agreed on but “only” 

58% of Hungarians.  

 

 
Figure 14 Perceived ease of use, part 1 (Never used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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Figure 15 Perceived ease of use, part 2 (Never used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

6.3.5 Social Influence 

According to Lu, Yang, Lu, Gupta, Cao, & Zhang (2012), initial users’ perceptions are more 

affected by social influences than those who have already adapted a system. It was found 

that Germans, who have already used mobile payment, rely less on social influence in 

comparison to those, who have never used mobile payment before. On the contrary, the level 

of social influence is rather similar among those who have used mobile payment and those 

who have never used mobile payment before. 
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between Germans and Hungarians. 48% of the Germans (strongly) agreed when they were 
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to use mobile payment or not. In contrast, only 22% of Hungarians (strongly) agreed with 

this statement. 

 

A similar gap can be noticed in the case of “Before using a type of mobile payment, I ask for 

the experiences of my family and friends”, 60% of the Germans (strongly) agreed but only 

49% of Hungarians did. However, it was found that negative recommendation of 

acquaintances can be highly influential on one’s decision as 74% of the Germans and 69% 

of the Hungarians (strongly) agreed with “I will not use a mobile payment application 

provider if I received bad recommendations.” 
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Figure 16 Social influence items, part 1 (Never used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

 

 
Figure 17 Social influence items, part 2 (Never used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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“[v]ia our certification, we ensure that shops also observe European data protection 

standards and only recommend tools that offer no reference to specific people, such as when 

analysing user behaviour. We are aware that we, as a European trust brand in e-commerce, 

have a duty to observe and promote data protection.” (Trusted Shops, 2017, para. 9). Such 

certificates could increase the customers’ trust and lead to a willingness to start using mobile 

payment. It can be also confirmed by the answers of the survey respondents as the majority 

of Germans (62%) and Hungarians (55%) stated that a mobile payment provider can be 

trusted more if it is confirmed by a third party, such as e.g. bank, media. However, 11% of 

Germans and 4% of Hungarians (strongly) disagreed to the statement. 

The answers from the qualitative research indicate that there is a higher level of asymmetric 

information among those who have never used mobile payment before compared to those 

who already have gained some experience with it. 

Asymmetric information becomes visible in the German population regarding mobile 

payment also in this sense that the knowledge about this payment method is relatively 

limited. One of the respondents (Germany, female, 28) of the qualitative interview stated 

that her attitude is critical towards mobile payment as she was afraid of risks but that she is 

aware of her lack of knowledge and information regarding this payment method. Thus, she 

would be open for it if she would have more information and would see the advantage of it. 

This view is not consistently shared. Other people said that they are indifferent and do not 

perceive a difference which would lead in a decision to (not) use mobile payment. Still 

others answered that they prefer the mobile variant as they perceive it as more “clean” and 

easier to follow due to less information at once. Interestingly, one of the respondents 

(Germany, male, 23) said that he would be open for mobile payment which is not very 

common at the moment in Germany but that he personally perceives a change in the 

environment. If it changes more, he would actively look for further information and then 

start using it. 

 

 
Figure 18 Information asymmetry item (Never used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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6.4 Used Mobile Payment before 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview on the similarities and differences of 

online payment acceptance in the three investigated countries. Mobile payment is analysed 

in terms of factors which show the following order: perceived security, perceived risk, 

perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, social influence and information asymmetry. 

6.4.1 Perceived Security 

It is remarkable, that mobile payment is perceived as safe by the majority of Hungarians 

(57%) and Swedes (63%) but only 35% of the Germans who used mobile payment stated 

that they think it is safe. At the same time, only 23% of Germans (strongly) disagreed. It is 

noticeable that a relatively big share of the Germans remained neutral towards this question 

(38%). 

The weak Uncertainty Avoidance of Germans also shows in the context of mobile payment 

as they show a very low perceived security in comparison to the other two countries 

(Hofstede, 1983). Only 34% of Germans feel secure providing bank account information 

when using mobile payment which is in great contrast to the Swedes' opinion that showed 

60% feel secure. One Swedish respondent even stated “Feels more secure than online 

payment.” (Sweden, female, 25). Feel more safe when using "mobile bank id" then giving a 

website my bank account. (Sweden, female, 23). The usage of services that provide 

protection against threats that might harm one’s possessions, can improve a provider’s 

reliability. Increased reliability also promotes perceived security, as it is one of dimensions 

that the factor relies upon (Akhter 2014).  

The findings in Hungary (49%) indicate that they perceive security in between Sweden and 

Germany.  

 

 
Figure 19 Perceived security items (Used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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to it. One of the respondents stated “I think the main difference is the heightened risk of 

physically losing the device compared to normal stationary devices such as PCs. The 

authentication processes are roughly the same for mobile and online payments and thus the 

security standard of the payment itself should not be afflicted by choosing mobile payment 

options.” (Germany, male, 24). 

Due to the noteworthy differences regarding negative experience in the context of mobile 

payment (1% Germans, 3% of Swedes and 8% of Hungarians), one would expect Germans 

to have the lowest level of perceived risk. However, the opposite was found: 42% of the 

Germans perceive a high risk of data fraud via mobile payment in comparison to the other 

two target countries where the perceived risk is noticeably lower (31% Hungarians, 18% 

Swedes). This also underlines the weak Uncertainty Avoidance of Germany (Hofstede, 

1983) 

Besides the risk of data fraud, 43% of the Swedes are afraid of losing their phones which 

could result in losing data/money. In the two other countries, where mobile payment is less 

common, this fear is even higher (55% Germany, 54% Hungary). 

 

 
Figure 20 Perceived risk items, part 1 (Used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

 
Figure 21 Perceived risk items, part 2 (Used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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6.4.3 Perceived Usefulness 

66% of the Swedes are of the opinion that mobile payment makes shopping more convenient 

and that mobile payment has various advantages (71%).  

One respondent stated: “It was more convenient when paying rents and bills. A faster way 

of transferring money to people.” (Sweden, male, 22). Whereas only 65% of the Germans 

stated that mobile payment makes shopping more convenient and 66% said that mobile 

payment has various advantages; 72% of Hungarians (strongly) agreed that mobile payment 

has various advantages; 73% stated that it makes shopping more convenient.  One Hungarian 

respondent said “I like it a lot, I use my phone all the time, therefore, it is almost always in 

my hands. It is amazing that I can pay with it with a single touch or I can transfer money 

within seconds. It makes my everyday life easier.” (Hungary, female, 24). 

 

The majority within each country finds mobile payment useful (78% Germany, 78% 

Hungary, 91% Sweden). One of the Hungarian respondents from the qualitative interview 

stated “I only used it once but it was very convenient in the situation. I wanted to park and 

instead of looking for the machine, I could just do it quickly in my car.” (male, 25). 

Nevertheless, the gap between the level of German and Hungarian perceived usefulness 

(both 78%) and the Swedish one (91%) is significant. One of the respondents who used 

mobile payment before stated: “It is only useful when it is much easier than using cash, since 

your phone could always run out of battery or get stolen, so the advantages have to outweigh 

these disadvantages. Alipay in China e.g. works incredibly easy, so even old people use it 

to pay in shops or online using a QR-code.” (Germany, female, 21). The statement of this 

respondent is in accordance with the definition of Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw (1989) who 

stated that perceived usefulness is the degree to which someone considers the usage of a 

certain system as an enhancement of his job performance. 

 

 
Figure 22 Perceived usefulness items, part 1 (Used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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Figure 23 Perceived usefulness items, part 2 (Used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

6.4.4 Perceived Ease of Use  

3% of Swedes, in contrast to 12% of the Germans and 27% of Hungarians, find mobile 

payment frustrating to use. It is not surprising that 92% of the Swedes stated that they 
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payment easy to use (80%). In contrast, only 71% of Germans agreed which is 21% under 

the Swedish percentages. A similar big gap can be observed between Germany and Hungary 

regarding the matter whether mobile payment requires little effort or not. Only 62% of 

Germans while 77% of Hungarians and 83% of the Swedes agreed that it requires little 

effort. 

 

 
Figure 24 Perceived ease of use items, part 1 (Used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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Figure 25 Perceived ease of use items, part 2 (Used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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Nevertheless, the number of people who (strongly) agreed to the statement “Before using a 

type of mobile payment, I ask for the experiences of my family and friends.” is in all three 

countries relatively balanced out to the number of people who (strongly) disagreed.  

It can be concluded that all three countries are sensitive in terms of bad recommendations, 

however, it does not automatically mean that these people actively ask for recommendations. 
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Figure 26 Social influence items, part 1 (Used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

 
Figure 27 Social influence items, part 2 (Used mobile payment before) (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

6.4.6 Information Asymmetry 

One of the Swedish interviewees (female, 29) said that she would rather trust the smartphone 

as the small display provides less information at once which gives her the feeling that she 

has a complete overview. In addition to that, she stated that the mobile payment is 

technologically more modern and thus more reliable in her perception. “Most options go 

through to many third parties. For example, to buy a busticket you first have to register at 

the bus company and a payment handler such as "Klarna", then you still have to pay an 

invoice through a bank.” (Sweden, male, 28).  

The findings showed (based on qualitative data) that asymmetric information does play a 

role not only in terms of online payment but also for mobile payment. Thus, signalling and 

screening can help here as well to reduce information asymmetry. 
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6.5 Company answers  

In addition to the survey, there were also companies (as B2B customers of payment 

providers) targeted and asked about their (negative) experiences with payment providers and 

what factors they look for when choosing a payment provider.  

Similar to B2C customers, companies (B2B customers) also value the wide-spread of the 

payment provider relatively high. One of the German companies which was targeted, 

Shoemates answered that the payment provider has to be well-known as online payment is 

always related to trust. Furthermore, it has to be implemented (into a website) easily. From 

the B2B customer perspective, the costs have to be predictable, thus, the business model has 

to be transparent. Furthermore, the payment provider has to cover everything, so that only 

one partner is necessary instead of involving more. The response of another German 

company, Try fooda, was in line with the answer of Shoemates, as they stated they pay 

attention on popularity, proven security and the easiness to install/use it. Frooggies AG 

(German company) stated that they payed attention a lot on the costs. Furthermore, they 

found a payment provider with good conditions due to recommendations. 

 

Hepi Home, a Hungarian webshop, stated that the most important factor for them when 

selecting an online payment provider was easy to use and low commissions. This company 

has never had a negative experience with its payment provider yet. On the contrary, 

Jógaklikk (Hungarian company) stated that as a recently founded company (in 2012), online 

payment providers rejected their requests to integrate their systems as the company did not 

have that time a proof of a positive balance sheet of at least 1-2 years. Therefore, they started 

cooperate with the only company that accepted their request, SixPay. Since then, this 

partnership remained and at the moment they are providing the online payment solutions of 

both SixPay and Wirecard to their customers. 

None of the companies that responded had any negative experience with their payment 

provider. 

 

One Swedish manufacturing company, that wants to stay anonymous, responded that they 

had previously worked with the same debtor collector, so it was natural to continue for 

payment solutions as well. Furthermore, they stated that their system vendor was compatible 

with them earlier. The company pointed out that when choosing a payment provider, they 

payed attention of safety and reliability of the supplier with good reputation and that it is 

well known. They had never problems with their current or previous payment provider.  
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7 Application of the Conceptual Model 

In this chapter, the authors test the Conceptual Model which was introduced earlier. 

Hypotheses of this research were divided into three sections: Used Online Payment before, 

Never Used Mobile Payment before and Used Mobile Payment before. Within each section 

the overall outcome and the country-specific outcomes were compared and evaluated.  

7.1 Used Online Payment Before 

In the following part, Hypotheses regarding people who used online payment before are 

tested in order to confirm or reject the relationship between certain factors which were 

investigated in the previously introduced Conceptual Model. Within this section the overall 

outcome and the country-specific outcomes were compared and evaluated.  

 

 

H2: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Online Payment Usage. 

 

The correlations between perceived ease of use and online payment usage are show an 

overall significant yet very weak positive correlation (rs = ,168**). In Germany, this 

relationship is weaker (r s= ,146*) and significant only a p-level >= 0.01. In Sweden 

(rs = ,077), no significant relationship was found between the two factors. On the contrary, 

in Hungary a weak positive relationship shows (rs = ,321**). Therefore, the authors fail to 

reject the null hypothesis in case of the overall result of the countries and Hungary. In case 

of Germany, the authors fail to reject the null hypothesis, however, findings should be 

viewed critically. Lastly, the null hypothesis can be rejected in case of Sweden. 

 

Table 1 Correlation between perceived ease of use and online payment usage (Authors’ table, 2017) 

  Online Payment Usage 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived  
Ease of Use 

Correlation Coefficient ,168** ,146* ,321** ,077 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,020 ,000 ,211 

N 787 256 265 266 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
      

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).    

 

 

H6: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Perceived Usefulness of Online 

payment by those who have used Online Payment before. 

 

The calculation of the correlation between perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness 

of online payment revealed an overall moderate significant correlation (rs = ,587**). 

Germany (rs = ,536**) and Sweden (rs = ,565**) show also similar strength of relationship. 

In contrast to the other two countries, Hungary shows a strong significant correlation (rs = 
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,638**). Therefore, the authors failed to reject the null hypothesis in all three cases of the 

countries. 

 

Table 2 Correlation between perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness of online payment (Authors’ 

table,  2017) 

  Perceived Usefulness 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived  
Ease of Use 

Correlation Coefficient ,587** ,536** ,638** ,565** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

N 762 238 262 262 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
      

 

 

H10:  Perceived Usefulness positively associated with Online Payment Usage. 

 

A significant weak correlation was observed between perceived usefulness and online 

payment usage in overall the three countries (rs = ,210**), as well as in the case of Hungary 

(rs = .269**) and Sweden (rs = ,195**). In contrast to the other countries, Germany shows 

only a very weak correlation (rs = ,148*). Therefore, the null hypothesis is failed to be 

rejected in all cases, however, in case of Germany, it has to be viewed critically due to the 

very weak nature of the correlation.  

 

Table 3 Correlation between perceived usefulness and online payment usage (Authors’ table,  2017) 

  Online Payment Usage 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived  

Usefulness 

Correlation Coefficient ,210** ,148* ,269** ,195** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,021 ,000 ,001 

N 780 243 269 268 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).    

  

 

H14: Perceived Risk is negatively associated with Online Payment Usage. 

 

The findings of the conducted survey showed that there is overall a very weak negative 

correlation between perceived risk and online payment usage (rs = -,162**). When 

calculating the individual correlations of each country, it could be observed that Hungary 

shows a weak, but significant negative correlation (rs  = -,271**), Germany shows a very 

weak but significant negative correlation (rs = -,167**) and Sweden a very weak, but not 

significant correlation (rs  = -,088). Thus, it can be concluded in case of the overall result, as 

well as in Germany’s and Hungary’s case, the correlations are negative and significant, thus, 

the null hypothesis is failed to be rejected. However, in case of Sweden, the null hypothesis 

is rejected. 
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Table 4 Correlation between perceived risk and online payment usage (Authors’ table,  2017) 

  Online Payment Usage 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived Risk 

Correlation Coefficient -,162** -,167** -,271** -,088 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,006 ,000 ,146 

N 840 275 292 273 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

  

 

H18: Perceived Security is positively associated with Online Payment Usage. 

 

The correlation between perceived security and online payment usage differ strongly 

between the three target countries. Whereas the overall results show a positive weak 

significant correlation (rs = ,223**) similar to Germany (rs = ,262**), Hungary shows a 

moderate strength of relationship between the two factors (rs = ,402**). In contrast, Sweden 

shows a very weak correlation (rs = ,081) which is not significant. Based on the mentioned, 

the authors fail to reject the null hypothesis in case of the overall result, Germany and 

Hungary. However, in case of Sweden, the null hypothesis is rejected.  

  
Table 5 Correlation between perceived security and online payment usage (Authors’ table,  2017) 

  Online Payment Usage 

  Overall  Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived 

Security 

Correlation Coefficient ,223** ,262** ,402** ,081 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,179 

N 844 275 293 276 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
   

  

 

H22: Perceived Risk negatively associated with Perceived Security of  

Online Payment Users. 

 

A negative moderate relationship was observed between perceived risk and perceived 

security in the overall outcome (rs = -,448**). The strongest relationship between the two 

investigated factors, a negative moderate correlation, was observed in Hungary  

(rs = -,551**). Both Germany (rs = -,307**) and Sweden (rs = -,438**) show a weak negative 

correlation. Therefore, in all cases the null hypothesis is failed to be rejected.  
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Table 6 Correlation between perceived risk and perceived security of online payment (Authors’ table,  2017) 

  Perceived Security 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived Risk 

Correlation Coefficient -,448** -,307** -,551** -,438** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

N 838 274 291 273 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

  

 

The graph below (Fig. 28) provides an overview and shall enhance the comprehension of 

the relationship among the investigated factors and contrast the differences among them in 

the three countries. 

 

 
Figure 28 Relationships between the investigated factors and online payment usage in Germany, Hungary and 

Sweden (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

7.2 Never Used Mobile Payment Before 

In the following part, hypotheses regarding people who never used mobile payment before 

are tested in order to confirm or reject the relationship between certain factors which were 

investigated in the previously introduced Conceptual Model. Within this section the overall 

outcome and the country-specific outcomes from Germany and Hungary were compared 

and evaluated. Due to a lack of reliable data, Sweden is neglected in this chapter of the 

analysis. 

 

 

H3: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Intention to Use of those  

who have never used Mobile Payment before. 
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The strength of the correlation between perceived ease of use and intention to use of those 

who have ever used mobile payment before is weak but significant in the case of the overall 

results, Germany and Hungary. Thus, the authors failed to reject the null hypothesis. 

 

Table 7 Correlation between perceived ease of use and intention to use mobile payment (Authors’ table, 

2017) 

  Intention to Use 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived  

Ease of Use 

Correlation Coefficient ,260** ,241** ,276**   

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,003 ,000   

N 322 154 162   

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

  

 

H7: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Perceived Usefulness of  

Mobile Payment by those who have never used Mobile Payment before. 

 

A correlation was run to investigate the relationship whether perceived ease of use is 

positively associated with perceived usefulness of mobile payment. Based on the gathered 

data, a very weak positive correlation was found in the cases the overall data (rs = ,112*) as 

well as Germany (rs = ,159*). However, it must be emphasized that in both cases the  

p-level was 0.05. In case of Hungary, no significant relationship was shown. Thus, in case 

of the overall results as well as in Germany, the null hypothesis is failed to be rejected, 

however, must be viewed critically due to the very weak nature of the relationships between 

the factors. In case of Hungary, the null hypothesis is rejected. 

 

Table 8 Correlation between perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness of mobile payment (Authors’ 

table, 2017) 

  Perceived Usefulness 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived  

Ease of Use 

Correlation Coefficient ,112* ,159* ,079   

Sig. (2-tailed) ,043 ,047 ,314   

N 327 157 164   

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).       

  

 

H11:  Perceived Usefulness is positively associated with  

Intention to Use of Mobile Payment. 

 

Perceived usefulness shows a positive moderate correlation (rs = ,409**) with intention to 

use of mobile payment when considering the overall answers from the investigated 

countries. While in Hungary (rs = ,474**) the strength of correlation is classified as moderate 
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as well, in Germany (rs = ,356**) only a weak correlation was found. Therefore, the authors 

fail to reject the null hypothesis in all three cases. 

 

Table 9 Correlation between perceived usefulness and intention to use mobile payment (Authors’ table, 

2017) 

  Intention to Use 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived  

Usefulness 

Correlation Coefficient ,409** ,356** ,474**   

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000   

N 343 161 171   

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

 

 

 

H15: Perceived Risk is negatively associated with Intention to Use of  

those who have never used Mobile Payment before. 

 

In all three cases, perceived risk is negatively associated with Intention to Use of those who 

have never used mobile payment before. Whereas the correlation of the overall data (rs = -

,376**) and of Germany (rs = -,268**) both show a weak relationship between the two 

factors, in case of Hungary (rs = -,439**) the strength of this relationship is moderate. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis is failed to be rejected.  

The strength of correlation in case of Germany is remarkable, as one would assume that 

there is a strong correlation between the two factors, especially after reviewing the 

descriptive analysis of the item answers. While in that section Germany showed the highest 

level of risk aversion, surprisingly their perceived risk does not correlate the strongest with 

Intention to Use. 

 

Table 10 Correlation between perceived risk and intention to use mobile payment (Authors’ table, 2017) 

  Intention to Use 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived Risk 

Correlation Coefficient -,376** -,268** -,439**   

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,001 ,000   

N 336 160 165   

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

  

 

 

H19: Perceived Security is positively associated with Intention to Use of  

those who have never used Mobile Payment before. 

 

In contrast to the weak negative correlation between perceived risk and intention to use 

overall (rs = ,589**) and in Germany (rs = ,550**), both cases show a moderate positive 
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correlation between perceived security and Intention to Use. In contrast to the findings of 

the other cases, Hungary shows a strong positive correlation between perceived security and 

Intention to Use (rs = ,600**). Therefore, the authors failed to reject the null hypothesis. 

 

Table 11 Correlation between perceived security and intention to use mobile payment (Authors’ table, 2017) 

  Intention to Use 

  Overall  Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived 

Security 

Correlation Coefficient ,589** ,550** ,600**   

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000   

N 340 162 167   

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
    

  

 

H23: Perceived Risk is negatively associated with Perceived Security of  

those who have never used Mobile Payment before.  

 

In Hungary (rs = -,673**) a strong negative correlation was observed between perceived risk 

and perceived security, while in Germany the relationship of the two factors showed only a 

moderate strength (rs = -,542**). This resulted in a strong negative correlation for the overall 

data (rs = -,617**). Therefore, the null hypothesis is failed to be rejected in all investigated 

cases. 

 

Table 12 Correlation between perceived risk and perceived security of mobile payment  (Authors’ table, 

2017) 

  Perceived Security 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived Risk 

Correlation Coefficient -,617** -,542** -,673**   

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000   

N 345 165 168   

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

 

 

  



58 

 

In order to provide the reader an overview and enhance the comprehensibility of the findings 

of the analysis, the graph (Fig. 29) below is integrated.   

 

 
Figure 29 Relationships between the investigated factors and intention to use mobile payment in Germany, 

Hungary and Sweden (Authors’ graph, 2017) 

7.3 Used Mobile Payment Before 

In the following part, hypotheses regarding people who used mobile payment before are 

tested in order to confirm or reject the relationship between certain factors which were 

investigated in the previously introduced Conceptual Model. Within this section the overall 

outcome and the country-specific outcomes were compared and evaluated.   

 

 

H4: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Mobile Payment Usage. 

 

A weak positive correlation (rs = ,350**) was found between perceived ease of use and 

mobile payment usage when analysing the overall country results. While in Hungary  

(rs = ,298**) and Sweden (rs = ,307**) the strength of the relationship between the two 

factors is weak, in Germany (rs = ,401**) it is moderate. Due to the previously described 

significant relationships between factors in each case, the hypothesis is failed to be rejected.  

 

Table 13 Correlation between perceived ease of use and mobile payment usage (Authors’ table, 2017) 

  Mobile Payment Usage 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived  

Ease of Use 

Correlation Coefficient ,350** ,401** ,298** ,307** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,001 ,000 

N 487 114 113 260 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       
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H8: Perceived Ease of Use is positively associated with Perceived Usefulness of Mobile 

Payment by those who have used Mobile Payment before. 

 

Perceived ease of use shows overall a strong positive correlation with perceived usefulness 

of mobile payment (rs = ,601**). The same strength of relationship was also found in case 

of Germany. The strongest relationship between the two factors was observed in Hungary 

(rs = ,758**). In contrast, Sweden (rs = ,520**) shows only a moderate correlation between 

perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness.  

In all four cases, the authors failed to reject the null hypotheses. 

 

Table 14 Correlation between perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness of mobile payment (Authors’ 

table, 2017) 

  Perceived Usefulness 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived  
Ease of Use 

Correlation Coefficient ,601** ,601** ,758** ,520** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 

N 481 109 113 259 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
      

  

 

H12:  Perceived Usefulness is positively associated with Mobile payment usage. 

 

The calculation of the correlations between perceived usefulness and mobile payment usage 

is in all four cases - overall (rs = ,214**), Germany (rs = ,251**), Hungary  

(rs = ,293**) and Sweden (rs = ,273**) - show a weak, but significant relationship between 

the factors. Therefore, the null hypothesis is failed to be rejected, meaning that perceived 

usefulness is positively associated with mobile payment usage. 

 

Table 15 Correlation between perceived usefulness and mobile payment usage (Authors’ table, 2017) 

  Mobile Payment Usage 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived  

Usefulness 

Correlation Coefficient ,214** ,251** ,293** ,273** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,008 ,001 ,000 

N 488 111 116 261 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

  

 

H16: Perceived Risk is negatively associated with Mobile Payment Usage. 

 

All four cases investigated show a negative correlation between the investigated two factors. 

While there is a weak correlation found in the overall country results (rs = -,207**) and a 

very weak one in Sweden (rs = -,185**) with a p-value of 0.01, in Hungary the strength of 

the relationship between perceived risk and mobile payment usage is weak  

(rs = -,234*), however, it is with a p-value of 0.05. In Germany, there was no significant 
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relationship found. Therefore, the authors fail to reject the null hypothesis in the case of 

overall country results and Sweden, and reject the null hypothesis in cases of Germany and 

Hungary. 

 

Table 16 Correlation between perceived risk and mobile payment usage (Authors’ table, 2017) 

  Mobile Payment Usage 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived Risk 

Correlation Coefficient -,207** -,133 -,234* -,185** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,164 ,012 ,003 

N 478 111 115 252 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).    

  

 

H20: Perceived Security is positively associated with Mobile Payment Usage. 

 

All correlations - overall (rs = ,315**), Germany (rs = ,342**), Hungary (rs = ,332**) and 

Sweden (rs = ,171**) - are positive and show a significance at a weak strength except 

Sweden, where only a very weak correlation was observed. Therefore, the authors fail to 

reject the null hypothesis in all cases. However, in case of Sweden the findings need to be 

viewed critically as the found correlation between the factors was very weak.  

  
Table 17 Correlation between perceived security and mobile payment usage (Authors’ table, 2017) 

  Mobile Payment Usage 

  Overall  Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived 

Security 

Correlation Coefficient ,315** ,342** ,332** ,171** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,005 

N 498 116 118 264 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
   

  

 

H24: Perceived Risk is negatively associated with Perceived Security of  

Mobile Payment users. 

 

The correlations made in order to confirm or reject the null hypothesis in all cases, except 

from Germany, show a negative significant relationship between perceived risk and 

perceived security with a p-level of 0.01. In Germany, the strength of the relationship is 

weak (rs = -,241*) but with the significance level of 0.05 (2-tailed). Therefore, the null 

hypothesis is rejected in the case of Germany. For the other three cases, overall country 

results (rs = -,415**), Hungary (rs = -,465**) and Sweden (rs  = -,407) the null hypothesis is 

failed to be rejected, meaning that perceived risk is negatively associated with perceived 

security of mobile payment users. 
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Table 18 Correlation between perceived risk and perceived security of mobile payment (Authors’ table, 

2017) 

  Perceived Security 

  Overall Germany Hungary Sweden 

Perceived Risk 

Correlation Coefficient -,415** -,241* -,465** -,407** 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,011 ,000 ,000 

N 478 111 115 252 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).    

  

 

In order to provide the reader an overview and enhance the comprehension of the factors 

towards acceptance of mobile payment (of those who have never used it before) including 

tested hypotheses and their relations towards one and other, the graph (Fig. 30) below is 

integrated.   

 

 
Figure 30 Relationships between the investigated factors and mobile payment usage in Germany, Hungary 

and Sweden (Authors’ graph, 2017) 
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8 Conclusion 

The investigated research gap, namely the lack of research on how online and mobile 

payment adaption differ between different countries in the age group of 18-35, was aimed 

to be filled by answering the following research question: “What are the main similarities 

and differences in online and mobile payment acceptance in Germany, Hungary and Sweden 

in the age group of 18-35?”. Conclusions of each investigated section are presented 

separately. 

 

All three countries showed a similar high level of perceived security in terms of online 

payment. However, Germany showed, compared to the other two countries, the highest level 

of perceived risk which seems to be contradicting to its high perceived security. 

A high level of perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness was observed in all three 

countries.  

Furthermore, it was also found that Germany and Sweden showed a relatively similar level 

of social influence compared to the Hungarian that was notably lower.  

It could be observed (based on qualitative data) that asymmetric information played a crucial 

role in all three countries. The fear of the agents (customers) to be less informed than the 

principal (payment provider or online shop using a payment provider) was present in all 

three countries. However, mechanisms such as signalling and screening could help to reduce 

such an asymmetric distribution of information.  

Whereas in Sweden no significant correlation was found between perceived risk and online 

payment usage, Germany shows a very weak, Hungary a weak one. A similar result could 

be observed for the relationship of perceived security and online payment usage. However, 

the correlation in Germany is only weak whereas Hungary shows a moderate one. A similar 

gap between these two countries could be observed in case of perceived security and 

perceived risk, where a weak relationship was found in case of Germany, but a moderate 

one in case of Hungary. Sweden shows a moderate correlation, however, it is weaker in 

comparison to Hungary.  

Correlations between perceived usefulness and ease of use are relatively similar within the 

three countries and show either moderate or strong relationships. Similar correlations could 

be also observed between perceived usefulness and online payment usage. The relationship 

between perceived ease of use and online payment usage differ between the three countries 

as Sweden does not show a significant correlation but in contrast, Germany has a very weak, 

Hungary a weak one.  

  

 

It was found that the adaption of mobile payment is the highest in case of Sweden. This 

might explain that the Swedish people perceive it as the safest among the three countries. 

While in Hungary and Germany the adaption of mobile payment is at a similar level (in both 

countries the level of adaption is significantly lower than in Sweden), a notable gap was 

observed between the countries’ level of perceived risk. The high level of risk aversion of 

Germans does not only present in the context of online but also in the context of mobile 
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payment in contrast to Hungarians, who show a relatively low level of perceived risk in the 

context of mobile payment. 

All three countries show a high level of perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness, 

however, in both cases Germany is below the Hungarian and the Swedish level. 

The social influence in the context of mobile payment is rather similar in all three countries 

for people who used mobile payment before. It was found that social influence does have an 

effect in all three countries. 

Furthermore, the findings also showed (based on qualitative data) that asymmetric 

information does play a role not only in terms of online payment but also for mobile 

payment. Thus, signalling and screening can help here as well to reduce information 

asymmetry. 

Interesting findings for the section “Used Mobile Payment before” regarding the 

relationships between the factors could be observed between perceived security and 

perceived risk. Whereas Hungary and Sweden show a negative moderate correlation, 

Germany shows only a weak one with a lower significance level. In case of Sweden, the 

relationship between perceived security and mobile payment usage is very weak, while it is 

just weak in the other two countries. Perceived risk and mobile payment usage are negatively 

correlated in all three countries, however, in Germany and Sweden the relationship is very 

weak, in Hungary is weak.  

In all three countries, the relationship between perceived usefulness and mobile payment 

usage is at a similar weak level. Regarding the relationship between perceived ease of use 

and mobile payment, Hungary and Sweden show a weak level whereas Germany shows a 

moderate level. Differences, which have to be highlighted, could be found in the correlations 

between perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. A strong relationship was observed 

in case of Germany and Hungary but only a moderate one in Sweden.  

 

 

Among those, who have never used mobile payment before, only Germany and Hungary 

were investigated. The German level of perceived security was below the Hungarian one, 

however, in both cases the countries’ perception of security is relatively low. While the 

difference between the countries’ perception of security was relatively small, the gap 

regarding perceived risk was greater: Germans showed a higher level of perceived risk in 

comparison to the Hungarians. 

While in both countries people perceive mobile payment as easy to use, Germans show a 

higher level of perceived usefulness.  

Germans show a higher level of social influence than Hungarians and are thus more willing 

to consider recommendations from friends and families. 

The answers from the qualitative research indicate that there is a higher level of asymmetric 

information among those who have never used mobile payment before compared to those 

who already have gained some experience with it. 

In case of “Never used mobile payment before” there are remarkable differences between 

Germany and Hungary in terms of perceived security and perceived risk. Whereas the 

relationship between perceived security and intention to use mobile payment is moderate in 

Germany, the relationship is strong in Hungary. The same is valid for the relationship 
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between perceived security and perceived risk, however, they are negative ones. The 

negative association between intention to use mobile payment and perceived risk is in 

Germany weak, whereas Hungary shows a moderate correlation. Thus, it can be concluded 

that in all mentioned relationships above, Germany shows lower level of strength of 

relationships than Hungary. The same is also valid in case of the relationship between 

perceived usefulness and intention to use mobile payment, where Germany showed a weak 

level but Hungary a moderate one.  

The correlation between perceived ease of use and intention to use mobile payment is in 

both countries relatively similar - significant but weak. 

The relationship between perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use showed no 

significance in case of Hungary and only very weak relationship with low significance level 

in case of Germany. Thus, it can be concluded that there is no relationship between these 

two factors in the context of people who have never used mobile payment before.  
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9 Implications & Further Research 

 

The contribution of this paper may address payment providers that offer or are willing to 

integrate a payment process either online and/or mobile. Due to the proven relationship of 

the investigated factors with the customers’ actual system usage, payment providers may 

adjust their activities, especially marketing and communications, in order to overcome the 

obstacles deriving from the differences in perception in different countries. 

 

Besides already established online and mobile payment providers, banks also should have a 

deep interest in this topic as the market is showing dynamic changes due to the advancement 

of information technology. Thus, banks, in order to stay competitive on the market, will 

need to introduce or improve their financial mobile applications in order to satisfy changing 

customers’ demand. Therefore, findings of this paper can be of valuable interest for them.  

 

Primary data in this paper was gathered from three different countries that are geographically 

closely located yet show significant differences. Therefore, future research may be done in 

form of cross-country analysis including countries from both within and outside of the EU 

in order to identify further differences. 

 

A more profound understanding can be gained about the perception of the different factors 

by distinguishing between the various types of mobile payment (such as direct transactions, 

transactions with the involvement of a third party, etc.).  

While this study implicated how people in the three countries perceive the investigated 

factors differently, further studies may be conducted on legal and infrastructural aspects that 

might affect the customers’ acceptance of mobile payment. As the predominant conditions 

of payment methods (especially mobile payment) differ significantly between the 

investigated countries, further research in this field may complement the findings of this 

research on online and mobile payment acceptance. 

  

Furthermore, this study is a cross-section analysis which resulted in certain limitation 

regarding the gathered outcome. Therefore, longitudinal analysis may be used to gain a more 

profound understanding about the matter among the three different target countries.   
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11 Appendix  

11.1 Appendix 1 – Questions for interviews 

Interview questions - For people who have regularly used mobile payment before 

- What is your most used payment method? 

- How long have you been using mobile payment, what kind of mobile payment? 

- Why have you started using mobile payment? 

- Information asymmetry? What do you feel more comfortable with? → see Visuals 

1&2 

- Have you ever decided on not using a payment provider because you were unsure 

about its reliability? What happened? (Hidden characteristics) 

- How important is the specific payment provider for you and why? (Klarna, 

PayPal→ does it make a difference to you?) 

- Do you remember your expectations before and then experiences with mobile 

payment? 

- Why would you recommend mobile payment to others? 

 

Interview questions - For people who have never used / rarely use mobile payment 

- What is your most used payment method? 

- (How long have you been using mobile payment, what kind of mobile payment?) 

- Have you ever heard about mobile payment? 

- Why have you not started using mobile payment? 

- Do you think mobile payment would be complex/difficult to use? 

- Would you be open for using mobile payment? 

- Would you actively look for information about the mobile payment provider before 

you would use it? 

- Information asymmetry? What do you feel more comfortable with? → see Visual 

1&2 below 

- Have you ever decided on not using a payment provider because you were unsure 

about its reliability? What happened? (Hidden characteristics) 

- How important is the specific payment provider for you and why? (Klarna, 

PayPal→ does it make a difference to you?) 
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Visual 1 - Online Payment 

 
 

Visual 2 - Mobile Payment 
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11.2 Appendix 2 – Contacted companies 

Country Company Fintech / Shop  E-Mail sent 

Germany 
Finleap (fintech 
incubator) 

Fintech Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany Homebell Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany Kaptan and Son  Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany Number 26 Fintech Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany Paymill Fintech Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany HelloFresh Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany JUNIQE Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany Kleiderkreisel Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany DaWanda Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany Hoppebräu Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany Brox Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany Teatox Shop  Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany 5 Cups and Sugar Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany 
Makrönchen 
Manufaktur  

Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Sweden Mapiful Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany Foodora Shop Sent 28.03.2017 

Germany Brotliebling Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany Philisoffee Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany Coffee Circle Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany Selo coffee fruit Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany Track Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany FitBy Nutrition Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany Brain effect Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany Lemoncat Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany KUKIMI Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany mymuesli Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany Foodist Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany Kochzauber  Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Germany Zalando Shop Sent 29.03.2017 

Hungary  Nanushka Shop Sent 02.04.2017 

Hungary Tisza Cipő Shop Sent 02.04.2017 

Hungary Balcsi Shop Sent 02.04.2017 

Hungary Ducsai Shop Sent 02.04.2017 

Hungary DelkaBag Shop Sent 02.04.2017 

Hungary Hazai Design Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Skandi Trend Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Home Design Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Szép-otthon Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary ColorCatDesign Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary IDDesign Shop Sent 03.04.2017 
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Hungary 
PTO-Pazar Cuccok 
Online Shop 

Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Vigvári Judit Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Baby-center online Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Realwebshop Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Rosehip Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Kitchy Design Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Lámpa Design Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Kiddiez Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Vizsi Design Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Diapolo Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary 
Ribiszke 
Lakberendezés 

Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Aranka Bandula Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary OmbreShop Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary 
Kézimunkázók 
boltja 

Shop Sent 03.04.2017 

Hungary Hobby Áruház Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary 
Your hobby (Kreatív 
diszkont) 

Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary 
Kreatív Ötletek 
Boltja 

Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Kreatív Webáruház Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Opitec Hobbyfix Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Reflexshop Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Laraza Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Csetreszke Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Hepi Home Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Cega Bútor Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Art & Deco Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Cél Trade ‘97 Kft. Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Webpapír Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Papirusz Kft. Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Renomé Print Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Kreatív BBK Kft. Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary JógaMánia Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Atma Center Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Voga Bazaar Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Jóga Klikk Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Mobil Webshop Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Biosziget Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary BioMenü Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Hungary Vitálvár Shop Sent 07.04.2017 

Germany Movinga Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Giga Fixxoo Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Tado Shop Sent 12.04.2017 
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Germany Kuchentratsch Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Shoemates  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Juicies  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Flixbus Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Westwing Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany BierSelect Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Tortenprima Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Paulsen Tee  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Die Teemanufaktur  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Roastmarket  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Green cup coffee  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Frooggies Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany 
Meine 
Spielzeugkiste  

Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Twinkle Kid  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Kleiderei  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Crispy Wallet  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany DasKaugummi Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Caketales  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Veggiepur  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Sunnybag Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Try Foods  Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Germany Koawach Shop Sent 12.04.2017 

Sweden Inreda Shop Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden Balders Hage Shop Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden Lagerhaus  Shop Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Pen Store Shop Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden Paypercut  Shop Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Nitty Gritty Store  Shop Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Hunkydory  Shop Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden Greta  Shop Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden Weekday Shop Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Inferno Online Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Grandpa Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Filippa K  Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Bikeid Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Monki Shop Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Asplund Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Eleven Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  KappAhl Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Hollies  Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Iris hantverk Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Brothers  Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Indiska  Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Lindex  Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 
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Sweden  IFK Gotenborg Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Tessie Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Store  Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Minishop  Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Scorett  Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Skistore Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Henry Kole Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  TSHIRT STORE Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Clas Ohlsen Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  miinto Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Tibergs Möbler  Shop  Sent 26.04.2017 

Sweden  Reco Market  Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  onfos Shop  Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  MatHem Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  MAT SMART  Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  Svensk Hemslojd Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  CHIQUELLE Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  HATSTORE  Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  MADLADY Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  
Svensk Ridsport 
Kungsbacka 

Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  Svenskt Tenn Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  Modekungen Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  Nelly  Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  Ording & Reda Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  Bolia Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  Snoozy Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  Lieblingliebling Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

Sweden  malmö modern Shop Sent 27.04.2017 

 

 

  



84 

 

11.3 Appendix 3 – Answers contacted companies 

Germany - Soulmates  

1.) What were the most important factors when selecting your payment provider/Why 

did you decide on a certain payment provider? (e.g.: widespread, well-known, 

proven security, low costs, good reputation, etc.)  

- Der provider muss bekannt sein. Online Payment ist immer eine Vertrauensfrage. 

  - Es muss einfach zu implizieren sein 

- Die Kosten müssen Planbar sein. Heißt sehr transparentes Geschäftsmodell. 

- Alles aus einer Hand. Wir wollen uns auch immer absichern. Daher es 

ist für uns wichtig, dass es kein "aber" gibt. 

 

2.) Have you ever had security problems with the current or previous payment 

providers? If yes, what kind?  

- Bisher hatten wir keinerlei Probleme. Es kam auch nicht vor, dass eine Zahlung 

geplatzt wäre oder so. 

 

3.) Have you ever changed your payment provider? If yes, why?  

(e.g.: lower level of commission, extra features, more accepted by customers, easier 

handling, etc.) 

-Geändert noch nicht. Wir haben Sofort ausprobiert, aber da die eine Grundgebühr 

verlangen und zuwenige Kunden das bei uns genutzt haben, 

haben wir die wieder abgestellt. 

 

In Deutschland ist Vorkasse die beliebteste gefolgt von Paypal. 

Liebe Grüße 

 

Germany - TRY FOODA  

1) What were the most important factors when selecting your payment provider/Why 

did you decide on a certain payment provider? (e.g.: widespread, well-known, 

proven security, low costs, good reputation, etc.)  

- popularity, proven security, easy to install/use 

2) Have you ever had security problems with the current or previous payment 

providers? If yes, what kind?  

- no 

3) Have you ever changed your payment provider? If yes, why?  

(e.g.: lower level of commission, extra features, more accepted by customers, 

easier handling, etc.) 

- yes, the reasons were cost and better integration into online shop system. 

 

frooggies AG 

1) What were the most important factors when selecting your payment provider/Why 

did you decide on a certain payment provider? (e.g.: widespread, well-known, 

proven security, low costs, good reputation, etc.)  
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- Uns waren die Kosten sehr wichtig. Aufgrund von Empfehlungen haben wir 

einen Anbieter gefunden, der uns von Anfang an gute Konditionen gemacht hat. Wir 

haben uns für Zahlungsmodalitäten entschieden, bei denen kein Mahnwesen 

erforderlich ist. 

2) Have you ever had security problems with the current or previous payment 

providers? If yes, what kind? 

- Bisher hatten wir noch keine Sicherheitsprobleme. 

3) Have you ever changed your payment provider? If yes, why?  

(e.g.: lower level of commission, extra features, more accepted by customers, 

easier handling, etc.) 

- Einen Wechsel haben wir bisher nicht vorgenommen. 

 

Hungary - Jógaklikk 

 

Kedves Krisztina! 

Irom a valaszolakat, remelem segitunk egy kicsit ezzel. A bizalmas informaciokezelest 

koszonjuk! 

1) A honlapunk indulasakor (lassan 5 eve) kizarolag a Sixpay alt velunk szoba a bankkartyas 

fizetes biztositaval kapcsolatban. A tobbi szolgaltato 1-2 eves pozitiv merlegu penzugyi 

mukodest kotott feltetelkent. Indulo cegkent ennek a feltetelnek nem tudtunk eleget tenni. 

Azota is a SixPay/Wirecard paros a szolgaltatonk. 

2) Nem volt 

3) Nem valtottunk 

Udvozlettel, 

Gfellner Judit 

 

Hungary - Hepi 

 

Kedves Krisztina! 

  

Kiemelem színnel a válaszunkat. (a b2c és b kódokat nem ismerjük) 

Üdvözlettel: 

Hirmann János 

CBE Kft 

  

Tisztelt Hölgyem/Uram! 

  

Kodó Krisztina vagyok, marketing mesterszakos hallgató Svédországban és jelenleg a 

szakdolgozatomat írom az online- illetve mobilfizetési szokásokról három európai 

országban (Magyarország, Németország és Svédország). 

Kutatásom során a B2C és B2B aspektusokat is megvizsgálom és ezért írok Önnek. Sokat 

segítene a kutatásomban, ha az alábbi három kérdést megválaszolná (Amennyiben nem 

tud/szándékozik minden kérdésre választ adni az sem probléma. Válaszait bizalmasan 

kezelem!): 
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1. Mely tényezők játszották a legnagyobb szerepet és miért, amikor fizetési szolgáltatóját 

választotta? (pl.: ismertség, egyszerű kezelhetőség, alacsony jutalék, stb.) 

  

2. Volt-e már biztonsági problémája korábbi/jelenlegi fizetési szolgáltatójával? Ha igen, 

kérem írja le, hogy mi történt!  

Nem volt 

 

3. Váltott-e már valaha fizetési szolgáltatót? Ha igen, miért? (pl.: alacsonyabb jutalék, extra 

szolgáltatások, egyszerűbb kezelés, stb.)  

Nem 

 

 

Sweden Company Answers 

 

1) Vad är den viktigaste faktorn när du väljer din payment-leverantör/varför beslöt du dig 

för denna payment-leverantör? (t.ex. omfattning, välbekant, beprövad säkerhet, låga 

kostnader, bra rykte, etc.)  

-  Vi använder PayOne som såkallad Payment-Provider, dvs. ett gränssnitt mellan webshop 

och olika betalningsleverantörer. Valet av PayOne gjordes innan min mit på företaget, när 

företaget startade verksamheten 2011. Jag är osäker på om det är detta ni menar med 

payment-leverantör, men jag tror att ni menar betalningssätt såsom PayPal, Kreditkort, 

iZettle osv. Våra kunder tror jag inte känner till PayOne. 

  

Hos PayOne kan vi ansluta flera olika betalningsalternativ. Vi använder sedan starten SEPA-

Lastschrift, som är ett populärt betalningsätt i Tyskland - tills för några år sedan gjordes ca. 

35% av alla online-transaktioner i Tyskland med SEPA-Lastschrift. Det är väldigt låga 

avgifter, enkel bokföring och i princip alla kunder accepterar det. SEPA-Lastschrift 

tillhandahålls av PayOne själv, men det finns olika setup. Just nu lämnas informationen 

direkt till vår bank och vi skriver bara under att lastschrifterna är godkända. Vi har ingen 

möjlighet att ändra belopp eller att t.ex. spärra en lastschrift, t.ex. om vi vet att kunden är en 

bedragare. Just säkerheten av SEPA-lastschrift är ganska dålig eftersom kunden kan enkelt 

ange ett bankkonto utan täckning eller ett falskt bankkonto. Hos andra livsmedel-

onlineshops erbjuds inte SEPA-Lastschrift just p.g.a. risken för utebliven betalning. Onfos 

är en nisch och detta problem är inte lika utbrett. Dessutom kan ganska enkelt se om kunden 

är en bedragare. Därför fungerar SEPA-Lastschrift fortfarande väldigt väl för oss.    

  

Dessutom anväder vi samt kreditkortsbetalning, som vi anslutit i shoppen under hösten 

2015. Kreditkortsbetalning tillhandahålls av SIX Payment Services. SEPA-Lastschrift är ett 

bra betalningssätt i Tyskland men inte i andra länder. För att kunna erbjuda vårt sortiment 

till fler marknader behövde vi en kompletterande betalningsmetod. Kreditkort är väldigt 

utbrett i Skandinavien och eftersom vi vänder oss till utlandssvenskar är detta ett lämpligt 
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betalningssätt. I princip alla svenskar har ett kreditkort, vilket fungerar som bankkort i 

Sverige. Dessutom är säkerheten väldigt hög och avgifterna lägre. 

Vi använder oss av Interchange++ där kommissionen (Interchange-Gebühr)till VISA och 

Mastercard är begränsad till 0,3%, enligt nya regler beslutat av EU-kommissionen våren 

2015 http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-15-4585_de.htm. Den totala kommissionien 

inkl. Kartenorganisationsgebühren & SIX-Acquiring-Gebühren ligger runt 1% och det är 

väldigt lågt jämfört med den gamla Disagio-kommissionen. Därför tror vi att antalet 

kreditkortsanvända i Europa kommer att växa. 

1% avgift är därför även mycket lägre än andra alternativ på marknaden såsom PayPal, 

Sofortüberweisung och Trustly. PayPal är annars ett utbrett betalningssätt. Nackdelen är att 

det innebär mer bokföringsarbete.                   

  

Vi använder Interchange oss även av iZettle för betalning i Popup-Store. Vi har dock endast 

haft Popup-Store vid få tillfällen och det har inte varit någon succé. Det är endast 1 kund 

som betalat med kort, resten har betalat kontant. Det belyser den "konservativa" tyska 

konsumenten. 

  

2) Har du haft säkerhetsproblem med din nuvarande eller tidigare payment-leverantör? Om 

ja, vilken sorts problem?  

- Nej, vi har inte haft några säkerhetsproblem. Tack vare PayOne har vi enkelt kunnat 

certifiera oss enligt PCI DSS Standard. 

  

3) Har du någonsin ändrats din payment-leverantör? Om ja, varför? (t.ex. lägre 

kommissionsnivå, extrafunktioner, mer accepterade av kunder, lättare hantering, etc.) 

- Vi har aldrig ändrat vår betalningsleverantör. PayOne fungerar ganska väl. Möjligtvis 

kommer vi ändra setup för SEPA-lastschrift, för att själva ha mer kontroll och t.ex. kunna 

justera SEPA-lastschrifterna i egen banksoftware.   

  

Sweden - company wishes to remain anonym 
 

1) Vad är den viktigaste faktorn när du väljer din payment-leverantör/varför beslöt du dig 

för denna payment-leverantör? (t.ex. omfattning, välbekant, beprövad säkerhet, låga 

kostnader, bra rykte, etc.)  

- Vi jobbade sen tidigare med samma leverantör för inkasso så det var naturligt att fortsätta 

för betallösning också. Samt att vår systemleverantör var kompatibel med dem sen tidigare. 

Trygg och pålitlig leverantör med gott rykte, välkänd. 

  

2) Har du haft säkerhetsproblem med din nuvarande eller tidigare payment-leverantör? Om 

ja, vilken sorts problem? 

- Nej inte några problem alls. 

  

3) Har du någonsin ändrats din payment-leverantör? Om ja, varför? (t.ex. lägre 

kommissionsnivå, extrafunktioner, mer accepterade av kunder, lättare hantering, etc.)  

- Nej 
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11.4 Appendix 4 – Identifying outliers 

 

Identifying Outliers - Germany 
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Identifying Outliers - Hungary  
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Identifying Outliers - Sweden 
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11.5 Appendix 5 – Factor analysis  

Factor Analysis of items for the section ‘Used online payment before’  

 

Rotated Component Matrixa 

  

Component 

Perceived 
Security 

Perceived 
Risk 

Perceived 
Ease of Use 

Perceived 
Usefulness 

System 
Usage 

Online payment is safe. ,905         

I feel secure 
transferring money via 
the Internet. 

,885         

Paying online is risky.   ,978       

There is a high risk of 
data fraud via online 
payment. 

  ,909      

I quickly learned how to 
use online payment. 

    ,940     

Online payment makes 
the payment process 
easier. 

      ,935   

Frequency of Usage         ,987 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 

 

Factor Analysis of items for the section ‘Never used mobile payment before’  

 

Rotated Component Matrixa 

  

Component 

Perceived 
Security 

Perceived 
Risk 

Perceived 
Ease of 

Use 

Perceived 
Usefeulness 

Intention to 
Use 

I would feel secure providing 
bank account information when 
using mobile payment. 

,920         

I think mobile payment is secure. ,712 -,436       

I assume mobile payment is 
risky. 

  ,929       

I consider mobile payment easy 
to use. 

    ,988     

I see some advantages in using 
mobile payment. 

      ,970   

I am willing to use mobile 
payment. 

        ,887 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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Factor Analysis of items for the section ‘Used mobile payment before’  

 

Rotated Component Matrixa 

  

Component 

Perceived 
Security 

Perceived 
Risk 

Perceived 
Ease of Use 

Perceived 
Usefulness 

System 
Usage 

I feel secure providing bank 
account information when using 
mobile payment. 

,897         

Mobile payment is safe. ,861         

There is a high risk of data fraud 
via mobile payment. 

-,411 ,750       

Mobile payment is riskier than 
online payment (with other 
devices). 

  ,893       

I quickly learned how to use mobile 
payment. 

    ,896     

I find mobile payment useful.     ,796     

Mobile payment requires little 
effort. 

    ,707     

Mobile payment has various 
advantages. 

    ,597 ,622   

Mobile payment makes shopping 
more convenient. 

      ,845   

Frequency of Usage         ,944 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 

 

11.6 Appendix 6 – Reliability analysis  

 

Section 1 - Used Online Payment 

 Old Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

New Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Item Removed 

Perceived Security ,826 ,842 The Internet is secure to send 

sensitive information through. 

Perceived Risk ,725 ,766 Online payment is riskier than 

offline payment. 

 

Section 2 - Never Used Mobile Payment 

The items of ‘I assume mobile payment is complicated.’ and ‘I am afraid of the complexity 

of using mobile payment.’ were removed from the analysis as their outcome biased the 

validity (which was calculated in order to run correlations) of Perceived Ease of Use content 

wise. This stems from the fact that these items deal about the complexity and thus, the 
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opposite of Ease of Use. Therefore, they are neglected in the calculation of correlation as 

they show a negative relation to Ease of Use. Thus, they are only used in the first part of the 

analysis but not used for statistical calculations to test hypotheses. 

 

Section 3 - Used Mobile Payment 

 Old Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

New Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Item Removes 

 

Perceived Risk 

,630 ,645 I am afraid of losing my phone 

which could result in losing 

data/money. 

Perceived Ease of 

Use 

-,014 ,720 Mobile payment is frustrating 

to use. 
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11.7 Appendix 7 – Items used in survey  

 

Items investigated under each factor 

Explanations: 

NUO: Never used online payment before 

UO: Used online payment before  

NUM: Never used mobile payment before 

UM: Used mobile payment before  

Perceived Security 

  Name of the item Section Total Germany Hungary Sweden 

1 
I feel secure sending sensitive information via the 

Internet.  
NUO 22 10 12 0 

2 I think paying online is secure.  NUO 22 10 12 0 

3 
I would feel insecure providing bank account 

information when using online payment.  
NUO 22 10 12 0 

4 
The Internet is secure to send sensitive information 

through.  
UO 847 276 295 276 

5 I feel secure transferring money via the Internet.  UO 847 276 295 276 

6 Online payment is safe.  UO 847 276 295 276 

7 

I have experienced a situation where I was afraid 

that the data, I sent via an online shop, would be 

intercepted by unauthorised third parties such as 

hackers.  

UO 847 276 295 276 

8 I think mobile payment is secure.  NUM 370 169 189 12 

9 
I would feel secure providing bank account 

information when using mobile payment.  
NUM 370 169 189 12 

10 Mobile payment is safe.  UM 499 117 118 264 

11 
I feel secure providing bank account information 

when using mobile payment.  
UM 499 117 118 264 

Perceived Risk 

1 I assume online payment is risky. NUO 22 10 12 0 

2 Online payment is riskier than offline payment. UO 847 276 295 276 

3 There is a high risk of data fraud via online payment. UO 847 276 295 276 

4 Paying online is risky. UO 847 276 295 276 

5 I assume mobile payment is risky. NUM 370 169 189 12 

6 
I am afraid that my phone battery gets empty and I 

am unable to pay.  
NUM 370 169 189 12 

7 
Mobile payment is riskier than online payment (with 

other devices). 
UM 499 117 118 264 

8 
There is a high risk of data fraud via mobile 

payment. 
UM 499 117 118 264 

9 
I am afraid of losing my phone which could result 

in losing data/money. 
UM 499 117 118 264 
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Perceived usefulness 

1 Online payment makes the payment process easier. UO 847 276 295 276 

2 
I have never been in a situation where online 

payment was needed.  
NUO 22 10 12 0 

3 Mobile payment has various advantages. UM 499 117 118 264 

4 Mobile payment makes shopping more convenient. UM 499 117 118 264 

5 I find mobile payment useful.  UM 499 117 118 264 

6 I see some advantages in using mobile payment.  NUM 370 169 189 12 

7 
I have experienced a situation where mobile 

payment was needed.  
NUM 370 169 189 12 

Easy of use 

1 I assume online payment is complicated. NUO 22 10 12 0 

2 
I am afraid of the complexity of using online 

payment.  
NUO 22 10 12 0 

3 I quickly learned how to use online payment. UO 847 276 295 276 

4 I assume mobile payment is complicated. NUM 370 169 189 12 

5 
I am afraid of the complexity of using mobile 

payment.  
NUM 370 169 189 12 

6 I consider mobile payment easy to use.  NUM 370 169 189 12 

7 Mobile payment is frustrating to use. UM 499 117 118 264 

8 I quickly learned how to use mobile payment. UM 499 117 118 264 

9 Mobile payment requires little effort. UM 499 117 118 264 

Social influence 

1 
Recommendations of friends and family are 

important in my decision to use online payment. 
NUO 22 10 12 0 

2 
Recommendations of friends and family are 

important in my decision to use online payment. 
UO 847 276 295 276 

3 
Recommendations of friends and family are 

important in my decision to use mobile payment. 
NUM 370 169 189 12 

4 
I will not use a mobile payment application provider 

if I received bad recommendations. 
NUM 370 169 189 12 

5 
Before using a type of mobile payment, I would ask 

for the experiences of my family and friends. 
NUM 370 169 189 12 

6 
Recommendations of friends and family are 

important in my decision to use mobile payment. 
UM 499 117 118 264 

7 
I will not use a mobile payment application provider 

if I received bad recommendations. 
UM 499 117 118 264 

8 
Before using a type of mobile payment, I ask for the 

experiences of my family and friends.  
UM 499 117 118 264 
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Perceived information /Asymmetric information  

1 
An online payment provider can be trusted more if 

it was confirmed by a third party (e.g. bank, media). 
NUO 22 10 12 0 

2 
A mobile payment provider can be trusted more if it 

is confirmed by a third party (e.g. bank, media).  
NUM 370 169 189 12 

Intention to use 

1 I am willing to use online payment. NUO 22 10 12 0 

2 I am willing to use mobile payment.  NUM 370 169 189 12 
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11.8 Appendix 8 – Country specific answers for the survey 

conducted 

Explanations:                       

NUO: Never used online payment before          

UO: Used online payment before            

NUM: Never used mobile payment before          

UM: Used mobile payment before                    

Perceived Usefulness                     

UO Online payment makes the payment process easier. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

  n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Total 532 63% 187 22% 37 4% 11 1% 13 2% 67 8% 

Germany 183 66% 49 18% 4 1% 0 0% 7 3% 33 12% 

Hungary 180 61% 60 20% 18 6% 6 2% 5 2% 26 9% 

Sweden 169 61% 78 28% 15 5% 5 2% 1 0% 8 3% 

NUM I see some advantages in using mobile payment.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 27 7% 126 34% 89 24% 85 23% 30 8% 13 4% 

Germany 14 8% 67 40% 39 23% 37 22% 10 6% 2 1% 

Hungary 12 6% 55 29% 47 25% 47 25% 17 9% 11 6% 

Sweden 1 8% 4 33% 3 25% 1 8% 3 25% 0 0% 

NUM I have experienced a situation where mobile payment was needed.   

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 23 6% 42 11% 48 13% 101 27% 125 34% 31 8% 

Germany 15 9% 28 17% 19 11% 59 35% 43 25% 5 3% 

Hungary 6 3% 10 5% 28 15% 39 21% 81 43% 25 13% 

Sweden 2 17% 4 33% 1 8% 3 25% 1 8% 1 8% 

UM Mobile payment has various advantages. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 157 31% 190 38% 111 22% 14 3% 5 1% 22 4% 

Germany 29 25% 48 41% 22 19% 7 6% 3 3% 8 7% 

Hungary 50 42% 35 30% 28 24% 2 2% 1 1% 2 2% 

Sweden 78 30% 107 41% 61 23% 5 2% 1 0% 12 5% 
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UM Mobile payment makes shopping more convenient. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 176 35% 162 32% 92 18% 35 7% 11 2% 23 5% 

Germany 36 31% 40 34% 16 14% 13 11% 5 4% 7 6% 

Hungary 49 42% 37 31% 20 17% 3 3% 2 2% 7 6% 

Sweden 91 34% 85 32% 56 21% 19 7% 4 2% 9 3% 

UM I find mobile payment useful.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 258 52% 165 33% 42 8% 12 2% 8 2% 14 3% 

Germany 43 37% 48 41% 11 9% 6 5% 4 3% 5 4% 

Hungary 54 46% 38 32% 20 17% 3 3% 2 2% 1 1% 

Sweden 161 61% 79 30% 11 4% 3 1% 2 1% 8 3% 

Perceived Ease of Use                   

UO I quickly learned how to use online payment. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

  n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Total 506 60% 226 27% 32 4% 13 2% 10 1% 60 7% 

Germany 177 64% 63 23% 7 3% 4 1% 5 2% 20 7% 

Hungary 179 61% 65 22% 11 4% 6 2% 4 1% 30 10% 

Sweden 150 54% 98 36% 14 5% 3 1% 1 0% 10 4% 

NUM I assume mobile payment is complicated. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 4 1% 36 10% 72 19% 133 36% 93 25% 32 9% 

Germany 3 2% 12 7% 32 19% 75 44% 40 24% 7 4% 

Hungary 1 1% 24 13% 38 20% 52 28% 50 26% 24 13% 

Sweden 0 0% 0 0% 2 17% 6 50% 3 25% 1 8% 

NUM I am afraid of the complexity of using mobile payment.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 10 3% 40 11% 61 16% 126 34% 109 29% 24 6% 

Germany 4 2% 9 5% 22 13% 79 47% 49 29% 6 4% 

Hungary 6 3% 30 16% 38 20% 39 21% 59 31% 17 9% 

Sweden 0 0% 1 8% 1 8% 8 67% 1 8% 1 8% 
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NUM I consider mobile payment easy to use.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 83 22% 148 40% 63 17% 29 8% 7 2% 40 11% 

Germany 37 22% 80 47% 28 17% 9 5% 4 2% 11 7% 

Hungary 45 24% 65 34% 33 17% 20 11% 3 2% 23 12% 

Sweden 1 8% 3 25% 2 17% 0 0% 0 0% 6 50% 

UM Mobile payment is frustrating to use. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 13 3% 41 8% 72 14% 213 43% 151 30% 9 2% 

Germany 0 0% 14 12% 22 19% 51 44% 25 21% 5 4% 

Hungary 11 9% 21 18% 27 23% 37 31% 20 17% 2 2% 

Sweden 2 1% 6 2% 23 9% 125 47% 106 40% 2 1% 

UM I quickly learned how to use mobile payment. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 237 47% 184 37% 41 8% 11 2% 8 2% 18 4% 

Germany 39 33% 45 38% 15 13% 6 5% 5 4% 7 6% 

Hungary 60 51% 34 29% 14 12% 2 2% 1 1% 7 6% 

Sweden 138 52% 105 40% 12 5% 3 1% 2 1% 4 2% 

UM Mobile payment requires little effort. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 205 41% 177 35% 64 13% 23 5% 6 1% 24 5% 

Germany 29 25% 43 37% 24 21% 11 9% 3 3% 7 6% 

Hungary 56 47% 35 30% 17 14% 4 3% 1 1% 5 4% 

Sweden 120 45% 99 38% 23 9% 8 3% 2 1% 12 5% 

Perceived Security                     

UO The Internet is secure to send sensitive information through.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

  n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Total 62 7% 282 33% 223 26% 216 26% 53 6% 11 1% 

Germany 11 4% 81 29% 82 30% 85 31% 11 4% 6 2% 

Hungary 29 10% 96 33% 65 22% 75 25% 26 9% 4 1% 

Sweden 22 8% 105 38% 76 28% 56 20% 16 6% 1 0% 
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UO I feel secure transferring money via the Internet.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 143 17% 401 47% 155 18% 119 14% 22 3% 7 1% 

Germany 31 11% 131 47% 61 22% 40 14% 10 4% 3 1% 

Hungary 59 20% 133 45% 48 16% 44 15% 7 2% 4 1% 

Sweden 53 19% 137 50% 46 17% 35 13% 5 2% 0 0% 

UO Online payment is safe.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 107 13% 366 43% 211 25% 128 15% 20 2% 15 2% 

Germany 23 8% 127 46% 73 26% 42 15% 6 2% 5 2% 

Hungary 54 18% 111 38% 57 19% 58 20% 10 3% 5 2% 

Sweden 30 11% 128 46% 81 29% 28 10% 4 1% 5 2% 

UO 
I have experienced a situation where I was afraid that the data, I sent via an online shop, 

would be intercepted by unauthorised third parties such as hackers.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 105 12% 211 25% 102 12% 247 29% 152 18% 30 4% 

Germany 31 11% 60 22% 33 12% 96 35% 47 17% 9 3% 

Hungary 42 14% 54 18% 42 14% 66 22% 78 26% 13 4% 

Sweden 32 12% 97 35% 27 10% 85 31% 27 10% 8 3% 

NUM I think mobile payment is secure.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 9 2% 78 21% 105 28% 108 29% 32 9% 38 10% 

Germany 2 1% 29 17% 52 31% 58 34% 17 10% 11 7% 

Hungary 6 3% 46 24% 52 28% 44 23% 14 7% 27 14% 

Sweden 1 8% 3 25% 1 8% 6 50% 1 8% 0 0% 

NUM I would feel secure providing bank account information when using mobile payment.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 9 2% 72 19% 79 21% 147 40% 43 12% 20 5% 

Germany 1 1% 30 18% 40 24% 71 42% 24 14% 3 2% 

Hungary 8 4% 39 21% 36 19% 71 38% 18 10% 17 9% 

Sweden 0 0% 3 25% 3 25% 5 42% 1 8% 0 0% 

UM Mobile payment is safe.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 69 14% 205 41% 141 28% 55 11% 11 2% 18 4% 

Germany 7 6% 34 29% 45 38% 24 21% 2 2% 5 4% 

Hungary 20 17% 47 40% 30 25% 12 10% 5 4% 4 3% 

Sweden 42 16% 124 47% 66 25% 19 7% 4 2% 9 3% 
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UM I feel secure providing bank account information when using mobile payment.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 64 13% 192 38% 123 25% 91 18% 24 5% 5 1% 

Germany 9 8% 31 26% 33 28% 33 28% 7 6% 4 3% 

Hungary 16 14% 41 35% 23 19% 25 21% 13 11% 0 0% 

Sweden 39 15% 120 45% 67 25% 33 13% 4 2% 1 0% 

Perceived Risk                     

UO Online payment is riskier than offline payment. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

  n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Total 175 21% 265 31% 185 22% 136 16% 43 5% 43 5% 

Germany 77 28% 95 34% 41 15% 43 16% 8 3% 12 4% 

Hungary 57 19% 83 28% 57 19% 64 22% 25 8% 9 3% 

Sweden 41 15% 87 32% 87 32% 29 11% 10 4% 22 8% 

UO There is a high risk of data fraud via online payment. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 100 12% 279 33% 231 27% 171 20% 23 3% 43 5% 

Germany 28 10% 100 36% 84 30% 48 17% 8 3% 8 3% 

Hungary 42 14% 96 33% 72 24% 65 22% 9 3% 11 4% 

Sweden 30 11% 83 30% 75 27% 58 21% 6 2% 24 9% 

UO Paying online is risky. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 55 6% 237 28% 241 28% 266 31% 33 4% 15 2% 

Germany 17 6% 101 37% 75 27% 71 26% 9 3% 3 1% 

Hungary 24 8% 70 24% 74 25% 107 36% 14 5% 6 2% 

Sweden 14 5% 66 24% 92 33% 88 32% 10 4% 6 2% 

NUM I assume mobile payment is risky. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 51 14% 132 36% 83 22% 74 20% 7 2% 23 6% 

Germany 31 18% 69 41% 34 20% 28 17% 3 2% 4 2% 

Hungary 18 10% 58 31% 48 25% 43 23% 3 2% 19 10% 

Sweden 2 17% 5 42% 1 8% 3 25% 1 8% 0 0% 
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NUM I am afraid that my phone battery gets empty and I am unable to pay.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 32 9% 80 22% 85 23% 91 25% 59 16% 23 6% 

Germany 17 10% 39 23% 39 23% 51 30% 17 10% 6 4% 

Hungary 13 7% 39 21% 44 23% 37 20% 41 22% 15 8% 

Sweden 2 17% 2 17% 2 17% 3 25% 1 8% 2 17% 

UM Mobile payment is riskier than online payment (with other devices). 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 17 3% 100 20% 159 32% 144 29% 37 7% 42 8% 

Germany 7 6% 43 37% 22 19% 28 24% 8 7% 9 8% 

Hungary 7 6% 16 14% 44 37% 29 25% 12 10% 10 8% 

Sweden 3 1% 41 16% 93 35% 87 33% 17 6% 23 9% 

UM There is a high risk of data fraud via mobile payment. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 16 3% 118 24% 170 34% 113 23% 29 6% 53 11% 

Germany 5 4% 45 38% 35 30% 18 15% 6 5% 8 7% 

Hungary 7 6% 30 25% 26 22% 38 32% 10 8% 7 6% 

Sweden 4 2% 43 16% 109 41% 57 22% 13 5% 38 14% 

UM I am afraid of losing my phone which could result in losing data/money. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 96 19% 146 29% 71 14% 129 26% 49 10% 8 2% 

Germany 27 23% 37 32% 12 10% 30 26% 9 8% 2 2% 

Hungary 31 26% 33 28% 22 19% 21 18% 10 8% 1 1% 

Sweden 38 14% 76 29% 37 14% 78 30% 30 11% 5 2% 

Social Influence                     

UO 
Recommendations of friends and family are important in my decision to use online 

payment. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

  n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Total 141 17% 218 26% 196 23% 159 19% 112 13% 20 2% 

Germany 57 21% 73 26% 62 22% 52 19% 25 9% 7 3% 

Hungary 46 16% 58 20% 60 20% 58 20% 66 22% 7 2% 

Sweden 38 14% 87 32% 74 27% 49 18% 21 8% 6 2% 
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NUM 
Recommendations of friends and family are important in my decision to use mobile 

payment. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 46 12% 81 22% 96 26% 53 14% 72 19% 22 6% 

Germany 27 16% 54 32% 42 25% 22 13% 18 11% 6 4% 

Hungary 17 9% 24 13% 50 26% 31 16% 53 28% 14 7% 

Sweden 2 17% 3 25% 4 33% 0 0% 1 8% 2 17% 

NUM I will not use a mobile payment application provider if I received bad recommendations. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 120 32% 146 39% 52 14% 10 3% 9 2% 33 9% 

Germany 56 33% 70 41% 25 15% 5 3% 2 1% 11 7% 

Hungary 61 32% 69 37% 26 14% 5 3% 7 4% 21 11% 

Sweden 3 25% 7 58% 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 1 8% 

NUM 
Before using a type of mobile payment, I would ask for the experiences of my family and 

friends. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 78 21% 126 34% 73 20% 43 12% 29 8% 21 6% 

Germany 38 22% 65 38% 34 20% 17 10% 6 4% 9 5% 

Hungary 38 20% 55 29% 36 19% 26 14% 22 12% 12 6% 

Sweden 2 17% 6 50% 3 25% 0 0% 1 8% 0 0% 

UM 
Recommendations of friends and family are important in my decision to use mobile 

payment. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 57 11% 131 26% 144 29% 97 19% 61 12% 9 2% 

Germany 14 12% 32 27% 24 21% 34 29% 11 9% 2 2% 

Hungary 11 9% 24 20% 34 29% 22 19% 25 21% 2 2% 

Sweden 32 12% 75 28% 86 33% 41 16% 25 9% 5 2% 

UM I will not use a mobile payment application provider if I received bad recommendations. 

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 149 30% 192 38% 85 17% 33 7% 11 2% 29 6% 

Germany 36 31% 43 37% 18 15% 9 8% 4 3% 7 6% 

Hungary 29 25% 47 40% 22 19% 12 10% 1 1% 7 6% 

Sweden 84 32% 102 39% 45 17% 12 5% 6 2% 15 6% 

UM Before using a type of mobile payment, I ask for the experiences of my family and friends.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

Total 50 10% 133 27% 122 24% 114 23% 65 13% 15 3% 

Germany 14 12% 33 28% 21 18% 31 26% 15 13% 3 3% 

Hungary 12 10% 31 26% 27 23% 24 20% 22 19% 2 2% 

Sweden 24 9% 69 26% 74 28% 59 22% 28 11% 10 4% 
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Perceived information /Asymmetric information              

NUM 
A mobile payment provider can be trusted more if it is confirmed by a third party (e.g. 

bank, media).  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

  n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Total 93 25% 123 33% 70 19% 15 4% 10 3% 59 16% 

Germany 36 21% 69 41% 35 21% 11 7% 7 4% 11 7% 

Hungary 57 30% 48 25% 30 16% 4 2% 3 2% 47 25% 

Sweden 0 0% 6 50% 5 42% 0 0% 0 0% 1 8% 

Intention to Use                     

NUM I am willing to use mobile payment.  

  Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 

disagree 
Don't know 

  n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Total 34 9% 85 23% 103 28% 92 25% 31 8% 25 7% 

Germany 15 9% 38 22% 50 30% 48 28% 11 7% 7 4% 

Hungary 19 10% 43 23% 51 27% 40 21% 19 10% 17 9% 

Sweden 0 0% 4 33% 2 17% 4 33% 1 8% 1 8% 
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11.9 Appendix 9 – General findings of the survey 

Have you used online payment before (excluding mobile payment)? 

  Germany   Hungary   Sweden   Total 

Yes 276 97% 295 96% 276 100% 847 

No 10 3% 12 4% 0 0% 22 

  286 100% 307 100% 276 100% 869 

How often do you use online payment? 

  Germany   Hungary   Sweden   Total 

Every day. 5 2% 4 1% 21 8% 30 

Weekly. 144 52% 91 31% 101 37% 336 

Monthly. 104 38% 130 44% 126 46% 360 

A couple of times a year. 23 8% 61 21% 27 10% 111 

Less than once a year. 0 0% 9 3% 1 0% 10 

  276 100% 295 100% 276 100% 847 

Have you ever had a negative experience when paying online? (e.g. lost money, stolen data, etc.) 

  Germany   Hungary   Sweden   Total 

Yes 28 10% 34 12% 41 15% 103 

No 245 89% 261 88% 233 84% 749 

Missing Value 3 1% 0 0% 2 1% 5 

  276 100% 295 100% 276 100% 857 

Have you ever used mobile payment before? 

  Germany   Hungary   Sweden   Total 

Yes 117 41% 118 38% 264 96% 499 

No 169 59% 189 62% 12 4% 370 

Total 286 100% 307 100% 276 100% 869 

How often do you use mobile payment? 

  Germany   Hungary   Sweden   Total 

Every day 4 3% 3 3% 41 16% 48 

Weekly 35 30% 10 8% 139 53% 184 

Monthly 29 25% 52 44% 59 22% 140 

A couple of times a year. 39 33% 45 38% 20 8% 104 

Less than once a year. 10 9% 8 7% 5 2% 23 

Total 117 100% 118 100% 264 100% 499 

Have you ever had a negative experience when paying via phone? (e.g. lost money, stolen data) 

  Germany   Hungary   Sweden   Total 

Yes 1 1% 9 8% 8 3% 18 

No 115 98% 109 92% 254 96% 478 

Missing Value 1 1% 0 0% 2 1%   

  117 100% 118 100% 264 100% 496 

Gender 

  Germany   Hungary   Sweden   Total 

Female 172 60% 206 67% 148 54% 526 

Male 114 40% 101 33% 128 46% 341 

Total 286 100% 307 100% 276 100% 867 
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