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Executive Summary 

Background: Imagine standing in a queue or waiting at the counter until your purchase goes through. 

Remember all those times where you had to wait in order to pay for just a tiny item? There are moments 

which we would like to last longer and there are such moments we would like to be over in the blink of 

an eye. Waiting in queue or waiting at the counter until a transaction goes through is one of those 

activities we would like to be over in the blink of an eye.  

Nowadays mobile payments present an opportunity to revolutionize the way people pay for goods and 

services. However, their use is not yet as wide-spread as it was thought it would be. That is why this 

paper will look into what factors can influence consumers’ intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. 

This topic is of crucial importance because there have already been several attempts to launch NFC 

mobile payment platforms but none of them has been very successful. This thesis seeks to address the 

influence of a specific factor on the attitude towards use of consumers, namely the perceived speed of 

purchase when using NFC mobile payment. 

Purpose: This thesis sets out to study the effect of perceived speed of purchase on consumers’ intention 

to adopt NFC-enabled mobile payment. 

Methodology: The research approach consisted of first building a solid basis of knowledge on mobile 

payments by examining white papers, articles and case studies on the topic of on mobile payments, with 

the goal to explore what information is already available on the topic of mobile payments. Second, a 

research question and hypothesis to address the research question were developed. Thus, this paper aims 

to answer the following research question: 

How does perceived speed of purchase influence consumer attention to adopt NFC mobile payment 

services? 

Third, following the literature review and hypotheses development, a survey was designed and 

distributed among potential and current mobile payment users.  The survey was distributed online by 

sending out personally-targeted and non-personal invitations, the author also conducted the survey by 

asking random people on the streets on New York in person. Fourth, quantitative and qualitative data 

from the survey were analyzed and the information served to address the research question presented 

above. 

Keywords: NFC mobile payment, perceived speed of purchase, perceived ease of use, perceived 

usefulness, early adopter, late adopter  
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1. Introduction 

 

● Introduction ● Purpose ● Problem statement ● Research question  

● Proximity Mobile Payments ● Findings ● Delimitations ● Thesis structure 

 

History of payments 

Since early days of the human civilization people have exchanged goods and services in return for other 

goods and services. Then the metallic coins were introduced and people started using them to pay for 

what they bought. Until the 1960s two main payment options existed - cash and checks. Since then 

consumers have witnessed a steady stream of innovations. The first credit card started gaining popularity 

around the end of 1950s and soon afterwards the first debit card was introduced. The development of 

mobile networks and mobile internet brought a new mode of payment along - the mobile payment 

opportunity. Nowadays, almost everyone owns a mobile phone and paying with your smartphone might 

turn out to be the next natural step in the evolution of payments. (Evans M. , 2014) 

 

Figure 1 History of Payment methods 

Why is there a need for mobile payments?  

In the fast-paced world we live nowadays, many people are searching for ways to optimize their daily 

routine. Consumers are trying to find ways to cut time on activities that don’t add value to their lives and 

save more time for the activities that really matter. Imagine standing in a queue or waiting at the counter 

until your purchase goes through. Remember all those times where you had to wait in order to pay for 

just a tiny item? There are moments which we would like to last longer and there are such moments we 

would like to be over in the blink of an eye. Waiting in queue or waiting at the counter until a transaction 

goes through is one of those activities we would like to be over in the blink of an eye. 

How will mobile payment address this need? 

What is currently happening is that mobile payment technology is presenting a new opportunity for 

businesses to optimize their purchase process. This could lead to shorter lines and less time spent waiting 

at the counter to pay for goods or services. Although, mobile payments are believed to provide a solution 

to this problem, they don’t seem to be as wide-spread as they had been expected to be. That is why more 

and more research on the factors influencing the decision to adopt mobile payments is being done in 
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recent years. There are various factors influencing the intention to adopt mobile payments. Some of these 

factors include security, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, compatibility, perceived speed of 

purchase and others. There have been a few papers in recent years that have examine the influence of 

speed on the intention to adopt mobile payments. In 2005 (Dewan & Chen, 2005) decided to look into 

transaction time as a factor influencing the mobile payment adoption in the United States by comparing 

between contactless mPayments using NFC, contactless mPayments using RF (radio frequency waves), 

cellular mPayments using cell phones and smart cards using contact interface (Dewan & Chen, 2005). 

Then in 2008 Chen in his paper ”A model of consumer acceptance of mobile payment” looked into 

perceived transaction speed by comparing  the speed of cellular and contactless mpayment (Chen, 2008). 

Ondrus et al. (2007) also touches upon speed as a factor that can promote the use of NFC payments in 

the future (Jan Ondrus, 2007).  In 2012 Polasik et al. create an empirical study with a focus on the time 

efficiency at the point of sale where cash, cards and mobile payments are compared. (Michal Polasik, 

2012) This paper aims to build on existing research and investigate the role of speed in the adoption of 

mobile payments.  

What exactly will this paper look into? 

This paper will examine the influence of factors such as perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness and 

perceived speed of purchase on consumer’s intention to adopt mobile payment. Additionally, it will study 

the influence of two user types – early and late adopters on the intention to adopt mobile payments. The 

thesis will further look into the current trends, drivers and existing bottlenecks to using mobile payment. 

A quantitative study supplemented by qualitative data will be used to explore the reasons behind the 

decision to adopt or not to adopt mobile payment. The focus of this thesis is proximity mobile payments. 

“Mobile payments today” defines proximity mobile payments as: “payments to a merchant that are 

initiated from a mobile phone. These payments are made by simply waving a mobile phone that uses 

Near Field Communication (NFC) technology near a merchant's point-of-sale device.” (Smart Card 

Alliance, Proximity Mobile Payments: Leveraging NFC and the Contactless Financial Payments 

Infrastructure, 2007) 

Summary 

This section starts with a brief history of payment methods and then continues with the development of 

different payment methods throughout the years. Payments today have evolved significantly and came a 

long way since bartering and trading with metal coins. Currently mobile payments present an opportunity 

to revolutionize the way people pay for goods and services. However, their use is still not as wide-spread 

as it was thought it would be. That is why this paper aims to explore what factors can influence 

consumers’ intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. The importance of this topic comes from the fact 

that there have already been several attempts to launch NFC mobile payment platforms but none of them 

has been very successful. Thus, the focus of this study will be on a factor that has not been explored so 

much in literature so far, namely the speed of purchase when using NFC mobile payment.  
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1.1. Purpose of the thesis 

This thesis aims to investigate how perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use and perceived speed of 

purchase influence consumers’ intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. This is done by conducting a 

survey and subsequently a quantitative analysis in order to measure how the above mentioned factors 

influence people’s intentions and subsequent actions. Additionally, the thesis aims to understand in depth 

the reasons why people would or would not use NFC mobile payment in the future by analyzing the 

respondents’ qualitative comments. Thus, it aims to uncover the effect of those factors on the actual 

payment choice of consumers with an emphasis on whether perceived speed of purchase has a significant 

effect in their decision making process. Potential and existing users of mobile payments are further split 

into two categories of early and late adopters and potential differences in their behavior are examined. 

This research has as its goal first to explain the three factors influencing mobile payment adoption 

(perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use and perceived speed of purchase) and then to explore how 

these factors could lead to a change in consumers’ behavior. In the next section is presented the research 

question this paper aims to investigate. 

1.2. Problem statement 

1.2.1. Research question 

Many people nowadays are aware of the mobile payment opportunity but the adoption rate of the service 

is still low. When introducing a service, the right value proposition for customers should be found. The 

convenience and ease of use of the service are some of the factors that have been studied thoroughly in 

literature so far but speed of purchase has only been touched on the surface. This paper aims to build on 

existing research and further look into what really matters for people when it comes to payments and 

what can influence their buying behavior. That is why  this paper will look into how speed of purchase  

influences the adoption of NFC mobile payments and what is its effect on the intention to adopt NFC 

mobile payments. 

The following research question has been developed to guide this research: 

1.3. Delimitations 

The research, the research scope and the following analysis are constrained by a number of limitations 

which need to be accounted for. Firstly, this research does not take into account the security aspect of 

mobile payments. In the context of electronic services, security risk, conceptualized as the likelihood of 

privacy invasion, has been found to be a particularly critical concern among consumers. (Jochen Wirtz, 

2007) Indeed, from the qualitative comments section included in the survey it can be confirmed that 

security is one of the main aspects influencing the decision whether or not to use proximity mobile 

 

How does perceived speed of purchase influence consumer attention to adopt NFC mobile 

payment services? 
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payments. However, this thesis will not focus on the security aspects of proximity mobile payments, 

because there is already been a great number of research papers focusing on this dimension. While, 

security will not be included as a studied dimension in this paper - the focus of this study is on another 

aspect of the service – namely, perceived speed of purchase. 

Second, the limited time forced the researcher to conduct the survey over a duration of merely one week, 

limiting the number of respondents to 101 and thereby the validity of the research (Malhotra & Birks, 

2007). In addition, time scarcity also limited the level of statistical analysis of the collected data, which 

also affects the reliability of the study (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Issues with language may also affect 

the validity of the study, as the wordings of the survey needed to be adjusted to plain English to ensure 

understanding by the respondents who came from various nationalities, whose native language might not 

have been English. Thus the results cannot claim to be representative of the total population in terms of 

gender, age and education. This study aims to have more of an exploratory function into how speed of 

purchase influences the NFC mobile payment process. The survey was targeted to participants who live 

in a developed country, between the ages of 20 and 40. Mobile payments in developing and developed 

countries differ quite a lot. While in developing countries mobile payments (mainly premium SMS) are 

thriving, the mobile payments in developed countries are still struggling to gain a wide user base. The 

survey has consequently aimed to have an international reach amongst developed countries, but does not 

have a representative of each country. However, the participants in the survey come from 28 different 

countries from Europe, North America and Asia.  

Third, as previously discussed the term “mobile payments” includes a lot of different types of mobile 

payment, but this thesis will only focus on proximity mobile payments, in particular near field 

communication mobile payments. NFC payments are targeted as they are believed to grow tremendously 

in the coming years. With the introduction of I-phone 6 which is NFC enabled, NFC enabled mobile 

payment volume was expected to increase seven fold between 2012 and 2017 according to banktech.com. 

(Evans B. , 2012).  Fourth, this thesis takes into account only transactions executed with a smartphone, 

excluding PDAs, tablets and Google glass devices. Fifth, the focus of this study is only on the end user 

(consumer) and does not in any way study the producers’ point of view towards adoption of mobile 

payments. Sixth, this thesis will focus only on the purchase of items in store locations. 
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1.4. Thesis structure 

This section gives a short overview of the main chapters of the thesis. This is done in order for the reader 

to be able to gain an overview of the overall structure of the thesis and to explain the “red thread” that 

defines the thesis. 

 

Figure 2 Thesis structure 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

The first chapter gives an introduction to the reader into the topic of mobile payments. It provides an 

explanation of the purpose of this thesis and aims to clarify what are the research area and the problem 

statement. The research question which this thesis aims to address is also posed in this chapter. In addition 

to that the existing limitations to the research process are described at the end of the chapter.  

Chapter 2: Literature review and hypotheses 

In the beginning of this chapter, the concept of mobile payment is introduced using a “high-level” 

literature review. In addition to that an investigation for the various factors that drive the adoption of this 

technology is conducted. The literature review is not aimed to be exhaustive but rather to give the reader 

an overview of the fundamental concepts and drivers that influence the mobile payment adoption process. 

Later on the thesis will focus on a few of those concepts and factors and aim to give the reader an in-

depth understanding of those.  

1.Introduction

2.Literature review and hypotheses

3.Methodology

4.Experimental survey

5.Results

6.Analysis and discussion

7.Conclusion
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The focus of the review is then further deepened on proximity mobile payments and NFC enabled 

payments. The chapter provides an overview of the various factors that are considered to influence the 

intention of consumers to adopt mobile payments. Its point of departure is that speed of purchase is a 

dimension that has not been extensively studied in scientific papers so far. Consequently a set of 

hypotheses is formulated about how Perceived ease of use, Perceived usefulness and Perceived speed of 

purchase influence the intention of people to adopt mobile payments. In addition to that is aims to explore 

if different types of users as early and late adopters would have a different attitude towards adopting NFC 

mobile payments. Finally, the chapter concludes with presenting the hypothesis that will later on be 

confirmed or rejected according to the results from the survey. 

Chapter 3: Methodology 

This chapter presents the research approach and the research model and argues for the chosen 

methodological considerations for the conducted survey. It further elaborates on the research process and 

argues for the validity and reliability of the study. This chapter is the link between the theory and 

background information that has been found with the aim to support the design of the survey. 

Consequently it aims to expose and justify the choice of empirical data - the population of the study and 

the sampling techniques used, so that in the future others can replicate this study.  

Chapter 4: Experimental survey 

Chapter four presents the survey that is conducted in order to answer the research question posed in the 

beginning of the thesis. The chapter presents the survey design, argues for the choice of questions and 

rating scale. In addition to that it also elaborates on how validity and reliability of the survey were 

achieved and describes the pretesting and distribution process. 

Chapter 5: Results The results from the conducted survey are presented in this chapter. This is the focal 

point of the thesis as it will serve to confirm or to reject the proposed hypotheses. 

Chapter 6: Analysis and discussion  

Finally the results are analyzed and the proposed hypotheses are confirmed or rejected. 

Chapter 7: Conclusion 

This chapter summarizes the main results, findings and conclusions and answers the research question. 

Furthermore, the overall research process and opportunities for possible further research are discussed. 

Chapter / Sub section summary 

Please note, that this box offers a short summary to the reader at the end of some chapters and sub 

sections. The summary box is not used consistently throughout the thesis – but only where it’s believed 

to be useful to create a better understanding of the chapter and improve the overall transitional reading 

experience between sections and chapters. 
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Summary 

This chapter gives an overview to the reader of the scope and purpose of this thesis. It discusses the 

additional information and knowledge available that has been delimited from this paper. The existing 

basis of knowledge and data on the topic of mobile payments is very broad. Consequently this section 

aims to touch upon the peripheral knowledge that has relevance for the research but is not its focus point. 

It also elaborates on various constraints that were taken into account while writing the thesis. This is 

done with the goal to help the reader get a clearer overview of the scope of limitations of this thesis. In 

the end the structure of the thesis is presented. 
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2. Literature review and hypotheses 

 

● Literature review ● Theoretical background ● Hypotheses development 

 

 

2.1. Literature review 

2.1.1. Terminology (definitions) 

This section presents a glossary of the terms and concept relevant to this thesis. First, a definition of 

mobile payments is included and then the main types of payment according to the location of the user 

are elaborated on. Following these definitions, a description of the concepts of “intention to adopt”, 

“perceived ease of use”, “perceived usefulness” and “perceived speed of transaction” is provided. 

Mobile payment - definition and types 

Mobile payments are defined 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. (Mallat, 2007) According to a whitepaper from Juniper Research mobile payment is 

defined as “payment for goods or services with a mobile device such as a phone, Personal Digital 

Assistant (PDA), or other such device”. (Juniper's Research, 2010) There two main types of mobile 

payments – the distinction between the two main methods is based on the location of the mobile user in 

relation to the merchant. 

• The first type of payment according to the location of the mobile user is remote mobile payment. 

Remote mobile payment is conducted when the storefront or retailer is remote to the mobile phone user, 

e.g. paying for digital goods by PRSMS (premium rate short message service) or physical goods via a 

mobile web enabled retailer. (Juniper's Research, 2010) 

• The second type of payment according to the location of the mobile user is point of sale (POS) or 

proximity mobile payment. Proximity mobile payment is conducted when the storefront or retailer is 

physical and the user is located at or near to the storefront or retailer. (Juniper's Research, 2010) 

The focus of this thesis is on NFC mobile payments (also known as point-of-sale or in store payments). 

Proximity mobile payments 

A further description of the proximity mobile payment type is provided below. Contactless m-payment, 

also called ‘wave and go’ is a proximity payment method in which no contact between a payment device 

and interfacing reader is required. The transmission technologies behind contactless m-payment include 

RF (radio frequency) and NFC (near field communication) technologies, among which Radio Frequency 
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Identification (RFID) is gaining increasing popularity. Contactless m-payment is generally used for 

point-of-sale transactions. RF or NFC technology transmits transaction data between the device (e.g. 

contactless interface smart card) and the merchant’s point-of-sale terminal. (Chen, 2008) 

Intention to adopt 

In this thesis the intention of consumers to adopt mobile payment is explored. There are several 

definitions of intention to adopt and numerous arguments, why is this dimension important to study and 

how does it influence the actions of consumers in real time buying behavior decisions. Chen defines the 

intention to use as “The extent to which the prospective user intends to use m-payment.” (Chen, 2008) 

According to the Technology Acceptance Model the intention can predict the actual behavior of 

consumers and consequently their actual use of NFC mobile payments. In addition to these definitions 

according to the TAM (Technology Acceptance Model), adoption behavior is determined by the intention 

to utilize a particular system, which is, in turn, determined by the perceived usefulness and the perceived 

ease of use of the system. (Changsu Kim, 2010) According to TRA (Theory of Reasoned Action), a 

person’s performance of a specified behavior is determined by his or her behavioral intention to perform 

the behavior, and behavioral intention is jointly determined by the person’s attitude and subjective norm 

concerning the behavior in question. (Changsu Kim, 2010) 

Perceived Speed of Purchase 

Chen (2008) defines perceived transaction speed (also referred in this paper as “Perceived Speed of 

Purchase”) as: “The extent to which the prospective user perceives that m-payment improves the speed 

of transaction.” (Chen, 2008) For the purpose of this study perceived speed of purchase is defined as the 

time used to conduct a transaction using a mobile device according to the consumer. The perception of 

the user for the transaction speed might differ from the actual time it takes to conduct the transaction. 

Perceived Ease of Use  

Another concept that can also be found in Chen’s paper from 2008 is Perceived Ease of Use. It is defined 

as: “The extent to which the prospective user expects m-payment to be free of effort.” (Chen, 2008) 

Studies have found that consumers are more likely to use a particular system if they believe the procedure 

will be easy and straightforward to execute. (Chen, 2008) If a system is easy to understand and navigate 

through, then users are in general more likely to try it out and continue using it in the future. Chen has 

also found that the number of steps involved in the process must be minimized to reduce complexity, and 

adequate feedback to the user regarding the status of the transaction is also helpful in avoiding any 

confusion. 

Perceived Usefulness 

Chen also discusses Perceived Usefulness and its influence on the intention to adopt mobile payments in 

his paper “A model of consumer acceptance of mobile payment”. The concept of perceived usefulness 

is defined as: “The extent to which the prospective user expects m-payment to increase his or her 

performance in transactions.” (Chen, 2008) In his paper “Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, 
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and User Acceptance of Information Technology” Davis argues that users’ intention to use information 

technology is predicated, to a large degree, on their perceived usefulness of the system (Davis, 1989). 

There is also a certain amount of empirical evidence in the mobile technology literature regarding users’ 

intention to use mobile technology (Robert J. Kauffman, 2008) (Mallat, 2007) (Ondrus, 2007). Users 

will use m-payment systems when they find the system to be useful for their transaction needs or financial 

issues. (Chen, 2008) 

2.1.2. Proximity mobile payments 

As mentioned in the previous section, the focus of the thesis is on proximity mobile payments. This section aims 

to provide a deeper insight into the world of proximity mobile payments. This section will start by defining the 

concept, some examples of its application in daily life will be presented. Afterwards, we will look into what near 

filed communication mobile payments comprise and explore some of the reasons why this technology is still 

lagging behind traditional payment methods 

What are mobile payments? Mobile payments are payments for goods or services initiated from a 

mobile phone or similar device (such as a personal digital assistant or smart phone). (Smart Card Alliance, 

Proximity Mobile Payments: Leveraging NFC and the Contactless Financial Payments Infrastructure, 

2007) Mobile payments can be further split into two broad categories: 1) Remote mobile payments1 and 

2) Proximity mobile payments. This thesis will focus on proximity mobile payments. 

Proximity mobile payments include point-of-sale transactions made by using a mobile device as a 

payment method, including by swiping a mobile device at a register or tapping a mobile device to 

complete transaction; excluding purchases of digital goods on mobile devices, purchases made remotely 

on mobile devices that are delivered later on, and transactions made via tablets (Fredricksen, 2012). 

Proximity mobile payments can be executed at both attended point of sales at in store locations and 

unattended locations such as vending machines. (Fredricksen, 2012) Examples of proximity mobile 

payments that have become popular in recent years are paying for parking, transport tickets, vending 

machines, coffee, other beverages and snacks. Usually the goods and services represent frequent 

purchases with small amount value that need to be executed quickly and conveniently. That is why the 

providers of the service as well as some consumers who emphasize on the time efficiency and ease to 

use of this service believe this to be the perfect solution for such kind of purchases. 

However, near field communication based mobile payments face significant challenges – mainly due 

to the lack of appropriate infrastructure and the complex system of stakeholders (issuers, merchants, 

mobile device manufacturers, and payment technology and solution providers). For the purpose of this 

thesis near field communication payments will be referred to as NFC payments from now on. It’s 

important to note that only some models of phones are equipped with NFC technology, for example the 

                                                           
1 A remote mobile payment is when the storefront or retailer is remote to the mobile phone user, e.g. paying for digital 
goods by PRSMS (premium rate SMS) or physical goods via a mobile web enabled retailer, Juniper Research “Checkout the 
Mobile Payment Opportunity!”, White Paper 
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iPhone 5S and 5C do not have NFC, only in 2014 did Apple introduce a model that is NFC enabled. 

(NFC world, 2014) This has been an interesting topic of discussion since Apple is now allegedly aiming 

at being a major player in the mobile payment industry. There have been several attempts to develop the 

mobile payments market by big players such as Google (with Google wallet), Isis and Square in recent 

years. And while in developing countries mobile payment is a growing industry, in the developed world 

it is lagging behind other existing modes of payment such as credit card or cash.  

There are several reasons why mobile payment could be lagging behind. One reason could be the 

infrastructure. Gathering and storing information about the accounts of millions of users is often a 

difficult task. In addition to that not all stores have points of sale systems that incorporate NFC. Another 

reason hindering the widespread use of mobile payments could be the conflict of interest and lack of 

cooperation between different stakeholders. The industry has so far been highly fragmented – there 

are the application providers, payment processors (banks), chip/ handset manufacturers, the mobile 

operators, payment software developers and of course the merchants and consumers. And this list of 

stakeholders in the mobile payment industry is not even exhaustive. Another reason for the slow adoption 

of mobile payments is that many people fear there will be breach of their privacy and possible security 

issues. Moreover, they don’t want their mobile phone to be the one-in-all-device that holds all their 

information, such as location, messages, emails, photos and payment. (Fredricksen, 2012) 

Proximity mobile payment is enabled by several types of technology: Bluetooth, infrared, RFID 

and NFC. This paper focuses on NFC mobile payments. NFC is an open global infrastructure for easy 

access to wireless services and data anywhere and at any time. NFC offers a convenient connection for 

all types of electronic devices. A built-in security mechanism makes it ideal for payment/financial 

applications. (Philips, 2004) Despite the predictions that proximity mobile payment will grow 

exponentially in coming years, nowadays it is still facing challenges. Consumers will not view mobile 

payments as convenient until they can use their NFC-enabled mobile device at merchant locations where 

they frequently shop. Until a consumer can use an NFC-enabled device almost anywhere at any time, 

another form of payment must still be carried. (Paper, 2008) In terms of shopping experience consumers 

will be willing to adopt mobile payment if it presents a faster, more convenient or adds value in another 

way to their shopping experience. For example value added services such as coupons and gift cards have 

proven stimulating to the adoption of proximity mobile payment. (Smart Card Alliance, The Mobile 

Payments and NFC Landscape: A U.S. Perspective, 2011) 

2.1.3. Mobile payment adoption 

The purpose of this section is to give the reader a “high-level” overview of what basis of knowledge is 

already available for mobile payments and consumers’ intention to adopt mobile payment technology. 

That is why a search on a few keywords was executed. The keywords were searched for in three 

databases, consisting primarily of scholarly papers and articles – Google scholar, Social science research 

network and science.gov. The findings are summarized in Table 1.  
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The following limitations were applied during the search process: 

1. The initial screening was targeted mainly at articles and journals after 20072. Thus the search 

interval was 7 years (2007 to 2014) as the author assumes that articles before that time will not 

be relevant for the current study (the first generation iPhone was introduced 2007 and since then 

the mobile technology has been developing with a higher pace). 

2. As this study’s focus is NFC mobile payments, mainly in developed countries, articles about the 

topic concerning developing countries were excluded from the search results. 

Although the focus of this thesis is NFC mobile payments, a more general search was conducted at 

first. This was done with the aim to provide a more “high-level” overview first, so that the reader can 

get an overview of the mobile payment industry as a whole before delving deeper into NFC enabled 

mobile payments. Information about seven terms in three databases for the period 2007 – 2014 was 

searched for. Materials which had those terms only in the exact phrase in their title were taken into 

account. The keywords with highest hits were – mobile payment and technology adoption. Mobile 

payment adoption had less than 40 results in each of the databases. What is surprising is that 

Proximity mobile payment, NFC payment and hyped technology adoption had generated very few 

results and proximity mobile payment adoption did not generate any results. This shows that the topic 

is still emerging and not so many scientific papers have been done in this field. Thus, the current 

paper might be considered an early contributor to the existing literature. Following this keyword 

search a more in-depth literature review of the scientific papers found was done. 

Table 1 Search keywords results 

Search phrase Social science 

research network  

science.gov Google Scholar 

Mobile payment 107 1915 1340* 

Proximity mobile payment 2 1 3 

NFC payment 4 1 42 

Technology adoption 238 222 4810 

Hyped technology adoption 2 None None 

Mobile payment adoption 14 17 38 

Proximity mobile payment adoption None None None 

* In the title of the article, only where exact phrase occurs 

  

                                                           
2 An exception is the article by Mobile Payment Adoption in the US: A cross-industry cross-platform solution by Dewan et 
al., 2005 as it was found to be still relevant to this study, because it contained observations on speed of purchase 
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First, the scientific papers related to this study were shortlisted. Then, a further review of the purpose, 

limitations and theories used was done. Thirteen papers were shortlisted as relevant to this study in order 

to explore factors affecting consumer’s intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. The research papers 

examined ranged in the period from 2005 to 2014. 

Nine out of the thirteen papers focus the factors affecting the intention to adopt mobile payments. The 

factors that are examined in these papers are summarized in Table 4. There are four papers that focus on 

topics different than exploring the factors affecting the intention to adopt mobile payments, but some of 

them still take into account those factors as part of the study. One of these papers is focusing on the effect 

of value added services and in particular on the effect of digital receipts on the intention to adopt mobile 

payments. (Ilic, 2014) Kauffman is taking a different perspective by looking into the economics of mobile 

payments. (Kauffman, 2008) His research looks more in depth into network externalities, switching costs 

and complementary goods. Ondrus explores the potential of NFC as an upcoming technology employing 

once again network externalities combined with disruption theory. (Ondrus, 2007) Finally, in the paper 

of Polasik et al. (2012), time efficiency at the point of sale is analyzed by comparing different payment 

methods like cash, cards, contactless cards and mobile payments. (Ross & Gibbs, 2014) 

The findings from those papers are synthesized in the Table 2. Literature review.  
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Table 2 Literature review 

Author Title Purpose Limitations Theory 

Chen (2008) A model of 
consumer 
acceptance of 
mobile payment 

Propose a research 
model that 
examines the 
factors which 
determine 
consumer 
acceptance of m-
payment. 

Focus on US 
university 
students. 

TAM (Technology 
Acceptance Model); 
IDT (information 
diffusion theory) 

Dahlberg (2007)  Past, present and 
future of mobile 
payments research: 
A literature review 

Review of prior 
literature on 
mobile payments, 
analysis of factors 
that influence the 
mobile payment 
services market 
Conclusion: Closer 
co-operations 
between users and 
merchants should 
exist. 

The literature 
review includes 
only papers 
prior to 2007, 
limited 
relevance for 
the current 
paper, with a 
focus on Finnish 
consumers.  

TAM (Technology 
acceptance model) 

Dewan et al. 
(2005) 

Mobile Payment 
Adoption in the US: 
A cross-industry 
cross-platform 
solution 

Explore the factors 
that will determine 
the adoption of m-
Payment by US 
consumers. 

Limited to US 
consumers only 

TAM (Technology 
Acceptance Model) 
and IDT (Information 
diffusion theory) 

Ho et al. (2014) Digital Receipts: 
Fostering Mobile 
Payment Adoption 

A user-study that 
evaluates whether 
providing digital 
receipts in-store to 
customers could 
drive mobile 
payment adoption 

Samples user 
experience in a 
single moment 
in time in a 
close-to reality 
setting 

TAM (Technology 
acceptance model) 

Kauffman (2007) The economics of 
mobile payments: 
Understanding 
stakeholder 
issues for an 
emerging 
financial 
technology 
application 

Survey the 
applicability of 
economic 
perspectives on 
mobile payments. 

Focus on the 
stakeholders 
and 
stakeholder 
issues. 

Theory of consumer 
choice and demand, 
network 
externalities, 
switching costs, 
complementary 
goods, information 
technology value, 
and adoption and 
diffusion 
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Literature review Part 2 (continued) 

Author Title Purpose Limitations Theory 

Keramati (2010) A combinative 
model of 
behavioral and 
technical factors 
affecting ‘Mobile’-
payment services 
adoption: an 
empirical study 

Propose a 
conceptual model 
that combines 
technological and 
behavioral factors 
of M-payment 
services adoption. 

Focus on Iranian 
consumers. 

TAM (Technology 
Acceptance Model) 
 

Kim et al. (2009) An empirical 
examination of 
factors influencing 
the intention to use 
mobile payment 

Analyze the impact 

of m-payment 

system 

characteristics and 

user-centric factors 

on m-payment 

usage across 

different types of 

mobile payment 

users. 

 

Actual usage 
behavior is not 
incorporated into 
the model. Not all 
individual 
differences and 
system 
characteristics 
variables that can 
affect the intention 
to use m-payment 
are taken into 
account. 

TAM (Technology 
acceptance model) 

Lo´pez-Nicola´s et 
al. (2008) 

An assessment of 
advanced mobile 
services 
acceptance: 
Contributions from 
TAM and diffusion 
theory models 

To evaluate 
consumers 
motivation for 
adoption of mobile 
payments 

It was only tested 
in one culture and 
a single market - 
Dutch. 

TAM (Technology 
acceptance model) 
and diffusion 
theory models 

Mallat (2007) Exploring consumer 
adoption of mobile 
payments – A 
qualitative study 

Qualitatively study 
on the factors 
influencing the 
adoption of mobile 
payments. 

Focus group 
interviews only. 

IDT (Information 
diffusion theory) 

Ondrus et al. 
(2007) 

An Assessment of 
NFC for Future 
Mobile Payment 
Systems 

To evaluate in a 
systematic manner 
the potential of 
NFC as an 
upcoming 
technology for 
mobile payments 

Limited to Swiss 
market 

Network 
externalities, 
disruption theory 
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Literature review Part 3 (continued) 

Author Title Purpose Limitations Theory 

Polasik et al. 
(2012) 

Time Efficiency of 
Point-of Sale 
Payment Methods: 
Empirical Results 
for Cash, Cards, 
and Mobile 
Payments 

To study the time 
efficiency of 
payment process at 
the point of sale 
(POS) by analyzing 
a wide range of 
payment methods 
(cash and standard 
cards to contactless 
cards and mobile 
payments (NFC and 
remote) 

Study is only 
limited to the 
Polish market, only 
fast moving 
consumer goods. 

TAM (Technology 
acceptance model) 

Pousttchi et al. 
(2008) 

What Influences 
Consumers’ 
Intention to Use 
Mobile Payments? 

Introduce a 
consumer 
acceptance model 
that addresses 
perceived 
usefulness, 
perceived ease of 
use, subjective 
security, and task-
technology fit. 

The study uses two 
particular use 
cases, no 
differentiation 
between micro and 
macro payments, 
German internet 
users only. 

TAM (Technology 
Acceptance Model) 

Schierz et al. 
(2009) 

Understanding 
consumer 
acceptance of 
mobile payment 
services: An 
empirical analysis 

Develop a 
conceptual model 
and test factors 
determining 
consumers’ 
acceptance of 
mobile payment 
services. 

Empirical study is 
only limited to a 
German sample. 

TAM (Technology 
Acceptance Model) 
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The main theories used when studying mobile payment adoption in the examined scientific papers are: 

Technology acceptance model (TAM) (Davis, 1989) and Information diffusion theory (IDT) (Rogers, 

1995), initially proposed in 1962. Other theories used are Theory of reasoned action (TRA) which was 

proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen in 1975 (I.Ajzen, 1975), Unified theory of acceptance and use of 

technology (UTAUT) is a fusion between TAM and IDT that was proposed by Venkatesh in 2003 

(Venkatesh, 2003). While most these papers have targeted different populations and have a different 

focus, many of the factors studied overlap. A summary of the factors can be found in the table below. 

A total of twenty two factors and their influence on the intention to adopt mobile payment was found in 

the papers examined. Some factors have been explored more in depth than others. For example, cost, 

convenience, compatibility, ease of use, security and usefulness were found in more papers than factors 

such as attractiveness of the alternative, computer playfulness, flexibility benefits, innovativeness, media 

influence, mobility, network externalities, observability, privacy, risk, scalability, social influence, speed 

of transaction, status benefits, trial ability and trust.  

Speed of transaction was found in four out of the thirteen papers. Chen (2008); Dewan (2005); Ondrus 

et al. (2007); Polasik et al. (2012) In 2005 Dewan (2005) decided to look into transaction time as a factor 

influencing the mobile payment adoption in the United States by comparing different payment methods 

(Dewan & Chen, 2005). Then in 2008 Chen looked into perceived transaction speed by comparing  the 

speed of cellular and contactless mpayment (Chen, 2008). Ondrus et al. (2007) also writes about speed 

as factor that can promote the use of NFC payments in the future (Jan Ondrus, 2007).  In 2012 Polasik et 

al. created an empirical study with a focus on the time efficiency at the point of sale where cash, cards 

and mobile payments are compared. (Michal Polasik, 2012). This review of research papers has been to 

done to gain information about what is the current state of knowledge about speed of purchase as a factor 

influencing mobile payment adoption, but does not claim to be exhaustive and the author acknowledges 

the fact there might be other papers discussing this factor that she might not be familiar with. 
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Table 3 Researched parameters and mentions affecting the intention to adopt mobile payment 

Constructs used to study consumer 
adoption 

Author 

Attractiveness of alternative Mallat (2007); (Kauffman, 2008) 

Cost  Mallat (2007); Kauffman (2007)3; (Keramati, 2012); (Ondrus, 2007); 

Pousttchi (2003) 

Convenience  Chen(2008); Dahlberg (2007); Dewan (2005);Kauffman (2007); 

Keramati (2010);Kim et al.(2009);Pousttchi (2003) 

Compatibility Chen (2008); Dahlberg (2007); Kauffman (2007); Keramati (2010); Kim 

et al.(2009); Mallat (2007) 

Computer playfulness, fun Ho et al. (2014) 

Ease of use  Chen (2008); Dahlberg (2007); Dewan (2005);Ho et al. 

(2014);Kauffman (2007); Keramati (2010); Kim et al.(2009); Lo´pez-

Nicola´s et al. (2008); Mallat (2007); Ondrus et al. (2007); Schierz et al. 

(2009) 

Flexibility benefits Lo´pez-Nicola´s et al. (2008); Ondrus et al. (2007) 

Innovativeness Kim et al.(2009) 

Media influence Lo´pez-Nicola´s et al. (2008) 

Mobility  Kim et al.(2009); Schierz et al. (2009) 

Network externalities  Mallat (2007); Kauffman (2007); Keramati (2010) 

Observability  Chen (2008) 

Privacy  Chen (2008); Kauffman (2007) 

Risk  Chen (2008); Mallat (2007); Schierz et al. (2009) 

Scalability Ondrus et al. (2007); 

Security  Chen (2008); Dewan (2005); Kauffman (2007); Keramati (2010); 

Ondrus et al. (2007); Pousttchi (2003) 

Social influence  Dahlberg (2007);Lo´pez-Nicola´s et al. (2008) 

Speed of transaction Chen (2008); Dewan (2005); Ondrus et al. (2007); Polasik et al. (2012) 

Status benefits Lo´pez-Nicola´s et al. (2008) 

Trial ability Chen (2008) 

Trust Dahlberg (2007); Mallat (2007); Keramati (2010); Ondrus et al. (2007) 

Usefulness  Chen (2008); Dewan (2005);Ho et al. (2014); Keramati (2010); Kim et 

al.(2009); Lo´pez-Nicola´s et al. (2008); Schierz et al. (2009) 

                                                           
3 In terms of transaction costs, learning costs, and contractual costs. 
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2.1.4. NFC mobile payment adoption challenges 

This section will elaborate on some of the challenges NFC mobile payment is facing. Consumers find 

mobile payments to be convenient and functional, pilot implementations of mobile payments have 

shown. Indeed a survey done by Visa in March 2007 indicates that 57% of respondents that were 

presented with the mobile payment technology were interested in purchasing a phone with payment 

capabilities. However, no matter how receptive to innovative mobile payment devices and services 

consumers are, they are also still looking for a strong value proposition. In order to be able to take 

advantage of consumers’ willingness to use new payment mechanisms, the producers of devices enabled 

for mobile payment at the physical point of sale must be able to support mobile transactions that are easy 

to use and convenient at the same time. Consumers know that they have alternatives. What is more, they 

are now also more sensitive to security and privacy issues. If mobile payment comes along with enhanced 

security and privacy, consumers might be very willing to adopt it. However, if consumers perceive that 

mobile payment potentially involves loss of privacy, they will not accept it. (Smart Card Alliance, The 

Mobile Payments and NFC Landscape: A U.S. Perspective, 2011)4 

NFC faces the age-old chicken-and-egg problem. Many phone manufacturers might not want to put NFC 

chips in their phones until more POS terminals can handle NFC payments and retailers might not want 

to spend the money to upgrade POS devices until there are more phones with NFC capabilities. (Roberti, 

2011) It is argued that Apple had not introduced an NFC chip in any of its phones until 2014 exactly due 

to concerns about the infrastructure available for mobile payments to be executed and supported. In 

addition to convenience, NFC-enabled phones, unlike magnet stripe credit cards, can be password and 

fingerprint sensor-protected. While if one loses their credit card, anyone who picks it up can use it by 

simply forging the signature in the United States. Many phones, however, have a password, and the 

Google Wallet will require an application-specific password, which will prevent someone else from 

utilizing your NFC phone to purchase goods. (Roberti, 2011) 

2.2. Theoretical background 

As mentioned in the introduction to the thesis, extensive research on the topic of mobile payment exists. 

Indeed, the literature review included various parameters that have been studied and the relevant 

theoretical models and concepts used as a basis for these studies. First, in this section will be discusses 

the theoretical background for this study. Following that a compact overview of the existing types of 

mobile payment existing nowadays will be presented.  

 This study employs a consumer research perspective, specifically the technology acceptance model 

(TAM), to understand the underlying motives for adopting the technology. Davis proposed the TAM in 

1985 in his doctoral thesis at the MIT Sloan School of Management. He proposed that system use is a 

                                                           
4Smart Card Alliance, The Mobile Payments and NFC Landscape: A U.S. Perspective, September 2011 
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response that can be explained or predicted by user motivation, which, in turn, is directly influenced by 

an external stimulus consisting of the actual system’s features and capabilities (Figure 4). (Chuttur, 2009) 

 

Source: (Davis, 1985, p.10) 

Figure 3 Conceptual Model for Technology acceptance  

Davis suggests that the motivation of the user can be explained by three factors: Perceived Ease of Use, 

Perceived Usefulness and Attitude towards using the technology. He hypothesized that the attitude of a 

user toward a system was a major determinant of whether the user will actually use or reject the system. 

The attitude of the user, in turn was influenced by two major beliefs: perceived usefulness and perceived 

ease of use, with perceived ease of use having a direct influence on the perceived usefulness. (Chuttur, 

2009)In this paper a modified version of the TAM model is used, where one more determinant – the 

speed of purchase is included. 

Definitions of the three parameters are provided in the table below: 

Table 4 Definition of Parameters 

Parameter Definition 

Perceived usefulness The degree to which a person believes that using a 

particular system would enhance his or her job 

performance. 

Perceived ease of use The degree to which a person believes that using a 

particular system would be free of effort. 

Perceived speed of purchase The extent to which the prospective user perceives 

that m-payment improves the speed of transaction 
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2.2.1. Types of Mobile Payment 

A few different forms of mobile payment exist nowadays. Some examples of mobile payment are 

described in the table below with the aim to give the reader an overview of the mobile payment landscape 

nowadays. There are five main types of mobile payments presented below in Table 6: 1) Premium SMS 

2) QR/barcode 3) NFC 4) Application or mobile wallet and 5) P2P peer to peer mobile payment. 

Examples of existing commercial solutions from each type of payment are given in the table below. The 

technologies behind those types of payments vary from short text messages through internet applications 

to RFID and NFC.  

In the case of the premium short text message solution, merchants and retailers split the revenue from a 

good or service in exchange for a short text message at a premium rate, charged at the consumer’s mobile 

phone bill. In the QR or barcode mobile payment consumers use an application on their mobile phone to 

scan the QR code or barcode. The application is linked to their credit or debit card or they load a certain 

amount of money onto the application and use it to buy goods and services. In some cases the QR code 

or barcode is used to start an application or website on the user’s phone. In the case of NFC payment the 

mobile phone is waved near the point of sale terminal through near field communication or radio 

frequency identification the mobile phone is waved near the point of sale terminal.  In the case of 

application or mobile wallet payment, the bank account details are entered into the application and 

purchases are then processed through the app. P2P mobile payment refers to transfer of funds between 

two mobile phones and this is how the person pays for goods and services. Many people use it to split 

bills for restaurants for example. In the table below are presented some of the different types of mobile 

payments that exist nowadays. 
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Table 5 Types of mobile payments  

Mobile payment systems classification 

How it works? Sample 
providers 

Technology 
type 

Premium SMS 
PRSMS is a mobile payment method where merchants and retailers can offer 
services via SMS and for each SMS sent by the consumer, a premium rate is charged. 
Each party (the merchant and the operator) takes a share of the revenue from the 
messages, which is charged to the consumer on the mobile phone bill. 

Content providers 

such as Jamster & 

TV companies 

Short text 
message 

QR/barcode payment 
In this form of payment users link the app with their bank account or load a certain 
amount of money onto the app. Merchants scan the user’s personal QR code from 
the app and enter the payment amount. As every user’s QR code is unique, the 
system recognizes the shopper and can conduct the payment.  Other solutions use 
QR codes in shops or on posters to start a shopping app or website on the user’s 
smartphone. (Juniper's Research, 2010) 

LevelUp, GO4Q 
and PayCash 

Internet 

NFC payment 
Payment for purchases at the point of sale can be authenticated using a tap-and-
pay contactless technology, whereby the mobile user waves the phone in close 
proximity to the merchant’s reader, enabling the merchant to process payment 
information stored on the user’s mobile phone. (Ross & Gibbs, 2014) 

Sparkasse, Visa’s 
PayWave, and 
Mastercard’s 
PayPass 

NFC, RFID 

App payment/ mobile wallet 
Mobile wallet mobile payments allow consumers to store payment information into 
a digital container, either on the phone or sometimes online in the “cloud”. In 
mobile wallet mobile payments, the phone acts as the transmitter of payment 
information, and purchases are made using other payment vehicles, such as credit 
cards, prepaid and loyalty cards, or bank accounts. (Mobile Payments: Making 
sense of the Market chaos, 2014) 

Google wallet, Isis Internet 
application 

Cloud-based mobile payment 
Visa’s support for cloud-based payments follows the introduction of a new feature 
in the Android mobile operating system called Host Card Emulation (HCE); HCE 
allows any NFC application on an Android device to emulate a smart card, letting 
users to wave-and-pay with their smartphones, while permitting financial 
institutions to host payment accounts in a secure, virtual cloud. (Swanson, 2014) 

Visa payWave NFC, internet 
application 

P2P 
SMS based transfer of funds between two mobile phones to redeem for cash or 

goods; can be also provided by mobile wallet or account based P2P is seen as a 

social money payment mechanism in the developed world: for instance, to allow a 

group of friends to share payment for dinner at a restaurant or for parents to send 

funds to a child at college to pay for school books etc. (Juniper's Research, 2010) 

M-pesa, Obopay;  
P2P Cash; Serve 
(Amex); Zala 

Short text 
message, 
Internet 
application 

Source: (Gibbs, 2014)  
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Summary 

This chapter presents the literature review. The first section presents the terminology used in this paper. 

Its main goal is to help the reader get an understanding of the terms and trends in the mobile payment 

industry as well as the types of mobile payments. In the next subsection are presented the factors that 

influence the intention to adopt mobile payments found from the literature review in research papers to 

this date. The purpose is to explore what is already known about these factors in academic literature so 

far. The second section presents a review of theories that might be applicable to this study. This is done 

with the goal to find available information in scientific papers and articles, summarize it and use it as a 

basis for creating the survey and the subsequent analysis or the results. Based on the literature review, 

then the next stage will involve developing the hypotheses that will be addressed in this thesis with the 

ultimate goal to answer the research question. 
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2.3. Hypotheses development 

The theoretical background and literature review have led to the development of four hypotheses used to address 

the main research question of this thesis. This section will take the reader through the process of how these 

hypotheses were developed, backing them up by a definition for each term and elaborating on existing literature 

for each of the four dimensions studied. 

2.3.1. Perceived usefulness 

Perceived usefulness measures the extent to which people believe a particular technology will help them 

perform their job better. It quantifies "the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system 

would enhance his or her job performance.” This follows from the definition of the word useful: "capable 

of being used advantageously”. If a given technology or system results in better performance, additional 

valuable output it can be considered to enhance people’s performance and thus “useful”. “Within an 

organizational context, people are generally reinforced for good performance by raises, promotions, 

bonuses, and other rewards”. (Pfeffer, 1982) (Schein, 1980) (Vroom, 1964) A system high in perceived 

usefulness, in turn, is one for which a user believes in the existence of a positive use-performance 

relationship. (Davis, 1989)5 

Mobile payments are likely to be a useful service, as they will enable people to track their expenditure 

better. In addition they might provide an additional option for payment when a person has forgotten one’s 

credit/debit card or cash. What is more users might just find it more convenient to pay with their mobile 

compared to other payment methods. Consequently, this thesis aims to test the following hypothesis: 

 

  

                                                           
5Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, and User Acceptance of Information Technology Author(s): Fred D. Davis 
Source: MIS Quarterly, Vol. 13, No. 3 (Sep., 1989), pp. 319-340 

 

H1: Perceived usefulness will positively affect the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. 
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2.3.2. Perceived ease of use 

Perceived ease of use refers to "the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system 

would be free of effort ". This follows from the definition of "ease": "freedom from difficulty or great 

effort. “Effort is a finite resource that a person may allocate to the various activities for which he or she 

is responsible” (Radner, 1975) . All else being equal, it is believed that, an application perceived to be 

easier to use than another is more likely to be accepted by users. If a system is perceived as difficult and 

it is unclear how to operate with it, this will result in reduced perceived ease of use. Potential users are 

hypothesized to select and use services based on an implicit psychological trade-off between information 

quality and associated costs of access. Therefore, the following hypothesis is defined: 

 

2.3.3. Perceived speed of purchase 

Perceived speed of purchase can be defined as the time used to conduct a transaction using a mobile 

device according to the consumer. It is important to note that the actual time spent on conducting the 

transaction might differ from the perceived time. This might be due to the flow of the process that might 

seem more engaging, interesting or smooth to the user. The following hypothesis was developed about 

perceived speed of purchase: 

 

2.3.4. Early adopter and late adopter 

Not all individuals in a society adopt an innovation simultaneously. Rather, they tend to adopt it at 

different periods, and they may be classified into different adopter categories on the basis of when they 

first begin to use the innovation (Rogers, 1995). In this paper NFC mobile payment users were classified 

into two categories: early adopter and late adopters. This was done on the basis of their self-evaluation 

on a set of statements that was used to determine their user type. For example early adopters characterized 

themselves as willing to take risks, interested in new technology and being usually the first to buy new 

products on the market. On the other hand, late adopters characterized themselves as uncertain about 

trying out new technologies and stating that adopting a new technology is often result of peer pressure 

or just an economic necessity. Early adopters can also often be more tech savvy, depending on the field 

in which they operate. They can also be influential figures who are the first to try out a product and then 

communicate to their followers their feedback from the service or product. Late adopters are often 

reluctant to trying out new technology. They will only adopt it if many people before them have already 

 

H2: Perceived ease of use will positively affect the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. 

H3:  Perceived speed of purchase will positively affect the intention to adopt NFC mobile 

payments. 
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tried it out and if the needed infrastructure is already existing. There a clear distinction should be made 

between the two user groups and also this has led researchers to believe that the two groups will have a 

different perception of the factors of perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use and perceived speed of 

purchase. Consequently this might lead to differences in the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. 

Thus the following hypotheses have been proposed: 

 

2.3.5. Summary of the proposed hypotheses 

From the literature review made, the three parameters that the author has decided to look into how they 

influence the intention to adopt mobile payment are Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use and 

Speed of purchase. The following propositions are made: 

1. Perceived usefulness will positively affect the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. 

2. Perceived ease of use will positively affect the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. 

3. Perceived speed of purchase will positively affect the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. 

4. The intention to adopt NFC mobile payments will depend on the user type. 

 

2.3.6. Limitations 

Most of the literature reviewed so far has been based on two main theoretical models – the Technology 

Acceptance Model and the Information Diffusion model. Some of the research papers took into account 

network externalities and disruption theory. While those theories provide a solid background model and 

are the building blocks of research in the field, they might also have some limitations as to the factors 

they examine. Indeed, some of the factors examined have not been proven to influence intention to adopt 

and subsequent consumer behavior. Furthermore, other factors that influence intention to adopt that have 

not been included in research papers so far might also exist. As discussed above different types of mobile 

payment exist nowadays, which provokes thoughts that the factors that influence consumer behavior 

might also be payment-type specific. This paper will focus on studying the influence of three factors on 

the intention to adopt mobile payments. Those factors were selected by doing a literature review to gain 

as much knowledge as possible about existing information in the mobile payment field. The literature 

review started broad by gathering information about mobile payments as a whole, but the aim of this 

research is to narrow down and examine influence of perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness and 

perceived speed of purchase only on NFC mobile payments. 

 

 

H4:  The intention to adopt NFC mobile payments will depend on the user type. 
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2.4. Findings (hypotheses) 

To address the research question four hypotheses were developed. The data supports all four of these 

hypotheses. By analyzing the data from the experimental survey, the author found out that perceived 

usefulness and perceived ease of use will positively influence consumers’ intention to adopt mobile 

payment services. In addition to that it was demonstrated that perceived speed of purchase will also 

positively affect the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. Finally, through testing for significant 

difference in the means of the intention to adopt mobile payments of the two user types – early and late 

adopters, it was demonstrated that the intention to adopt mobile payment will depend on the type of the 

user. 
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3. Research methodology 

 

● Research approach ● Process ● Research model ● Methodological plurality   

● Research design ● Validity and reliability ● Limitations ● Sub-conclusion 

 

3.1. Research approach 

The research approach consisted of reading white papers, articles and case studies on the topic of on 

mobile payments. In addition to that the survey was distributed online by sending out personal and non-

personally targeted invitations and the author also conducted the survey asking random people on the 

streets on New York in person. The author also conducted a short focus group study prior to executing 

the survey. 

In the preliminary process, the data gathering was done by acquiring knowledge through reading white 

papers, articles, case studies and other materials available on the internet about NFC mobile payments. 

Data gathering was based on a great amount of quantitative and qualitative data. That was done to get a 

better understanding of both the technical and business implications of the mobile payment technology. 

 

The data gathering process was done by the following structure: 

 

While there are a lot of studies on how do perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use influence the 

intention to adopt mobile payment, the dimension of speed is not very well studied. That is why the 

author has decided to focus on perceived speed of purchase. The dimension of speed of purchase, is not 

measured in absolute terms. Rather than that the perception of users is examined. This means that 

although the real time it takes to conduct a purchase might be longer than the time to pay with credit card 

or cash, the perceived speed of the transaction in the consumer’s mind might be shorter. 

Technical understanding of mobile payments

Business imlications of  mobile payment 
technology

Factors influencing mobile payment adoption
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3.2. Process 

A survey was conducted in the period of 22nd May - 3rd June. Through the survey the author was able to 

gather data from 101 respondents about their attitude towards mobile payments. The survey consisted 

mainly of closed-end questions, which respondents were asked to rate on a Likert scale of 1-7, but they 

had the option to put a comment as well. The quantitative results from this survey are used to confirm or 

reject the hypotheses and the qualitative comments are used to explain the quantitative findings. 

 

3.2.1. Research model 

The proposed research model is displayed on the figure below. It is important to note that the model is 

modified by the original Technology Acceptance Model, but in this variation speed of purchase has been 

added. The three parameters influence the attitude towards use and thus are believed to be indicative of 

the actual use of NFC mobile payments. The hypotheses that will be tested in order to answer the research 

question are also displayed on the figure below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 4 Research Model 
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3.2.2. Data collection period 

The data was collected over a period of two months. Below is a timeline of the collection dates: 

Table 6 Data collection 

Data Collection dates 

Survey design 8th May-11th May 

Focus group 20th May 

Pretesting 20th-22nd May 

Survey  22nd May-3rd June 

3.3. Methodological plurality 

In this research several data collection techniques have been used, combined with qualitative and 

quantitative data collection methods. These types of data collection were chosen as the mixed methods 

design provides an insight and understanding that might not have been obtained if only a single method 

was used. By doing a literature review and combining this information with the insight provide in the 

focus group interviews a broad knowledge basis is obtained before starting the survey. As the thesis seeks 

to understand what drives and hinders consumers’ intention to adopt mobile payments, this is very hard 

to be done by only gathering and analyzing quantitative data. That is why it is important that the 

quantitative research is backed up by a thorough understanding of the already existing information in the 

research field. The use of qualitative methods in the form of a focus group and open-ended questions, 

gave respondents the opportunity to reason for the choices they have made and voice any other opinion 

they have regarding mobile payment. In addition to that, each respondent might interpret the questions 

in a different way and the comment fields give a chance to explain their point of view.  
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3.4. Validity and reliability 

This section discusses the validity and reliability of the results. It addresses the techniques used to ensure the 

validity of the survey and also presents quantitative proof of testing for the reliability of the results. 

3.4.1. Reliability 

Reliability is the degree to which an assessment tool produces stable and consistent results. (Wren, 2005-

2006). Reliability is the extent to which repeatedly measuring the same property produces the same result. 

Ideally, each survey question will mean the same thing to everyone, including those administering the 

survey. This takes careful design and refinement. (Nancy Thayer-Hart, 2010). Reliability is the degree 

to which a measurement technique can be depended upon to secure consistent results upon repeated 

application. (Weiner, 2007) 

A general rule of thumb to interpret Cronbach’s alpha is presented in the table below: 

Table 7 Cronbach’s alpha 

Cronbach's alpha Internal consistency 

α ≥ 0.9 Excellent (High-Stakes testing) 

0.7 ≤ α < 0.9 Good (Low-Stakes testing) 

0.6 ≤ α < 0.7 Acceptable 

0.5 ≤ α < 0.6 Poor 

α < 0.5 Unacceptable 

 

 

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each parameter in order to test the internal reliability of the study. 

The results are displayed in the table below. For all of the constructs the reliability is considered good 

due to the results of the Cronbach’s alpha test. 

Table 8 Cronbach’s alpha survey results 

Construct     Cronbach’s alpha 

Perceived ease of use      0.87 (Good) 

Perceived usefulness      0.78 (Good) 

Speed of purchase      0.89 (Good) 

Intention to adopt      0.88 (Good) 

 

The purpose of asking questions in surveys is to assess a particular construct or idea.  Therefore different 

questions that measure the same construct should yield similar results.  Reliability is determined on the 

basis of whether results are consistent for different items that measure the same construct.  For example, 
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one could check for reliability of a survey by asking a respondent two similar questions meant to measure 

the same thing. 

3.4.2. Validity 

Validity is the extent to which a survey question measures the property it is supposed to measure. (Nancy 

Thayer-Hart, 2010) 

Validity of a measure is the degree to which any measurement approach or instrument succeeds in 

describing or quantifying what it is designed to measure. Validity reflects those errors in measurement 

that are systematic or constant. (Weiner, 2007) 

In order to ensure validity the author pre-tested the survey. By doing so the test subjects participating 

discussed the various concepts and their meaning.  Thus the author could find a common understanding 

of the concepts used in the survey that will be agreed upon within the subjects. 

In addition to that the questions used were adapted or directly replicated from scientific papers and 

studies, thus ensuring that the common understanding of the concepts among the participating subjects. 

Thus the validity of the concepts and questions is deemed to be high. 

3.5. Population of the study 

The population of the study is 101 individuals between the age of 21 and 43. This study does not aim to 

generalize its results to the whole population, but rather to study the general attitude towards the three 

constructs chosen and how do they affect the intention to adopt the technology in question to the target 

population. Thus the best population to study this matter is tech savvy people who might have or might 

have not tried the technology but are in general willing to try new experiences and technology. Both male 

and female participants were surveyed.  

It is important to note that most (76%) of the participants consider themselves as early adopters. This is 

very fitting for a technology that is still gaining traction as the ones who will be most willing to try it and 

probably opinion leaders in their field (social circles) are the early adopters. Thus the focus of the study 

to survey mainly tech savvy, young people between 20 and 45, who are willing to try new technology, 

has been maintained. 

In addition the focus of this study is on people who have already obtained a university degree or are in 

the process of obtaining one. These people account for 93% of the respondents. The study also focuses 

on people who are planning to obtain such a degree but has not explicitly indicated or measured that by 

a question. The two main reasons for the choice of this population are homogeneity and accessibility. 

3.5.1. Sampling 

Sampling has not been applied in its usual sense but participants have been chosen according to the 

features mentioned above (age, education, willingness to try new things (early adopters)). 
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The sampling method is non-probability. As the probability sampling method would require all members 

of the population to have equal opportunity to answer the survey and this has not been the case. The 

method used in this case is convenience sampling.  This means that subjects are selected because of their 

convenient accessibility and proximity to the researcher. 

The researcher has also used snowball method of sampling by first identifying individuals that fit the 

criteria above and then ask them to recommend or find other individuals that meet these criteria. While 

snowball sampling is usually used to reach populations that are difficult or hard to contact in this case 

the author has found it useful as to the criteria of early adopters and their education criteria are usually 

associated with groups of people. People who have higher education and consider themselves early 

adopters are likely to know or be surrounded by other such people. (Jiang, 2011) 

The author has surveyed random people on the streets in attempt to go out of her immediate network and 

diversify the population. In addition friends of the author have distributed the survey among their friends 

which vary a lot from the immediate surrounding group of the author. In addition to that the survey was 

posted in some online Facebook groups, where the author had just joined and did not know anyone. 

3.5.1.1. Limitations of the sampling 

Replicating the study because of convenience sampling might turn out to be very hard to execute. As the 

convenient sample consists of individuals that are close to the author or have been randomly found by 

the author, thus the replication of this study is questionable.  

The sample is not representative of the population, cannot make conclusions about the population as a 

whole. This is not a simple random sample and does not translate into conclusions for the population of 

the world. Thus the conclusions that can be drawn are limited to the group of people surveyed and can 

possibly be magnified to people sharing the same characteristics in terms of age, income, education and 

willingness to adopt products in their early stage. 

3.6. Limitations 

In this section will be discussed the overall limitation of the study. These limitations need to be taken 

into account when analyzing the results of the survey. 

1.  Intention to adopt does not necessarily indicate actions. Firstly, actual usage behavior has not been 

incorporated into the study. This means that as intention to adopt payment is an indicator of future usage 

but might not be translated into real action from the people who filled out the survey. However, 

substantial empirical support exists regarding the causal link between intention and usage behavior. 

(Changsu Kim, 2010) 

2. Respondents predicting their own behavior. The objectivity of the findings can also be seen as a 

limitation as people have evaluated their possible future behavior and perception of different constructs, 

but this report might be very subjective as to the persons reporting their own attitude or perceptions. A 
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different approach would be other people evaluating the subjects’ behavior. (which could also lead to 

subjectivity) and comparing the two sets of answers. 

3.  Part of the population has never tried mobile payment. There might exist a gap between expectations 

and reality. The respondents’ perceptions are expectations of the service which might in turn succeed or 

fail to materialize. This means that their expectations might differ greatly from the reality or be very 

close to it. And only when they have really experienced interacting with the service and paying with 

their mobile phone can they confirm if their expectations were close or very far away from their 

expectations. 

 

4.  Focuses on NFC payments only and cannot be translated into results for mobile payments as a whole. 

This study focuses only on proximity mobile payments and is limited only to near field communication 

type of payments. Thus the results cannot be generalized to mobile payments as a whole. 

 

5.  Only measures three parameters. There is no doubt that other factors and parameters that influence the 

intention to adopt NFC mobile payments exist as well. However, in this study only perceived usefulness, 

perceived ease of use and perceived speed of purchase have been taken into account. 

Despite the stated limitations the current paper is believed to further the knowledge available towards 

adoption of the mobile payment technology. The author believes this paper may provide some insights 

that can be used to better implement the mobile payment technology and improve factors that seem to be 

not so appealing to customers nowadays and are part of the hindrance towards the adoption of such mode 

of payment. 

 

Summary 

This chapter discussed the methodology used in order to address the research question of this thesis. The 

preceding chapters that have led to the methodology section are: 1) Literature review 2) pre-survey 3) 

focus group and 4) experimental survey. In the experimental survey both qualitative and quantitative data 

will be collected to address the research question. 

The first step of the process has been conducting a literature review and creating hypotheses that will be 

tested later in the thesis. The second step is choosing three constructs and designing a survey that tests 

for the effect of these three factors on the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. The third step helps 

define more clearly some of the concepts tested for in the study in a way that might not necessarily be 

addressed in the literature review. Thus the fourth final step is the design of the experimental survey 

which is based on the knowledge gained in the literature review, pre-survey stage and the feedback from 

the experimental group. 
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4. Experimental survey 

 

● Introduction to the survey ● Survey design ● Ensuring validity of the survey   

● Pretesting ● Distribution of the survey ● Mobile payment data ● Sub-conclusion 

 

4.1. Introduction to the survey 

The literature review resulted in a set of questions that were later on included in the survey. Most of the 

questions regarding the three parameters (perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness and perceived 

speed of purchase) and the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments were adapted from existing sets of 

questions found through the literature review. Questions that have been used before in other surveys were 

useful as they have already been tested and proven by researchers. Thus they can be considered to have 

high validity. There are some questions, however, that are new, and they have been discovered through 

interviews and conversations with people in a focus group. 

It was important to ensure high response rate, which is why the author aimed at keeping the questions to 

a minimum. Therefore all parameters, as well as the Intention to Adopt have been measured through a 

set of 3 questions. A graph illustrating the survey design is placed below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5 Structure of the survey 

A copy of the full survey can be found in Appendix A and Appendix B. 

 

4.2. Survey design 

This chapter presents the survey design. It starts with a discussion of respondent demography, continues 

with a review of respondents’ payment habits and mobile payment experience. Afterwards, there is a 

discussion of the statements included in the intention to adopt set, and a clarification on why a distinction 

between early and late adopters would be useful for this thesis. The section ends with a discussion of the 

open-ended questions in the comment box and argumentation for the choice of a measurement scale.  
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H4 

4.2.1. Respondent demography 

This section summarizes the background characteristics of respondents. The demographic characteristics 

included in the survey are gender, education, income, occupation and age. This survey does not aim to 

generalize its’ findings to a larger population. Rather, it aims to explore the influence of the three 

variables (Perceived ease of use, Perceived usefulness and Perceived speed of purchase) on the intention 

to adopt mobile payment of the targeted population. 

Another characteristic that is taken into account in this survey is tech savviness in the form of the question 

whether a person considers himself/ herself an early or late adopter. Considering the relative infancy of 

the technology it is appropriate to test for innovativeness as a variable that influences the adoption 

process. (June Lua, 2005) Personal innovativeness is explained as the inclination of an individual to try 

out any new information systems (Chang, 2005). Chang, Cheng and Lai (2005) refer personal 

innovativeness (PI) as the degree whether an individual is willing to adopt new innovations. Personal 

innovativeness has a significant positive effect on online shopping decisions (Blake, 2008). Another 

study has shown that domain specific personal innovativeness predicts well the adoption behavior of IT 

innovations (Yi, 2006). Innovative individuals have also been shown to be communicative, curious, 

dynamic, venturesome, and stimulation–seeking. It has been agreed that highly innovative individuals 

are active information seekers with regard to new ideas. (Bhatti, 2007) Thus, it would be interesting to 

test if personal innovativeness has an influence over the intention of respondents to adopt mobile 

payment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

 

 

Figure 6 Research Model, early and late adopter 
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In the end of the survey respondents were asked to answer questions about their gender, age, occupation 

and income level.  This information was collected in order to give an idea about the basic demographics 

of the respondents. The following analysis was made based on the submitted data. 

4.2.2. Mobile payments – setting the scene 

In the beginning of the survey some instructions as to the scope of the survey were given to respondents: 

A snapshot of the instruction can be found below. 

 

Extract from the beginning of the survey – describing what NFC mobile payment is. 

4.2.3. Payment habit and mobile payment experience 

Following the instructions page, a few questions as to the mobile experience (or the lack of such) and the 

payment behavior of the respondents were asked. These questions serve the purpose of: 

1. Checking for differences among the respondents and making conclusions as to the perception of 

people who have used mobile payment before, and people who have never used it 

2. They provide information about the respondents’ payment habits, then the results and subsequent 

analysis can be broken into frequent and non-frequent user groups. 

First, all participants were asked if they have ever used mobile payment to conduct a transaction. If this 

question is answered positively then there was a follow-up aiming to explore further the regularity of use 

of mobile payment. Participants were then asked how regularly they use NFC mobile payments per 

month.  
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Following these questions, the respondents were asked about their perception on the three constructs. In 

this way the mobile payment behavior of the respondents could be explored and the author could learn 

more about the possible differences between people who have already used mobile payment and people 

who haven’t used this mode of payment before. In addition to that, the intention of the author was to seek 

of possible correlations that could exist between the intensity of usage and the perception of the 

parameters. For example people who use mobile payment on a regular basis may value speed more or 

perceive that paying with their mobile is faster than other conventional methods of payment. 

4.3. Attitude towards use 

After the literature review was done and the meaning of each parameter was defined, the final questions 

for the survey were designed. Most of them are based on questions found in scientific papers and 

empirical studies in the past. Others were modified following discussions in focus group. 

The questions in the table above have been adapted to better fit the purpose of this thesis. A few rules 

were followed in the process of creating the survey questions. 

1. In order to ensure the validity of the questions, scientific papers and studies in the area of mobile 

payments were used as a basis.  

2. Questions for some of the constructs were asked negatively in order to serve as validity questions. 

3. The focus group conversations were used as a guideline as to the clarity and wording of the 

questions. 

4. The wording of the questions was aimed to be clear and easy to understand by using simple words. 

 In the table on the next page can be found the original question which served as a basis to forming the 

final questions in the survey: 
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Table 9 Survey questions and parameters 

Parameter Thesis question Original question Author of original 
question      

Perceived Ease of Use 
 

Learning how to use mobile 

payment would be difficult 

for me. 

Learning to use mobile 

payment is easy for me. 

 

Schierz et al. 

It would be difficult for me 

to become skillful at using 

mobile payment. 

Skillfully using mobile 
payment is easy for me 

Schierz et al. 

 

Overall mobile payment 
would be difficult to use 

n/a Focus group 

Perceived Usefulness Mobile payment would 

enable me to keep track of 

my expenditure. 

n/a 

 

Focus group 

 

I would find mobile 

payment a useful possibility 

for paying. 

I would find mobile 

payment a useful 

possibility for paying. 

Kim et al. 

 

Mobile payment would 
enable me to conduct 
transactions conveniently 

Compared to traditional 

payment methods, I 

believe that M-payment 

methods are more 

convenient. 

Chen et al. 

 

Perceived Speed of 
Purchase 

Mobile payments would 

enable me to conduct 

payment more quickly than 

other available methods of 

payment 

Using mobile payment 

would enable me to pay 

more quickly 

  

Kim et al. (perceived 

usefulness) 

 

I don’t need to stand in 

queues. 

n/a 

 

Focus group 

 

Overall, mobile payment 
would enable me to conduct 
payment faster. 

Mobile payment services 
allow for a faster usage of 
mobile applications (e.g., 
ticket purchase) 

der Heijden (2003) 
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4.3.1. Intention to adopt mobile payment 

After indicating their level of agreement with the set of statements on each parameter, respondents were 

asked to evaluate the following statements in order to measure their intention to adopt NFC mobile 

payments. The statements touch upon issues such as the general availability of the technology, having 

access to the technology and mode of payment infrastructure and the general intention of respondents to 

start using it in the short-term (next six months). The general availability of the service has been a popular 

topic of discussion. Many researchers argue that wide-spread use of mobile payment will not start until 

the infrastructure is available in almost every point of sale. 

Table 10 Survey questions, Intention to Adopt 

Construct Thesis question Original question Author of the original 

question 

Intention to 

Adopt 

Assuming the mobile payment 

infrastructure is available to me, I 

will use mobile payment on a 

regular basis. 

n/a Focus group 

I intend to use mobile payment if I 

have access to it. 

Assuming that I have 

access to the m- payment, 

I intend to use it. 

Kim et al. 

In the next six months I intend to 

use mobile payment. 

During the next six (6) 

months I intend to pay for 

purchases with a mobile 

phone. 

Kim et al. 

 

After these statements, the participants are directed to a set of questions which asks about their gender, 

education, income, occupation and age. 

4.3.2. Early and late adopters 

In the end of the survey there was a question, asking whether respondents identify themselves as early 

or late adopters of technology in general. This question was included, because not all individuals in a 

society adopt an innovation simultaneously. Rather, they tend to adopt it at different periods, and they 

may be classified into different categories on the basis of when they first begin to use the innovation 

(Rogers, 1995).  

In this survey the respondents were classified into two categories – early and late adopters, based on the 

timing and behavioral characteristic of new technology adoption. 
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The early adopters identified more themselves with the following statements: 

I am willing to take risks.  

 I am interested in new technology. 

 I tend to be first in buying new products. 

 

Late adopters, on the other hand, identified themselves more with these three statements: 

Adopting may be an economic necessity.  

 Adopting may be a result of peer pressure. 

I feel uncertain about trying a new technology. 

 

“Early adopters actively engage in information seeking to learn more about the benefits of using new 

technology.” (Hong, 2006). “An assessment and evaluation of the information obtained manifests itself 

in the form of beliefs regarding the new technology. Early adopters often function as opinion leaders 

who can encourage others to adopt the innovation by providing evaluative information.” (Rogers, 1995) 

Thus as early test users of technology, they are often more tech savvy and can give relevant feedback to 

producers or merchants about the advantages and disadvantages of a product. In addition to that, they 

can serve as opinion leaders and promote or discourage the use of a certain technology. “Early adopters 

have a shorter adoption-decision span than late adopters. Thus, the first individuals to adopt a new 

technology do so not only because they become aware of the innovation somehow sooner than their 

peers, but also because they require less time to move from a knowledge phase to a decision phase.” 

(Hong, 2006) Based on the characteristics of early and late adopters, the author assumes that the 

constructs will have different effect on the different user types. 

4.3.3. Open-ended question (comment box) 

There are two open ended questions in the survey. The first one is right after the question whether the 

respondent has ever used mobile payment to conduct a transaction. If this question is answered 

negatively, then a follow-up question pops up, inquiring further into the reasons behind this consumer 

behavior. Its goal is to give respondents the option to elaborate on why they haven’t used mobile payment 

so far. This question aims to explore existing bottlenecks and obstacles to the adoption process. A further 

classification of the answers is given in the “mobile payment data” section. 

In addition to that, after the “Intention to adopt” questions and before the demographics questions, 

respondents were given the option to enter qualitative comments about their opinion on NFC mobile 
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payments in general. It was not obligatory to answer this question (and indeed only around 27 of the 

respondents chose to answer it), but it was placed mainly to give respondents the option to elaborate on 

their answers so far and to give a comment as to their overall impressions on the NFC mobile payments 

topic. 

4.3.4. Rating scale 

The rating scale used in this survey was a 7-step Likert scale varying from “Strongly Disagree”, given 1 

point to “Strongly Agree”, given 7 points. This scale seemed appropriate as it also contains the possibility 

for a neutral answer. This has been thought to be a useful potion as many of the respondents have not 

tried the technology. 

As this survey examines the perceptions of people who might or might have not tried the technology, a 

forced choice answers method was dismissed, as many of the respondents might not have the knowledge 

and thus be in “the grey zone” and uncertain about the evaluations they give. They might feel they don’t 

have enough knowledge, information or experience to make an informed choice. 

In addition to that when evaluating the results, the “neither agree, nor disagree” option can be eliminated 

and only the answers that provide positive/negative results can be used as part of the analysis. Only the 

percentage of those who gave a positive/negative opinion can be taken as part of the evaluation. 

4.4. Ensuring validity of the survey 

In addition to the section about ensuring validity of the data one more technique was used in order to 

increase the validity of the survey. This technique was reverse wording of questions. Reverse wording 

changes the direction of the scale by asking the question in a negative (or a positive) way. For example 

for one of the dimensions - Perceived ease of use negative wording was used in the three statements. 

These three statements differed from the statements used in the other two parameters – perceived 

usefulness and perceived speed of purchase, which were positively worded. This was done in order to 

ensure participants are following carefully the questions and to reduce their tendency of using the same 

option when giving an answer to the questions in the different subsections. 

4.5. Pretesting 

Pretesting was done over the course of two days. Three people were given the survey and asked for 

feedback regarding the instructions, structure, questions, answer options and overall coherence of the 

survey. After each of the participants in the pretesting the survey was optimized and changes were 

implemented right away. Thus the next participant was presented with an already altered version of the 

survey. 

The advice the author got from the participants was: 

1. Include instructions for filling in the survey and include an explanation of what exactly proximity 

(NFC) mobile payments are 
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2. Wording of the questions ( making them more clear and understandable) 

3. Adding a comment box after question one and question seven 

4. Choice of scale – between Likert 7-step or 5-step, advised to include a neutral option  

5. Received comments on speed of purchase dimension – is it part of the perceived ease of use 

dimension, what are the major differences. 

Once the pretesting was done, the author connected with her supervisor and the survey was reckoned to 

be ready for distribution. 

4.5.1. Distribution of the survey 

The survey was distributed through four different channels: 

In person 

The survey was distributed in person by the author. Thus random people were interviewed – the 

respondents used printed questionnaires to fill out the survey. 

Facebook network 

The author sent out personal invitations in messages in her personal network on Facebook as well as 

posted the survey in a few public groups; one for NFC mobile payments and one for social activities in 

New York. In addition to that a few people suggested they could share the survey with their personal 

networks on Facebook.  

Usually, using a person’s Facebook network is not considered the best channel for distributing a survey 

as the participants would usually share a lot of the characteristics. But since, the study is targeted at young 

individuals who are tech savvy and might or might have not tried the NFC mobile payments technology, 

the channel was considered to be appropriate. In addition to that the survey was distributed in groups that 

consisted of diverse people, not necessarily in the immediate network of the author. An additional source 

of diversification of the respondents was the different people who distributed it in their own network. 

All the channels targeted the same group of people – students and employed professionals between the 

age of 18 and 45, who are tech savvy and might or might not have used NFC mobile payments in the 

past. 

Personal invitation by email – in this method, again the network of the author was primarily used. As the 

Qualtrics system, by which the survey was distributed, also had the option available to create 

personalized links which could be distributed by email, this option was utilized as part of the distribution 

process. 
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Distribution was also done by posting the survey link in LinkedIn groups about NFC mobile payments 

in New York and other tech groups. Thus the author aimed to diversify the respondents’ demographics 

and tech savviness.  

4.6. Mobile payment data 

This chapter will first provide an overview of the survey respondents’ demographics. Then it will discuss the 

mobile payment habits of respondents regarding the frequency with which they use mobile payment. It will further 

elaborate on the results and discuss the differences between the two user types distinguished in the survey – namely 

early and late adopters. The chapter will end with a discussion of the remarkable items and the qualitative data, 

provided by the open-ended questions in the survey.   

4.6.1. Demographics of the respondents 

The respondents were asked a set of demographic questions at the end of the survey. They were not 

required to answer these questions, but many of them chose to do so. The questions inquired about their 

gender, age, educational background, income, occupation and mobile payment frequency per month. The 

results are presented in the table below. According to the information from the survey male and female 

respondents were almost equal 51% of the respondents were male and 49% of them were female. The 

nearly equal number of male and female respondents would be useful in having gender-diverse set of 

respondents.  

In terms of age, almost all of the respondents were between 20 and 40 years old. The majority of them 

(60%) were between the age of 26 and 30. In terms of occupation, half of the respondents were 

employed, 31% were students, and 15% were self-employed and 4% unemployed.  With regard to 

education level – 39% of the respondents have a post-graduate degree and 45% of the respondents have 

graduate degree. Only 8% of the respondents had college level of education and another 8% had only 

high-school degree. 

Income 

More than half of the respondents have an annual income of less than 25.000 US dollars. The mean 

income is in the range of 25.000 to 39.999 US dollars. There are representatives of all income groups, 

including the highest two varying from 75.000 to 99.999 US dollars and over 100.000 US dollars. The 

author will further investigate the relationship between income and the three parameters - perceived 

usefulness, perceived ease of use and perceived speed of purchase of NFC mobile payments. In addition 

to that it is interesting to see if those respondents with higher/lower income are more likely to adopt 

mobile payments or are already using NFC mobile payments on a daily basis. 
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Table 11 Demographic Profile of Respondents 

Division  Frequency Percent Division  Frequency  Percent 

Gender Male 52 51% Education High-school 8 8% 

 Female 49 49%   College 8 8% 

 Total 101 100%  Graduate 46 45% 

    
  

Post 

graduate 
39 39% 

      Total 101 100% 

Age Under 19 0 0% Income Less than 

25.000 USD 

59 60% 

 20-25 26 26%  25.000-

39.999 USD 

20 20% 

 26-30 61 60%  40.000-

74.999 USD 

13 13% 

 31-40 13 13%  75.000-

99.999 USD 

3 3% 

 41 or 

older 

1 1%  100.000 USD 

or more 

3 3% 

 Total 101 100%  Total 986 100% 

Occupation Student 31 31% M-payment 

frequency 

per month 

1-3 times 22 69% 

 Employed 51 50%  4-10 times 7 22% 

 Self-

employed 

15 15%  11-20 times 2 6% 

 Unemplo

yed 

4 4%  21 times and 

more 

1 3% 

 Total 101 100%  Total 327 100% 

 

4.6.2. Mobile payment habits 

The respondents were asked two questions in order to understand their mobile payment experience and 

background. The first question was: Have you ever used mobile payment to conduct a transaction? The 

results showed that 27% of the respondents have indeed used mobile payment before, however the 

majority of the respondents (73%) have never used the near field communication payment method. 

 

                                                           
6 This question was not mandatory 
7 Only people who have used mobile payment answered this question 
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In the case where respondents have already used mobile payment before, a follow-up question was asked: 

“How often do you use mobile payment per month?” Most of the respondents who have already used 

mobile payment (71%) use it between 1 to 3 times per month. The numbers decline with the frequency 

– 19% use mobile payment from 4 to 10 times per month and 6% use mobile payment between 11 and 

20 times per month. It turns out that only 2% of the respondents use mobile payment more than 21 times 

per month. This indicated that the use of mobile payment is still weak, and very few people are using it 

for routine, daily transactions. 

4.6.3. Hypothesis status - early and late adopters 

In this study respondents were classified into two groups – early and late adopters on the basis of their 

responses to new technology.  The people surveyed were asked to choose from a set of statements with 

which they best identify themselves with. The results from this classification indicated that 75.5% 

identified themselves as early adopters and 24.5% considered themselves late adopters. To further 

examine the demographic differences in the two groups, their gender, age, education level, occupation 

and income were analyzed.  While early adopters have an almost equal percentage of men (55.41%) and 

women (44.59%), late adopters are more female (62.50%) than male (37.50%). For early adopters 

(25,68%) are in the age range of 20 to 25, 62.16% are in the age range of 26 to 30 and around 11% are 

in the range of 31 to 40 years old, only 1% of the early adopters is above 41 years of age. Similar age 

distribution is valid for late adopters, though for late adopters almost 21% are between the ages of 31 to 

40 years old. A higher percentage of early adopters (almost 18%) are self-employed, compared to only 

8% of late adopters being self-employed. This might also have to do with personal innovativeness and 

low risk-averseness, which would be a precondition to start your own business venture. The largest 

percentage of early adopters have graduate education, while the largest group of late adopters are those 

with a post-graduate education. Around 20% of the early adopters have an income higher than 40.000 

USD annually, while around 14% of the late adopters have an income higher than 40.000 USD per 

annum.  
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Table 11 Demographics of early adopters 

Early adopters 

Gender Male Female       
 55.41% 44.59%     
Age Under 19 20-25 26-30 31-40 41 or older 
 0.00% 25.68% 62.16% 10.81% 1.35% 
Occupation Student Employed Self-employed Unemployed   

 28.38% 51.35% 17.57% 2.70%   
Education High 

school 
College Graduate Post graduate   

 6.76% 9.46% 48.65% 35.14%   

Income Less than 
25.000 

25.000 to 
39.999  

40.000 to 74.999  75.000 to 99.999 100.000 or more 

 54.05% 21.62% 13.51% 2.70% 4.05% 

 

Table 12 Demographics of late adopters 

Late adopters 

Gender Male Female       
 37.50% 62.50%     

Age Under 
19 

20-25 26-30 31-40 41 or older 

 0.00% 29.17% 50.00% 20.83% 0.00% 
Occupation Student Employed Self-employed Unemployed   

 33.33% 50.00% 8.33% 8.33%   
Education High 

school 
College Graduate Post graduate   

 12.50% 4.17% 33.33% 50.00%   
Income Less 

than 
25.000 

25.000 to 
39.999  

40.000 to 
74.999  

75.000 to 99.999 100.000 or more 

 70.83% 16.67% 12.50% 0.00% 0.00% 

 

The results on the intention to adopt mobile payment for both groups - early and late adopters are 

presented in the table below. The mean for each group and the standard deviation is calculated and 

the results will serve to find out if there are significant differences between the two groups’ intention 

to adopt NFC mobile payments. 
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Table 13 Comparison of means - early and late adopters 

Intention to adopt NFC mobile payments  Mean Std. dev. 

Assuming the mobile payment infrastructure is 
available to me, I will use it on a regular basis in 
the future. 

Early 
adopters 

5.085 1.401 

Late 
adopters 

4.318 1.729 

I intend to use mobile payment if I have access 
to it. 

Early 
adopters 

5.127 1.444 

Late 
adopters 

4.273 1.579 

In the next six months, I plan to use mobile 
payment. 

Early 
adopters 

4.183 1.854 

Late 
adopters 

2.545 1.595 

 

To understand whether the differences in means are significant, an independent t-test was run on the data. 

The results are presented in the below Table 19. As mentioned earlier, the significance level is set at 95% 

so any p-value exceeding 0.05 is considered non-significant.   

Table 14 Difference in means and statistical significance early and late adopters 

Intention to adopt NFC mobile payments Mean 
difference 

Sig.(2-tailed), p Statistically 
significant 

Assuming the mobile payment 
infrastructure is available to me, I will use it 
on a regular basis in the future. 
 

-0.766 
 

0.068 
 

No 
 

I intend to use mobile payment if I have 
access to it. 
 

-0.854 0.031 Yes 

In the next six months, I plan to use mobile 
payment. 

-1.638 0.000 Yes 
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Below are presented the aggregated results for the attitude towards use dimension. The mean for early 

adopters is higher than the mean for late adopters. The standard deviations are quite close, which indicates 

similar distribution of the answers. 

Table 15 Aggregated attitude towards use early and late adopters 

Dimension  Type of user Mean Std.dev 

Attitude Towards Use Early adopter 4.798 1.566 

 Late adopter 3.712 1.634 

 

Below can be found the difference in aggregated means for the three sub statements in the attitude 

towards use segment. A two-tailed t-test was performed to test for significance. Judging from the results 

of the test there is a statistically significant difference between the means of the scores of early and late 

adopters. This indicates that the early adopters’ score on attitude towards use is significantly higher than 

the score of late adopters. Thus, hypothesis number 4 can be confirmed. The attitude towards use does 

depend on the user type. 

Table 16 Hypothesis 4 status - difference in means between early and late adopters 

Hypothesis Attributes Hypothesis 

status 

Difference 

in means 

Sig. (2-
tailed), p 

Statistically 
significant 

H4 Early/ late adopter 

Attitude towards use 

Supported -1.086 0.004 Yes 
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4.6.4. Remarkable items 

An overview of the results is presented a table below. Each statement in the three parameters and 

intention to adopt has been evaluated and the mean result and standard deviation of each statement is 

shown in the table below. A discussion of the remarkable items will be provided after the table. 

Table 17 Remarkable items 

Parameter  Question  Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Perceived Ease of 

Use 

  1. Learning how to use mobile payment would be difficult for 

me. 

1.77 

disagree 

0.97 

2. It would be difficult for me to become skillful at using 

mobile payment. 

1.85 

disagree 

1.02 

3. Overall, mobile payment would be difficult to use. 2.08 

disagree 

1.19 

Perceived 

Usefulness 

1. Mobile payment would enable me to keep track of my 

expenditure. 

4.31 

Neither agree,  

nor disagree 

1.64 

2. I would find mobile payment a useful possibility for 

paying. 

5.05 

Slightly agree 

1.43 

3. Mobile payment would enable me to conduct transactions 

conveniently 

5.07 

Slightly agree 

1.44 

Perceived Speed 

of Purchase 

1. Mobile payment would enable me to conduct payment 

more quickly than other available methods of payment.  

4.84 

Slightly agree 

1.61 

2. I don't need to stand in queues. 5.22 

Slightly agree 

1.60 

3. Overall, mobile payment would enable me to conduct 

payment faster. 

5.23 

Slightly agree 

1.54 

Intention to 

Adopt 

1. Assuming the mobile payment infrastructure is available 

to me, I will use it on a regular basis in the future.  

4.93 

Slightly agree 

1.52 

2. I intend to use mobile payment if I have access to it. 4.95 

Slightly agree 

1.53 

3. In the next six months, I plan to use mobile payment. 3.84 

Neither agree, 

nor disagree 

1.96 

 

In general most participants think learning how to use NFC mobile payments would be easy for them. 

The mean of all three questions in the dimension of Perceived ease of use is extremely low, ranging from 

1.77 to 2.08, with participants disagreeing with all three statements. This indicates that they are confident 
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it will be easy to use NFC payments.  All three questions in this subset also have the lowest standard 

deviations compared to the other subsets, which indicates the answers are very close to the mean. 

The question that has the highest standard deviation is in the subset “Intention to Adopt” and it is the 

item “In the next six months, I plan to use mobile payment”. The mean is 3.84 indicates a neither agree, 

nor disagree answer 

4.6.5. Open-ended questions – comment box 

As mentioned above qualitative data was also extracted from the survey results. This data was in the 

form of comments to the open-ended questions. The first open-ended question was targeted at people 

who have never used NFC mobile payment before. Thus, if this question about whether the respondent 

has ever used mobile payment to conduct a transaction is answered negatively, then a follow-up question 

popped up, inquiring further into the reasons behind this consumer behavior.  

There were a total of 80 responses to this question. The answers were classified into 7 broad categories. 

The main findings can be found in the summary sections below: 

1. Does not feel the need /already uses other mode of payment which is convenient enough 

2. Has not had the chance or the technology is not available in the region, not popular enough 

3. Security issues 

4. Is not aware of this opportunity 

5. Has desire to use it, but still hasn’t 

6. Lacks tech savviness, technical skills 

7. Doesn’t have the needed technology 

For further details see table in Appendix C: Qualitative comments: why are people not using mobile 

payments? 

In addition to these seven sections, after the “Intention to adopt” questions, respondents were given the 

option to enter qualitative comments about their opinion on NFC mobile payments in general. It was not 

obligatory to answer this question (and indeed only around 27 of the respondents chose to answer it), but 

it was placed mainly to give respondents the option to elaborate on their answers so far and to give a 

comment as to their overall impressions on the NFC mobile payments topic. The qualitative comments 

to this question have been classified in eight broad categories: 

1. Security issues  

2. Barriers to wide-spread use on the merchants’ side and due to phone parameters sophistication 

3. Lack of advantages of mobile payment over existing payment methods 

4. Users that had never heard of this mode of payment until they took the survey 

5. Reluctance to use, no intention to adopt mobile payments 

6. Comments as to the kind of purchases made with mobile payment (routine transactions) 
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7. Comments about the clarity of what NFC mobile payment means 

8. High  willingness to use mobile payments 

A full list of the qualitative comments can be found in Appendix D. 

Summary 

The main findings of this paper are based on the analysis of the results from the conducted survey. 

According to the results from the survey, the hypotheses described above can be confirmed or rejected. 

In this chapter more background information is given about the general ideas behind the survey, its design 

and the implementation process. 

Some crucial elements of the survey are then presented to the reader. A copy of the whole survey can be 

found in Appendix.  Afterwards the different measures taken to ensure the validity and reliability of the 

data are also discussed. Consequently the survey process is described in detail – including the distribution 

of the survey. This section then discusses in more detail the results of the survey and their validity with 

an emphasis on the remarkable items from the results and a more thorough discussion of the open-ended 

questions. 
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5. Results 

 

● Perceived ease of use ● Perceived usefulness ● Perceived speed of purchase                                                                                                                                       

● Intention to adopt  ● Three parameters and attitude towards use ● Hypotheses status            

● Sub-conclusion 

 

5.1. Perceived ease of use 

 

The first item discussed will be the Perceived ease of use. Chen defines Perceived Ease of Use as: “The 

extent to which the prospective user expects m-payment to be free of effort.”  To study this item, 

respondents were asked to indicate their agreement with a set of three statements. The scale used was a 

7-step Likert scale with a neutral answer possibility: “Neither agree, nor disagree”. 

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with a set of three statements for each of the 

constructs. The statements were adapted from existing reviewed literature and also modified in result of 

the feedback given from the focus group. 

The first statement was “Learning how to use mobile payment would be difficult for me”. The results 

show that the mean is 1.77, which means most of the participants in the survey disagree with this 

statement. For them learning how to use mobile payment does not seem like a difficult task. Indeed, none 

of the respondents agrees or strongly agrees with this statement. The standard deviation is 0.97 which 

indicates that the results are closely clustered together (mainly in the two categories “Disagree” and 

“Strongly disagree”.) 

Thus, it can be concluded that learning how to use NFC mobile payments is perceived as an easy task 

for most of the respondents. 

Table 18 PEU1 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Perceived ease of use Learning how to use mobile payment 

would be difficult for me  

1.77 

Disagree 

0.97 

 

The second statement from the Perceived ease of use item discussed is “It would be difficult for me to 

become skillful at using mobile payment”. It enquires into the confidence of the respondents as to their 

ability to become experienced and proficient users in paying with their mobile phone. The answers here 

are very similar to the ones from the previous statement – most participants (91% in total) disagree with 
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the statement. The mean is 1.85 which indicates that most participants disagree with this statement. Only 

3% in total agree with this statement (answers “Slightly agree”, “Agree” and “Strongly agree” taken into 

account).  Thus, it can be concluded that most participants believe it would be easy for them to become 

skillful at using mobile payment. 

Table 19 PEU 2 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Perceived ease of use It would be difficult for me to become 

skillful at using mobile payment 

1.85 

Disagree 

1.02 

 

The last statement from the Perceived Ease of use subsection enquires into the overall perception of 

respondents of whether it would be difficult to use mobile payment. Respondents had to indicate their 

level of agreement with the statement “Overall, mobile payment would be difficult to use”.  The mean is 

2.08, which indicates that in average respondents disagree with this statement and believe it would be 

easy to become skillful at using NFC mobile payments. A standard deviation of 1.19 indicates the 

responses are not very scattered but rather clustered towards a set of answers. 

Table 20 PEU 3 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Perceived ease of use Overall, mobile payment would be 

difficult to use 

2.08 

Disagree 

1.19 

5.2. Perceived usefulness 

The second item discussed is perceived usefulness. Chen defines Perceived Usefulness as: “The extent 

to which the prospective user expects m-payment to increase his or her performance in transactions.” 

(Chen, 2008) To study this item, respondents were once again asked to indicate their level of agreement 

with a set of three statements.  

The first statement measuring the perceived usefulness of proximity mobile payments was: “Mobile 

payment would enable me to keep track of my expenditure.” With a standard deviation of 1.64, the 

responses are much more scattered. This means that they vary a lot from strongly agree to strongly 

disagree. The mean is 4.31 which indicates that on average respondents neither agree, nor disagree that 

mobile payment would help them track their expenditure. As a result it can be concluded this they don’t 

see keeping track of their expenditure as a clear advantage of mobile payments. Thus it most probably 

would not influence positively their intention to adopt proximity mobile payments.  
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Table 21 PU 1 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Perceived usefulness Mobile payment would enable me to 

keep track of my expenditure 

4.31 

Neither agree, 

nor disagree 

1.64 

 

The second statement in the perceived usefulness subsection that had to be evaluated by respondents 

was: “I would find mobile payment a useful possibility for paying”. Having the option to pay with your 

mobile might eliminate uncomfortable situations like having no option to pay in case of forgetting cash 

or credit card. Some people might also find it useful for small and frequent purchases. The answers to 

this question are quite dispersed, varying from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The mean is 5.05 

which indicates that participants on average slightly agree that they would find mobile payment a useful 

possibility for paying. Thus it can be concluded that usefulness probably would not be the factor that 

would push consumers to adoption of proximity mobile payments. 

Table 22 PU 2 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Perceived usefulness I would find mobile payment a useful 

possibility for paying 

5.05 

Slightly agree 

1.43 

 

The last statement in this section is regarding convenience. It asks participants about their level of 

agreement with the following statement: “Mobile payment would enable me to conduct transactions 

conveniently “. The answers to this question replicate the ones to the previous one, indicating that 

participants on average only slightly agree that mobile payment would enable them to conduct 

transactions conveniently. The responses are again much dispersed. 

Table 23 PU 3 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Perceived usefulness Mobile payment would enable me to 

conduct transactions conveniently 

5.07 

Slightly 

agree 

1.44 

 

In conclusion, on the perceived usefulness dimension, respondents neither agree, nor disagree that 

proximity mobile payments will help them keep track their expenditure and they slightly agree that this 

mode of payment would be a useful possibility for paying or that it would enable them to conduct 

transactions conveniently. 
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5.3. Perceived speed of purchase 

The next parameter that was examined through this study was perceived speed of purchase.  Perceived 

speed of purchase can be defined as the time used to conduct a payment transaction using a mobile device 

according to the consumer. As the other two factors, respondents here were asked to indicate their level 

of agreement with a set of three statements. 

In the first statement respondents were asked to compare the speed of the transaction through mobile 

payment and other payment methods. They had to indicate their level of agreement with the statement 

that proximity mobile payment would be quicker than other available payment methods (like for example 

cash and credit cards, although these were not explicitly worded in the statement). The mean is 5.22 

which indicates that on average respondents agree that proximity mobile payment would enable them to 

pay more quickly than other available methods. This means they perceive proximity m-payment as a 

faster alternative to the currently available methods of payment. 

Table 24 PSP 1 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Perceived speed of 

purchase 

Mobile payment would enable me to 

conduct payment more quickly than 

other available methods of payment 

4.84 

Slightly 

agree 

1.61 

 

The second statement in the perceived speed of purchase cluster is: “I don’t need to stand in queues.” 

One of the most annoying and dreaded activities by consumers as it turns out is waiting in line and 

standing in queues. Thus it would be a great advantage if mobile payment can eliminate the time spent 

waiting and thus optimize the process and make it more pleasant. The mean result is 5.22 which indicates 

that on average participants in the survey agree that they wouldn’t have to stand in queues if they use 

proximity mobile payment. Overall 72% of all respondents agree that using this payment option would 

eliminate standing in queues for them. (Includes answers: slightly agree, agree and strongly agree). 13% 

of the respondents are neutral on this statement and only 14% of the respondents disagree with this 

statement (includes strongly disagree, disagree and slightly disagree answers). 

Table 25 PSP 2 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Perceived speed of 

purchase 

I don’t need to stand in queues 5.22 

Slightly 

agree 

1.60 
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The third statement enquires into the overall perception of respondents whether proximity mobile 

payment would enable them to conduct transactions faster. The mean result of 5.23 indicates that on 

average participants perceive proximity mobile payment as an option that would enable them to conduct 

transactions faster. The standard deviation of 1.54 indicates that the responses are quite scattered varying 

from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

Table 26 PSP 3 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Perceived speed of 

purchase 

Overall, mobile payment would enable 

me to conduct payment faster 

5.23 

Slightly 

agree 

1.54 

5.4. Intention to adopt 

The next item that has been examined is the Intention of respondents to adopt mobile payment.  

The first statement that respondents had to rate their level of agreement with, was if they had the 

infrastructure for paying with their mobile available, would they use mobile payment on a regular basis. 

This question looks into the intention to adopt looking through the general availability of the service 

perspective. The mean is 4.93 which indicates that the average answer is “Slightly agree”. The responses 

are scattered, which is evident from the standard deviation of 1.52. 

Table 27 IA 1 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Intention to adopt Assuming the mobile payment 

infrastructure is available to me, I will 

use it on a regular basis in the future 

4.93 

Slightly 

agree 

1.52 

 

The next statement enquires into the intention to adopt mobile payment through the access perspective. 

This dimension combines both the general availability, but also the possession of the needed technology 

in order to conduct a transaction. The mean is 4.95 which indicates that on average respondents slightly 

agree with this statement. 
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Table 28 IA 2 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Intention to adopt I intend to use mobile payment if I have 

access to it. 

4.95 

Slightly 

agree 

1.53 

 

The next statement is straight-forwardly asking into the intentions of respondents about adopting NFC 

mobile payment in the near future. On average respondents are neutral as to whether they will start using 

mobile payment in the next six months. 

Table 29 IA 3 

Parameter Question Mean Std. deviation 

Intention to adopt In the next six months, I plan to use 

mobile payment 

3.84 

Neither 

agree, nor 

disagree 

1.96 

 

5.5. Hypotheses status – perceived speed of purchase, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of 

use 

In this section the hypotheses are addressed and the effect of each of the three parameters is measured 

using Pearson’s correlation coefficient.   

In the table below are shown the status of the hypotheses one to three and the effect size measured by 

Pearson’s correlation. Hypothesis one stating that Perceived usefulness will positively affect the intention 

to adopt NFC mobile payments is confirmed with an effect size of 0.624. This effect is considered large 

as Cohen (1969) suggests in his paper. (Cohen, 1969) The second hypothesis stating that Perceived ease 

of use will positively affect the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments is also confirmed with an effect 

size of 0.181. This effect is considered small. Finally, the third hypothesis stating that Perceived speed 

of purchase will positively affect the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments is also confirmed and the 

effect size is 0.554 which according to Cohen is considered to be a large effect size. Thus all three 

hypotheses have been confirmed. However, the results from this study cannot claim to generalize to the 

population in general and are only limited to the sample that responded to the survey.  
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Table 30 Hypotheses 1-3 status 

Hypotheses Attributes Hypotheses status Effect, r Effect*  

H1 PU      Intention to Adopt Supported 0.624 Large 

H2 PEU    Intention to Adopt Supported 0.181 Small 

H3 PSP     Intention to Adopt Supported 0.554 Large 

*As determined by Cohen’s (1969) suggestions about what constitutes a large or small effect, where >0.1 

shows a small effect, >0.3 shows a medium effect, and >0.5 shows a large effect (Field, 2012) 

 

5.6. Sub-conclusion 

The results presented in this chapter show that the hypotheses for Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease 

of Use and Perceived Speed of Purchase are supported. The effects of each construct on the Intention to 

Adopt has been measured. Perceived ease of usefulness has been proven to have a small effect on the 

intention to adopt, while Perceived usefulness and perceived speed of purchase have been proven to have 

a large effect on the intention to adopt proximity mobile payments. The results are illustrated on Figure 

6. 

 

Figure 7 Results 
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usefulness 

Perceived 

ease of 

use 

Perceived 

seed of 

purchase 

Attitude 

towards use 

0.624 

0.181 

0.554 

Intention to 

Adopt 



  Radostina Abadzhimarinova / CBS / October 2014 

66 
 

 

Summary 

In this section the results from the survey about Perceived Ease of Use, Perceived Usefulness, Perceived 

Speed of Purchase and Intention to Adopt are presented. The proposed hypotheses in the beginning of 

the survey are addressed and subsequently confirmed or rejected. 

The first three subsections present the results from the survey on all three parameters – Perceived Ease 

of Use, Perceived Usefulness and Perceived Speed of Purchase. A summary for the respondents’ 

perceptions is presented at the end of each subsection. This gives an overall view on what is the 

perception of people who have and people who still haven’t used mobile payment on these three 

constructs. Any remarkable item is discussed and an overall picture for each of the items on the three 

parameters is painted.  

Following this, the results from the survey on the Intention to adopt NFC mobile payments item is 

presented. The general aptitude and readiness of people to adopt the service is evaluated according to the 

data from the conducted survey. The possibility of existing correlations between the three constructs and 

the intention to adopt is explored. 

In the next subsection the hypotheses presented earlier are addressed with data from the survey results. 

Thus the hypotheses status are either confirmed or rejected on the basis of the analyzed data. A short 

summary of the results is presented in the end of this section. 
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6. Analysis and Discussion 

 

● Individual results ● Academic relevance ● Business implications  

 

This chapter will discuss in detail the results presented in the previous chapter. It consists of two parts: 

The first part discusses the findings of each hypothesis in detail. It begins with a short description of each 

item and the results from the survey, it then continues with an explanation of the remarkable items (if 

there are such). An emphasis on the surprising items will be put in this subsection with regards to the 

three dimensions and their influence on the intention to adopt NFC mobile payments will be explained. 

In addition to that, the findings from this paper will be discussed in relation to existing literature and 

findings. 

The second part will discuss the results from this paper in relation to the academic relevance of the topic 

and the possible business implications it might have. 

6.1. Individual results 

6.1.1. Perceived ease of use 

Perceived ease of use measures the “extent to which the prospective user expects m-payment to be free 

of effort.”  And it was shown to have a positive effect on the Intention of respondents to adopt NFC 

mobile payments. Perceived ease of use was the dimension that demonstrated largest influence on the 

intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. As measured by Pearson’s coefficient the effect of this 

parameter was r = 0.624. In this dimension all three statements were worded negatively. This means the 

statements were reversed stating “It would be difficult for me to…” All three questions had a mean 

ranging from 1.77 to 2.08, indicating that on average participants disagreed that it will be difficult to use 

mobile payment, or that it will be difficult to become skillful at using NFC mobile payment. The item 

that got the lowest mean out of the three statements was “Learning how to use mobile payment would be 

difficult for me.” The lowest mean among the three statements indicates that most people disagree with 

this statement, meaning on average learning how to use mobile payment is not considered a hindrance 

towards the adoption process.  

6.1.2. Perceived usefulness 

Perceived usefulness was the dimension that was proven to have the lowest effect on the intention to 

adopt NFC mobile payments. This was shown by the Pearson’s correlation coefficient r = 0.181. Thus, 

it can be concluded that perceived usefulness will have a small effect on the intention to adopt NFC 

mobile payments. The statement with the lowest mean was “Mobile payment would enable me to keep 

track of my expenditure.” This contradicts with the statement that “the payment attributes most likely to 
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encourage use of mobile payments are convenience and ability to monitor finances and control 

spending.” (Hayashi, 2008), which suggests that the “ability to monitor finances and control spending” 

is one of the most important drivers of mobile payment adoption. This could be due to the lack of 

information how exactly proximity mobile payments will enable people to keep a better track of their 

expenditure. This could be seen as an area of possible improvement by mobile payment providers, who 

can further educate consumers and advertise the advantages of mobile payment for keeping a better 

overview of one’s finances. 

6.1.3. Perceived speed of purchase 

Perceived speed of purchase was demonstrated to have a large positive effect on the intention to NFC 

adopt mobile payments. The three statements had a mean between 4.84 and 5.23. The item with the 

highest mean was: “Overall, mobile payment would enable me to conduct payment faster” with a mean 

of 5.23. This means respondents perceive proximity mobile payment as an alternative that is faster than 

other available payment methods. Dewan (2005) argues that even using speed dial and other inherent 

cell phone features, cellular mobile payments are slower than waving a contactless device over a reader 

to initiate contactless mobile payments (Dewan & Chen, 2005). Later in his study Dewan (2005) proves 

that clearly, consumers’ sentiment about mobile payment’s usefulness, ease of use, ability to improve 

transaction speed and convenience is largely positive. Respondents believe that mobile payment will 

improve the speed of transaction. Finally, this is also confirmed by the results of this study.  

6.1.4.  Intention to adopt 

The results of this survey indicated that Perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness and perceived speed 

of purchase positively influence respondents intention to adopt mobile payment.  Chen (2008) argues 

that if a company fails to show the users the relative advantage of a new product or service over existing 

services, the adoption rate is likely to be slow. (Chen, 2008) Thus, it might be argued that more efforts 

should be put from producers to show that proximity mobile payment has a relative advantage over 

existing modes of payment in terms of the speed of purchase. Though, this study does not measure the 

transaction time in absolute terms or does not compare it directly to other form of payment, it proves that 

the current perception of users is that proximity mobile payment is a faster method of payment that can 

save them time and help them avoid waiting in lines. 

6.2. Academic relevance 

This study aims to build on existing research about the factors influencing the intention to adopt mobile 

payments. Much literature was found to investigate mobile payment adoption as a whole but only a few 

papers were found that focus on exploring the effect of speed of purchase on the intention to adopt. In 

addition to that through its qualitative part the current study’s goal was to examine possible drivers and 

bottlenecks to the adoption process. By the qualitative comments of the respondents as bottlenecks were 

identified the underdeveloped infrastructure up to date, the lack of information about this payment 

method and the security issue which some people fear of. 
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Through this study it was proven that at least limited to the sample size of the respondents of this survey 

speed of purchase does influence the intention of consumers to adopt mobile payments. In fact, the effect 

size of this parameter was found to be large. This might help future researchers and mobile payment 

service providers design a better value proposition to consumers and accelerate the adoption process. The 

business implications of this paper are discussed in the next subsection. 

6.3. Business implications 

The findings of this paper have implications for mobile payment service providers that might help boost 

the number of users adopting the service. Speed of purchase was proven to have a large positive effect 

on the intention of consumers to adopt NFC mobile payments. The findings imply that companies might 

attract new users by emphasizing on this dimension of the service. It was proven that people slightly 

agree that mobile payment is at least quicker than other existing payment methods. Thus if companies 

work on improving this dimension, it might help them also change the perception of consumers about 

the speed of mobile payment. In addition to that if NFC mobile payment helps users avoid standing in 

queues that might also be a great stimulus for boosting the adoption rate of the service.   

7. Conclusion  

This thesis departed on an exploratory journey with the goal to study how perceived speed of purchase 

influences consumers’ intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. Through literature review on the topic 

of mobile payments, a set of factors that influence consumers’ intention to adopt mobile payments was 

shortlisted. These factors are perceived speed of purchase, perceived usefulness and perceived ease of 

use.  Following that, four hypotheses were developed in order to address the following research question: 

 

A research model was designed by combining existing literature and modifying the original Technology 

Acceptance Model. The four hypotheses were then tested. This was done by designing and conducting 

an experimental survey. Empirical data was collected through the survey with the goal to confirm or 

reject the four hypotheses. In addition to that the qualitative comments from the survey provided 

additional insight into the reasons why people would or would not use NFC mobile payment in the future. 

The findings of this study demonstrated that perceived speed of purchase will positively influence 

consumers’ intention to adopt NFC mobile payments. In addition to that, the two other parameters 

perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use were also proven to positively influence the intention to 

adopt NFC mobile payments. The attitude towards use was also proven to depend on whether the user is 

an early or late adopter.  

 

How does perceived speed of purchase influence consumer attention to adopt NFC mobile 

payment services? 
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Appendices 

 

Appendix A: Survey Part 1
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Appendix B: Survey part 2 
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Appendix C: Qualitative comments: why are people not using mobile payments? 

 

Section 1: Does not feel the need or already uses other mode of 
payment which is convenient enough 

Because i use my card! 

don't need it, have paypal, credit/debit cards, and don't know  

where can you use such a service 

Didn't feel like I need it. I pay all the time by card 

I do not have the need to 

I haven't encountered necessity to do that. 

not interested 

The most used method by me is online banking or on POS  

terminal by Debit Card. 

I never had any need for it. 

I haven't even checked for such an option as in the Netherlands everywhere 
you can pay using your Maestro debit card 

For the moment I stick to other kinds of payment. 

I have always used my card 

I've never felt any convenience to use mobile phone. I usually use cash mainly 
and if i don't have enough, i use credit card to pay something. I have no idea 
when to use mobile paying and it's good point. 

The main reason is that for all payments so far I use PayPal or debit card at the 
point of sale. 

I prefer paying casg 

I would rather use my credit card. 

Nothing has been very appealing to me. 

It is better and easy to use a computer for payments. 

I don't have that kind of application and I mainly use online banking or cash. 

no need to 

I am sure it will be very easy to learn how to use mobile payment and it would 
be very useful as well. The thing is I never wanted to pay anything through the 
phone. 

I dont need to 
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Section 2: Has not had the chance or the technology is not available in 
the region, not popular enough 

not popular method of payment. just recently introduced for public transport 
tickets. 

It is not very popular. 

I have never had the chance 

Never had the chance to use them 

Didn't have the chance to explore these opportunities in more depth yet. 

Not available at services I use the most. 

Didn't have the chance to do it yet. 

I'm not bad on new technologys, just in the place i live there is no posibilyti to 
use that cind of payment 

I have not seen it so far in France. 

It is not used in Singapore.  

The method has not been offerred to me that often.  

it is not used to in greece 

I didn't have the chance. 

never had the opportunity 

Havent had a chance 

 it was not offered as a payment option 

Never had the chance 

I havent had the opportunity 

There have never been an opportunity to do it.  

 

Section 3: Security issues 

I find it might not be secure enough. 

insecure and distrustful 

Don't have it. 

Wary of it 

Because of security concerns (getting my credit card info stolen) 

it is not a safe method. 

I am kind of afraid to use this payment option because of security reasons. 

I am used to paying with my credit card and I am also concerned  

about how secure a transaction made with a phone is 

I feel like I have more control when i am actually withdrawing  

money from my account, and then spend it in cash, further I am 

 still kind of scared by mobile payment, I am not informed about  

what is going to happen if I loose my phone or forget my  



  Radostina Abadzhimarinova / CBS / October 2014 

78 
 

password or something 

I think that paying with credit card is much more secure. 

I do not have the app on my smartphon and I do not have the necessary 
information about the security with this kind of payments. 

I bought my first smartphone while being abroad as an expat in a country 
known for mobile fraud. After I came back home I got a Visa swipe - payment is 
easier than getting an app for a phone etc. 

 

Section 4: Is not aware of this opportunity 

I have not heard about this possibility. 

Haven't come up to 

I din not know about such option 

Not aware of it 

I'm not familiar with this payment method. 

never heard about it 

I don't know where can I use it. 

I do not know this payment method. 

 

Section 5: Has desire to use it, but still hasn’t 

It seems easy to learn how can use mobile payment. 

I'm a quick learner 

I am pretty technical so it should be alright 

Mobile transaction are already being used and people are starting to get used 
to it; same for me. 

Any new technology that appears on the market is more and more user-friendly 
nowadays. This is the aim of the merchants after all. 

I think it is easy 

I haven't tried but don't think it would be a problem to use it. 

 

Section 6: Doesn’t have the needed technology 

no adequate Smartphone 

I don't have a smart phone. 

I don't have a smartphone and there are not such facilities in the places I shop. 

I don't have it  

I don't have smartphone. 

I do not use it as it is not supported from my mobile operator. 
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Section 7: Lacks tech savviness, technical skills 

Because it requires strong mobile phone skills. 

I don't know how to use it and I am not sure I have the software for that. 

I don't know how it works 

Since I use iPhone4, the screen is not big enough to me to make it comfortably.  
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Appendix D: Qualitative comments 

Qualitative comments 

All the best for your MT :) 
 

There is a new way of mobile payment coming  
 

There should have strong barriers to entry the mobile system for payment in order to prevent 
unauthorized use. 
 

Mobile payments gives me availability to pay fast, convenient and without personal contact - I 
like it. 
 

That's definitely the future as to payment methods! 
 

Actually, now I remember that the Lothian Buses around Edinburgh provide an opportunity to 
use mobile application for buying tickets which many of my friends often use. I am also thinking 
to download this app and use it when necessary. I find this tool pretty useful as it can save your 
time for withdrawing cash from ATM and then looking for money change in order to have the 
exact amount of coins for a ticket. 
 

My biggest concern in regards to mobile payment is data security. I think it will take some years 
for it to become reliable! 
 
Good luck! 
 

I hope there will be a bank mistake at some point; somehow; resulting more money in my account 
out of nothing 
 

This means of payment seems good but maybe it will be expensive for shops and restaurants to 
have the technology needed and as it requires more sophisticated mobile phones, it will be ages 
before it is implemented in Bulgaria  
 

Mobile payments I believe would be useful only if they are targeted for the right market sector 
e.g. payments that are commonly in one's daily routine - phone bills, online payments, etc.  
People would me more prone to doing that instead of risking larger transactions as they would 
not feel secure to make transactions via their mobile for such practices are not yet commonly 
developed and implemented within society across the global market. 
 

I don't know what are the advantages of mobile payments in comparison with the card payments. 
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Good luck, Radi! 
 

I have no intention to use them soon 
 

I concern the security of nfc more.  And how many devices are nfc enabled  
 

What is mobile payments? You may have a short introduction of it, before starting with questions 
:)  
 

I'm not 100% sure about your definition of mobile payment, I thought of something like mobile 
pay (not NFC enabled payments) 
 

No advantage over cash card payment. No information about transaction security issues 
available. 
 

Low battery of the phone might be a problem 
 

i'm happy if i could help you:) 
 

I heard first time about mobile paiment. 
 

Safety of payment will be the biggest problem i think. Also: when everything becomes dependant 
of the mobile Phone this 1 thing might become too important. 
 

Regarding Mobile Pay, I dont use it mostly for security reasons. Regarding, NFC I have a phone 
with it, however I didnt have chance to use it. 
 

If I am able to use it, I would. 
 

Ciao 
 

No comment 

 


