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To date, the problem of acceptance of payment systand technology from the
consumer's perspective has been intensively irgagsti. Dahlberg et al. [1, 2]
indicated diminishing need for additional reseacchthe acceptance of payment
systems by consumers. On the contrary, evaluafi@iaption of payment systems
by other participants of the market in the e-conumeecosystem, in particular
merchants, is still missing. This paper attemptilitthe existing gap. The objective
of this paper is to propose determinants that narishuse as guidance in accepting
or not a payment system. The main factors influemehe acceptance of payment
systems by merchants have been defined basing ercdmmercially available
“eXpay” system [8], as well as the TAM and UTAUT dais. On this basis, a new
model containing intention constructs and modesgatsignificant from the
merchants' perspective has been proposed. In tper,pthe components of the
model and possibilities of its application in fuethresearch are discussed.
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1. Introduction

Consumer behaviour determines the types of reactielated to the process
of purchasing, using, and disposing of goods. Thaskide not only physical
actions, but also all the operations taking platethe psyche at the time of



purchase. Consumer behaviour is actually suppaségrhonstrate actions aimed
at satisfying the desires of individuals or orgadizgroups representing common
economic interests. Therefore, they are presented aystematised cycle of
reactions to various stimuli. Consumer behavioumigoncept that cannot be
clearly defined, hence different definitions of ttharm can be found in the
literature. For example, according to JC. Mowen ¢®hsumer behaviour is a field
of science studying persons who make their purchasel all the processes
involved, starting from the manner of acquiring@pe goods, and ending with the
possibilities of its consumption. G. Antonides &dF. van Raaij [3], on the other
hand, claim that consumer behaviour includes altaleand physical activities,
related to the acquisition of goods, obtaining,liagion and consumption, as well
as the in-house production of households, allowiegconsumer to achieve goals
and therefore leading to their satisfaction.

Technological advances and the possibilities brbumghe-commerce, and
subsequently m-commerce, have changed consumervibeha consumers'
reactions, and the factors which impact purchasesides.

2. Current state of knowledge — acceptance of e-paygnt and m-payment
technologies

After ten years of research, a literature overviemitten by Dahlberg
etal. [1] was published in the journal "Electron@ommerce Research and
Applications". The overview reflected the accumioiatof knowledge on mobile
payment research, which had been conducted foraeywears independently in a
few countries and across several continents. Aftelysing a significant part of
the literature on this subject, the authors coreduithat there was a need to develop
guidelines for future research. Their main preniedrawing such conclusions
was the fact that issue of mobile payments hadbeein fully explored by the
academic community.

In fact, a significant number of publications foedsmainly on: technology
and its acceptance by consumers. Interestingly, @veimber of years, consumers
could experience many different ways of making nepayments. A considerable
part of the methods for making mobile paymentsthtb succeed before they even
reached the intended recipients (end users). Duéhéocomplexity of these
phenomena, it became clear that the narrowed ¥searthe acceptance of these
solutions by consumers will only yield limited kniegige of mobile payments.

The current body of research on mobile paymentslighed after 2006,
encourages one to conduct a new, critical liteeataview. In an paper "A critical
review of mobile payment research" Tomi Dahlbeig,Quo and Jan Ondrus [2]
identified once more the scope of the research atie,dbased on 188 papers
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published over eight years (2007-2014) of whichv&fe presented at the most
important conferences or journals.

After a careful study of the material it turned ¢t researchers often "re-
invent the wheel". Earlier research demonstrated tip to 2006, "security" and
"trust" were important prerequisites for the admptand use of mobile payments.

In the newer literature, the same results wereeptesl as a significant
contribution to development, and similar publicaiovere appreciated again. The
authors add that the confirmation of the earlierdiinigs may be sometimes
justified. However, the experience of this phenoamempermits to wonder why
earlier research results were ignored.

Dahlberg et.al. [1] presented proposals of 22 dquestfor future researchers.
Interestingly, their frequently quoted paper haaited impact on the type of
research that was carried out already after itdigation. Excessively examined
issues still attracted scientists.

In 2008, Dahlberg [1] concluded that there was m®dnto undertake
additional research on the adoption of mobile paysmby consumers (using TAM
and UTAUT models), especially that we still do kobw much about the adoption
of mobile payment by merchants. However, the adoptif mobile payment
methods by consumers (based on the models pressmnted) still remained one of
the most researched topics and provided a few haereations.

We can wonder, why do we see so much willingnesthefresearchers to
conduct research on the acceptance of mobile pagnmnconsumers? We can
speculate that empirical data from consumers attmit attitudes and intentions
can be easier and more convenient to gather. Anotlason may be the fact that
journals are still willing to publish such studiedthough their relative scientific
contribution is clearly limited.

If the above reasons were to be justifiable, Dalglbet al. [2] express
concerns that the small progress made in recems yees created a gap between
business practice and the academic world.

In their paper, Dahlberg et al. [2] conducted seveed critical analysis of the
research regarding mobile payments published oyariad of eight years (2007-
2014). The objective of their work was to compdue $cope, methods and research
topics, as well as other statistical factors, obif@payment studies between two
periods (1998-2006 and 2007-2014). They also imyatstd, which of the
recommendations from the previous literature owewinfluenced the research on
mobile payments. To improve quality of future reskathey also provided an
updated list of recommendations.

Since the publication of Dahlberg et.al [1], seV&rarks on mobile payments
have been written. Recently, Dennehy and Sammaotb)J@] reviewed 20 papers
about mobile payments with the greatest citatiequdiency in Google Scholar. The
authors seem to believe that mixing developed awkldping markets can bring
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about confusion in the progress of research on patsnThey claim that in reality
it is unlikely that payment services from develapioountries’ markets will
penetrate developed economies with their advandedndial markets and
sophisticated telecommunications and e-commeragasttictures. Consequently,
the authors prefer to avoid directing research tdw/doth of these market types
and focus exclusively on developed economies.

Although all three of the above-mentioned works214] have their merits,
there is still a need for an integrated overvievitefature and available knowledge
with additional presentation of recommendationsfédure research in developed
countries.

To ensure consistency with the previous literataverview in Dahlberg
et al. [1], the authors used the same method telsdar and classify papers. This
approach facilitated statistical comparisons bebwbe two periods. The authors
used the same frame and definitions of concepthase presented in (Dahlberg
et al. [1]).

Mobile payment service providers play a key role tire e-commerce
ecosystem. However, the actions of other marketient(regulators, financial
institutions, device manufacturers, sellers), ak agthe impact of market factors
(access to the internet, banking, merchants ansuooer technologies, legislation,
habits of using payment instruments) may influeseevice providers and other
market participants. Therefore, according to thih@ns, these frameworks permit
to examine different strategic scenarios and theapability of affecting
participants' competitive position or the conditafrthe whole market.

Dahlberg et al. [1] found that many papers publisimerecent years ignored
the findings and contributions of earlier worksrsomply did not cite them — and
achieved the same research results as those umtited papers.

The second remark refers to the quality of datdhéninitial period of mobile
payment research, empirical data were difficultdlect because the phenomenon
was just emerging. There were only a few industkpeets who could be
interviewed. Mobile payments were a kind of "sciefiction” for most consumers
and merchants. Moreover, historical records didex@gt in 2000, except for some
advisory reports. Later, however, availability aperts, experiences and sources of
knowledge increased significantly. Researchers expected to use better
qualitative data to validate their research anddmpare technologies to other
alternatives.

In the conclusion of [1], Dahlberg et al. stronggcourage researchers to
collect data from the real world. For example,disdsearch, experiments on actual
services and experience related thereto, or datheoactual use of mobile payment
services will, in their opinion, increase the sfgisince and impact of research in
this field. They say that after 15 years of redeaitcis worrying that we do not
know much about the acceptance of mobile paymentsthe merchants'
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community, the competition with other payment instents and the impact of the
changes in commercial, legal, regulatory, socidl @rtural environments.

Behaviour models, derived from different researched, are used to
investigate consumer behaviour. The three apprgaoiest commonly used in
empirical works, originating from the research ottitides and information
systems: Davis' technology acceptance model, Ajzerory of planned behaviour
and the unified theory of acceptance and use dintdogy by Venkatesh et al.
Barbara Szmigielska, Karol Wolski, Aleksandra Jask¢ in their work [5],
conducted a kind of synthesis of the usage of aanep models in research.

The theory of planned behaviour and the technobupeptance model were
created before the popularisation of the intermet anly later were they adapted
for the needs of network research. It turned oat the predictive power of these
theories is so considerable that they are sucdeassfumodels explaining the
behaviour of internet users. In [5], the authdsewks examples of the application
of these theories in the research on such formsatefnet activity as using web
pages, online shopping, e-learning and social n&ing sites.

The technology acceptance model (TAM), developedhm 1980's by F.
Davis [6], is nowadays one of the most importantoties explaining an
individual's involvement in using new technologids. is widely used for
explaining the use of a broad spectrum of infororatiechnologies in various
social contexts.

Davis, similarly to Ajzen [6], assumes that behavioonsisting of the use of
information technologies is determined directlytbg behavioural intention to use.
Intention is explained by the attitude toward usingertain technological solution
and its perceived usefulness for the user. Anathportant factor in this model is
the perceived ease of use of a given technologichaas a direct impact on the
perceived usefulness and an individual's attittdekse use of technology.

V. Venkatesh and his co-workers revised and conabihe constructs of eight
models, which — according to their research — beglained the behaviours related
to using information technologies [7]. In this walye unified theory of acceptance
and use of technology (UTAUT) was created. It aanslarifying the intention of
using information technology and behaviours resgltifrom this intention.
According to the authors, this is a concept thiawed for assessing the probability
of the successful use of the new technology angdshahderstand the factors that
determine its acceptance.

Four factors that directly affect the intentionusfe and, as a result, also the
behaviour, play a key role in the UTAUT theory. $bdactors are: performance
expectancy, effort expectancy, social influenced dacilitating conditions.
Additionally, it is assumed that some variables hmigccur, which moderate the
influence of these factors on the intentions ofngstechnology and on the
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behaviour. These are: sex, age, experience anchtaoyuuse. The relationships
between the constructs in the model are showmgindi 1 [5].

Performance
Expectancy

Effort
Expectancy

Behavioral Use

Intention —”’/’/,; Behavior

Social
Influence

Facilitating
Conditions

Voluntariness

Gender Age Experience of Use

Figure 1. Unified theory of acceptance and use of techno[6yy

3. Adaptation of payment systems by merchants

Using mobile payments is often one of many optitoxsmerchants. In the
current state of knowledge about the acceptanceobile payments there is a lack
of research conducted on merchants. This is prgbdhbk to the difficulties
experienced by researchers in collecting empirtatia. It is easier to access
statistical data on end-users than the data oltdhoen commercial entities that
share information with researchers reluctantly@ndt share it at all. The scope of
knowledge on the technology acceptance in the stasyof mobile payments and
in the entire e-commerce is limited only to theessh on consumers and thus
does not give a full image of e-commerce marketasivn. The aim of this paper is
to initiate filling the gaps in the knowledge ofgHield. Preferences and technical
capabilities of the entities accepting paymentrursents (merchants) are among
the key factors determining the acceptance of entiayments, including mobile
payments, but it can be noted that past reseaarieeeing omitted. If merchants
are not able to adopt mobile payments, it mightabeead-end street for m-
commerce and consumers. Mobile payments that emadkéng a payment with
one touch are worth mentioning in this line of eesé [8]. Exploring these new
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methods of e-payments and m-payments and theirdimpa mobile channel
acceptance, one can make a significant cognitimgribaition to the understanding
of the ecosystem of payments from the perspectiveeschant of both stationary
and mobile payments. The aim of this paper is fga® the determinants that are
used by merchants when deciding upon the acceptahpayment systems and
building a new model that best explains the cho#res preferences of merchants.
To provide a comprehensive analysis, extensivearesewas conducted on the
existing literature. The main factors influencihg tacceptance of payment systems
were identified basing on the commercially avaigapayment system (eXpay [8]).
Elements from the UTAUT theory, which are useful iew model, were selected
and extended with predicates relevant to the contéxthe research on the
acceptance of payments by merchants (Figure 2).

Performance and usefulness

expectancy
Perceived ease of use HN
Perceived cost and price >

Turnover Mark-up Sales channels, Experience
/ Margins range and scope

Behavioral — Use behavior
intension

Perceived risk and trust

Figure 2. The model of the acceptance of payment systenmsdoghants

Expected performance and usefulness

This variable determines the belief of the merchhat the use of a particular
e-payment system would help him or her to achiexeebts. The strength of the
dependency between the expected performance ationt may vary depending
on the generated turnover, the mark-up/marginsiegpgly the merchant, sales
channels, scope and range, and technical experoéitice merchant.
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The perceived ease of use and expected effort

It is defined as the level of difficulty of impleming and then deploying a
given payment system. It plays an important rolly anthe initial period losing its
importance in the course of a long-term and uninped application of a given
technology and system. In this case, the expergeata merchant are moderators
of the relationship between the expected efforttheddeterminant of the intention
of use, while the generated turnover, mark-up, rodses channels, scope and
range do not seem to be related.

Perceivedcost and price

The price construct is proposed, because the cubtpace determine the
decision in the area of technology acceptance.epdon of the service cost is
positive if thebenefitsof the technology outweigh the expected expeneltufhen
the cost of the service shows a positive influemicéntentions. The perception of
the cost of the service is affected by all of thentioned moderators.

Perceivedrisk and confidence

This factor involves perceived risk of co-operatingth a supplier of a
particular epaymentsystem and confidence in it, which is based ontegon. Xin
et al. [9] proved that confidence in the e-paymgystem, its reputation, and the
iIssue of transaction insurance is an importantro@t@nt in decision making.
Perception of risk and confidence is influencedlbyhe moderators.

Moderators

The turnover scale of an e-commerce entrepreneusiigaificant impact on
the perceivedcost and price construct, but also on the expegtetbrmance and
usefulness of the payment system, as well as pedtaisk and confidence in
supplier. A moderator seems to have no connectitmtive perceived ease of use
and expected effort. Like the merchant, the turneeale, the mark-up applied to
an assortment in each industry can influence thstoact of the perceived cost and
price and other ones, except the perceived easseof

Sales channels, scope and range

Merchants can conduct operations and sales in di-omannel mode.
Omnichannel is a new approach to the multi-chamuee, which aims to provide
a consistentshopping experience for the consumer, regardléss channel or
channels the consumer use to interact with thersélhe scope can be seen as a
serviced territorial sales area, and the range reotfee industry and assortment
involved in e-commerce.

Experience

The technological experience of a person beingeterop owner or a person
holding the position of an IT expert can be a digant moderator for all
constructs.
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5. Conclusions

Testing the proposed model basing on empirical dataved from interviews

and surveys, and the use of statistical methodspeiiimit to provide a new input to
the knowledge of e-payment acceptance by merchants.

Due to better understood choices made by merchamswill learn more

about the structure of the entire e-commerce etasysincluding what is of
greatest importance and what the impact of padicoloderators on the model
constructs is, along with the behaviour of merchaand, finally, the decisions
made by them. The proposed model will permit toresearch hypotheses and
verify them in the area of payment system accepténgcmerchants. The next step
in the future research is to gather empirical diatan more in-depth interviews and
statistical testing of the model on real data.
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