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Abstract. In China, the traditional wallet with cash and credit cards is a distant 

memory as everything is done through the same app: WeChat. In Germany going out 

cashless and the idea of paying for coffee with the smartphone seems – at least partly 

– like science fiction, although research shows that cash is considered “inconvenient”. 

Starting from a reflection on the two diametrically opposed examples, we attempt to 

firstly investigate the current payment preferences of German customers, before we 

secondly elaborate aspects regarding switching to alternative payment methods, i.e., 

mobile payments. We are wondering: Why do German customers prefer cash pay-

ments? and Which factors could affect the switch from cash to mobile payment meth-

ods for German customers? To answer these questions, we conducted a three-round 

Delphi study with eight experts and found, for example, that cash is still preferred 

because it is more practical as it is accepted by every merchant in Germany. Regarding 

the switching intentions, one major finding is that large retailers and other key players 

need to adopt mobile payments as their preferred system, so that customers can be-

come more familiar with it.  

Keywords: Cash Payments, Customer Preferences, Delphi Study, Mobile Pay-

ments, Switching Intentions 

1 Introduction 

Digital innovations have been leading major changes causing entire systems (e.g., the 

payment system) to restructure. The race toward the shift to cashless economies has 

created pressure on firms and boosted the development of micro-payments that could 

potentially eliminate the inconvenience of using cash [1]. In China, for example, by 

simply scanning a QR Code from their WeChat account, customers can pay with their 

smartphone no matter if in the small mom-and-pop store around the corner or at a res-

taurant. Approximately 56% of Chinese transactions at the point-of-sale (POS) are 

dominated by third-party mobile payments, a share that is contented between only two 

non-bank service providers [2]. Very different however is the situation in Germany. 

Here mobile wallets are not only uncommon, but cash is the often preferred and some-

times even the only accepted form of payment. The comparative analysis carried out 

by Korella (2017) confirms that German customers prefer to use cash for small sums 

(up to 50 €) while cards are adopted for higher amounts [2]. Even in the context of the 



2 

Covid-19 pandemic with its considerable impact on payment behavior [3], German cus-

tomers hardly use mobile wallets. While there is a general shift from cash to cards, 

mobile wallets are used by approximately 13% of German smartphone owners only [4].  

The ubiquity of smartphones has led to the exploration of new applications. Mobile 

payments for this matter refer to any purchase transaction carried through a mobile 

device [5, 6]. By storing several financial applications that allow such functionality, 

smartphones have now developed into micro-wallets [7], effectively substituting in 

some cases physical wallets [8]. Originally introduced to facilitate personal funds trans-

fers between accounts and to allow e-commerce transactions, mobile wallets such as 

WeChat Pay and Alipay revolutionized customer behaviors and selection criteria [9]. 

In fact, omnipresence of smartphones, ease of transactions and hostility towards fees 

became the main reasons why users accepted this new format despite not being man-

aged by the well-trusted banking sector [9]. Reasons for adoption of mobile payments 

have been investigated by information systems scholars. Pousttchi & Wiedemann 

(2007), for instance, explore factors influencing the adoption of mobile payments by 

the German market and find that user-friendliness and usefulness are two fundamental 

criteria [10]. Although convenience can improve the habitual use of digital wallets, pri-

vacy and security remain major concerns among consumers [1]. Yet in practice when 

approaching a checkout, people dispose of different instruments. Under this assump-

tion, mobile wallets compete against the already well-known means of payment. Alt-

hough Alaeddin et al. (2018) emphasize the possibility that mobile wallets could take 

over their physical equivalent, little further analyses can be found on this effect [8]. 

This is particularly true for the “cash- and card-oriented” German market. In addition, 

many existing studies addressing the German payment market were published before 

2010 (e.g. [10]), emphasizing the need of an updated investigation. Filling this gap 

would not only be of value for researchers, but also for practitioners. In this context, 

we formulate the following two research questions (RQs): RQ1: Why do German cus-

tomers prefer cash payments? RQ2: Which factors could affect the switch from cash to 

mobile payment methods for German customers? 

Owing to the partly forecasting perspective of the research, the future-oriented conventional 

Delphi method is applied. The results of our qualitative research help to investigate the tran-

sition to cashless systems and the implications for the acceptance of the merge between 

social networking apps and mobile wallets as a new payment instrument in contrast to cash. 

This paper is composed of six sections. Section 2 contains the theoretical background. 

The research methodology is then outlined in section 3. Section 4 summarizes the re-

sults while section 5 compares them to existing academic knowledge and briefly dis-

cusses practical implications for managers. The paper concludes with section 6. 

2 Theoretical Background 

2.1 Definitions 

Mobile payments in technical terms are an information technology, but also a mean for 

customers to handle payments [10]. Mobile payment methods “include payments made 
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using a mobile phone, either in-store or not in-store, as well as using an app to conven-

iently send and receive money without entering an IBAN” [11, p. 47]. They allow com-

mercial transactions [12], which are operated through a credit card or a mobile wallet, 

meaning software applications for mobile devices that enable payment transactions [5]. 

In some cases, physical wallets have almost been replaced by mobile wallets allowing 

the customer to carry out in-store payments directly from their smartphone [13]. A dig-

ital wallet differs from traditional digital representation of cards, because it can also be 

financed through intra-wallets transfers or by direct connection to the bank account [9]. 

It allows to store sensitive data and credentials for mobile transactions [13]. Also, it allows 

to perform electronic transfers of different types [9], while mobile wallets are generally 

more suitable for transactions where the physical wallet is needed [14, 15]. Nonetheless the 

two terms digital and mobile wallets are very often used interchangeably as a synonym for 

mobile payments at the point-of-sale (POS) terminal [9].  

Mobile payment systems are of two types depending on the communication technology. 

Gerpott & Meinert (2017) identify remote payment systems that are suited for pur-

chases of digital and physical goods through online transactions (e.g., one-click bank 

transfer) or established mobile communication services (e.g., pay by call). They de-

scribe proximity payment systems as limited to purchases for goods at the POS in-store 

through short-range communication. This can be code scanning, like in the case of 

WeChat Pay where customers scan a QR code assigned to the merchant. The second 

type, already common in Germany with contactless cards, is Near Field Communica-

tion (NFC) where the payment is made by simply placing the mobile device within a 

maximum of 10 cm distance from the NFC POS terminal [15]. The limitation of NFC 

is that it only supports transactions up to a certain country-specific threshold above 

which the transaction needs to be authorized with a PIN code [15]. Many predict that 

PINs will soon become obsolete and that they will be replaced by biometric recognition 

which uses physical characteristics, such as fingerprints, face, voice, etc. as authentica-

tion measure [16]. Given that NFC technology in Germany is already present for con-

tactless cards, mobile wallets could take advantage of this already available system. As 

this study aims at understanding the transition to alternative payment formats, a partic-

ular emphasis is given to payments for purchase, where mobile wallets offer a direct 

alternative to cash and credit cards, rather than payment of bills [5]. Cash is mainly 

used for those daily operations of small amounts, usually below 50 €, to pay for goods 

from a physical store [11]. Therefrom, the terms mobile payment and mobile wallet are 

used interchangeably to describe payments that are carried to a merchants’ POS termi-

nal using a service provided by a third-party payment on the mobile device. 

2.2 Switching intentions 

In the shopping experience, the checkout phase is the moment customers become aware 

of the total price and finalize the payment [14]. While evidence shows that at the mo-

ment of the decision, most people in Germany still rely on cash for transactions at the 

manned POS [4, 11], some scholars investigated the presence of card and mobile pre-

mium effect resulting in higher willingness to pay for card or mobile payment transac-

tions [14, 17]. In this scenario the decision of using mobile wallets cannot be analyzed 
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in absolute terms, but rather relative to traditional instruments. According to the result 

found by Deutsche Bundesbank (2018) in a study with more than 2,000 individuals who 

responded to a questionnaire and filled a so-called payment diary, more than 90% of 

the respondents consider each of the following features as essential criteria for choosing 

a payment instrument: protection against financial loss, clear overview of spending, 

ease of use, familiarity and privacy, [11]. Rapidity (86%) and width of merchants’ ac-

ceptance (82%) show less but still high values, but cash remains however the instrument 

able to fulfill most of all the requirements [11]. Results by Beutin & Harmsen (2019) 

confirm that skepticism toward mobile payments is driven by concerns on sharing con-

fidential data with third parties and the risk of its misuse [18]. Past experiences are also 

key to understanding what drives purchases. The repetition of a behavior in a given 

context creates a direct association between the two, such that when a similar context 

is presented, the same response is triggered through memory recollection: this is what 

Wood & Neal (2009) referred to as habit [19]. The repetition of a consumer behavior 

can either be a form of habitual response, driven by context cues and performed regard-

less of people’s goals, or the expression of a specific preference [19]. Habits are usually 

used as a default response when people are under time pressure or distracted, and they 

usually require multiple interventions to be changed [19]. Emphasizing on past experi-

ences can be useful on two side: first, it can shed light on whether repetitive use of cash 

is driven by habits or specific preferences. Second, it could be a leverage factor to en-

hance adoption, because people that have already used smartphone to pay are more 

likely to use it repeatedly [20]. Customers will constantly seek for higher transparency and 

speed [21]. From the customers’ view, transparency in a payment method is found in the 

form, meaning the ease of the overall experience and in the amount, the ability to track 

liquidity spent [22]. Falk et al. (2016) explain how cash fulfills both requirements due to the 

tangible possession, and how mobile payments are perceived even less transparent than 

cards which intangible nature makes it harder to keep track with liquidity [14]. The chal-

lenge for mobile wallets, when competing with an instrument of such trial usage, is creating 

an adequate user interface that is attractive and simple [7]. At the same time however, Lu 

(2019) points out that mobile wallets benefit of two types of convenience as opposed to 

cash: first, service providers can effectively bring their service closer to customer by lever-

aging on ubiquity of smartphones; second, they avoid the pain of handling cash (i.e., having 

change or dividing the bill at the restaurant) [7]. 

3 Research Design 

Mobile payments can be considered as an information technology [10] and given this as-

sumption the topic is usually studied through the application of technology acceptance mod-

els [e.g., 23]. Although quantitative methodologies are the most common for exploring cus-

tomers’ approach to IT systems [5], for this study the Delphi methodology was chosen. 

Owing to the complexity of the research question which requires experts from different 

fields of expertise and since the topic would benefit more from the subjective judgments of 

a selected group than pure quantitative analyses, the Delphi method was considered appro-

priate. Furthermore, Löe et al. (2016) posit that in Delphi studies consensus among experts’ 
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opinions can be considered accountable for accurate forecasts [24]. Because the objective 

of this research is to postulate on the prospect of new payment formats in Germany, the 

future-oriented premise of the Delphi method fits our study appropriately.  

 

3.1 Data collection  

The first distinctive characteristic of a Delphi study is the selection of the participants. 

Experts are pivotal to the success of the research; hence the panel was studied in terms 

of panel composition, group size and recruitment criteria. The conventional Delphi 

method usually relies on experts in one given area [24]. Given that mobile payments 

are part of a regulated ecosystem influenced by the interconnections of different  stake-

holders [25], a more diversified panel was considered more appropriate. Experts were 

therefore selected from different areas (see Table 1). In general, the size of the panel in 

Delphi studies varies depending on the topic assessed and based on the recruitment 

criteria used. The review on the application of Delphi method by Worrell et al. (2013) 

finds that the size of the panel can be of four participants if there are ideal circum-

stances, or else between ten and 30 members under typical circumstances [26]. In the 

case in which experts are selected from different sectors, then a group of five to ten 

members is considered acceptable [27]. Owning to the heterogenous composition of 

our panel, this research considered a panel size between five and eight acceptable. This 

study included both academicians and practitioners to guarantee a broader variety of 

perspectives. Aside from expertise, two more criteria were included: first a proficiency 

level of English, to prevent errors arising from language barriers; second, familiarity 

with the German market given the emphasis of the study. A total of 20 experts were 

contacted through direct email, LinkedIn, and personal networks, of which eight (three 

Germans, five Europeans) agreed to participate. Table 1 reports the list of members 

with the respective qualifications and area of expertise. 

The second and third core characteristics of a Delphi study are anonymity and group 

communication. It is essential to prevent members from becoming aware of each 

other’s identity to foster expressions of opinions free from pressure or influence as fears 

of embarrassment or public commitment are removed [28]. At every stage of the study, 

experts were given the opportunity to provide comments, modifications and sugges-

tions to be integrated in the results and returned to the panel for further evaluation. 

The goal of the first phase of data collection is related to the discovery of the issue. In 

order to avoid imposing pre-existing knowledge or the researcher view and to instead 

analyze data that is the result of the consolidated answers of the panel, round 1 was 

constructed following the conventional method. In a first step, several open questions 

were developed based on literature: 

 Why do people prefer cash over mobile wallets for day-to-day operations?  

 What are the main negative aspects users associate with mobile wallets? 

 What are the main positive aspects users associate with mobile wallets? 

 What are other external implications that influence the adoption and diffusion of 

mobile wallets? 
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Table 1. Panel of experts 

 Sector  Field of expertise Position 

A Strategic 

management  

Academic, professional & research background 

in strategy, innovation and entrepreneurship.  

Academic professor 

& practitioner  

B Business de-

velopment  

Partner in international consulting and trade 

company. Experience in business development.  

Practitioner   

C Customer 

behavior 

Academic, professional & research background 

in international marketing, pricing, quantitative 

methods and research methods.  

Academic professor  

D Financial 

services  

Manager in a company for financial services. 

Experience in legal consulting.  

Practitioner 

E Payment 

methods & 

fin. services 

Director of CRM and Fintech in firm of finan-

cial services. Experience in digital payment, 

mobile wallet, fin-tech, banking  

Practitioner 

F Retail   CFO in a food retail and wholesale company. 

Experience in financial sector. 

Practitioner 

G Traditional 

banking  

Head of acquiring in banking group. Experi-

ence in payments and business innovation  

Practitioner 

H Mobile pay-

ment  

Research background in mobile payment, bank-

ing & payment industry.  

Academic professor 

 

To enhance clarity, in the introduction respondents were asked to consider (1) that the 

analysis of the customer segment focuses on Germany, and (2) that the primary empha-

sis of this study is on a customer perspective, although other factors may be considered 

relevant. Experts were then given approximately two weeks to answer and to send the 

completed word version via email. The objective of the following rounds is to validate 

the importance and to establish a ranking for the issue, that is assessing and ranking the 

responses based on their importance [29]. Due to the nature of the initial questions, 

round 2 was constructed partially as a ranking list, where experts were asked to place 

items in order of importance, and partially in the form of statements. In the former case, 

categories for the ranking were proposed in randomized order to address the primacy 

effect bias pointed out by Skinner et al. (2015) [30]. In the latter case, consensus was 

measured using a 7-points Likert type scale. Here, numbers represented the degree of 

agreement, from 1=extremely disagree, to 7=extremely agree. Differently from the pre-

vious step, this phase was carried through an online platform (SurveyHero.com) and 

responses were collected over a period of one week. The final stage had the same ar-

chitecture and format of the previous one, but this time the data was adapted to reflect 

the results of the previous round and to include the anonymized comments. Therefore, 

results of the previous round, including anonymized modifications, were sent back to 

the experts who this time, could deliberate based on the results from the consolidated 

responses of all the members. The data collection took place in March and April 2020. 
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3.2 Data analysis 

The answers from round 1 were analyzed following the „Grounded Theory re-envi-

sioned” by Charmaz (2006) [31]. Codes and categories were developed from the raw 

data instead of coming from preconceived knowledge; collection and analysis of data 

happened simultaneously; constant comparative methods across data were used to find 

similarities and differences. The aim of the second and third round was to assess the 

degree of consensus within the panel, which can range from 55 to 100% agreement. 

Complete agreement is usually an unrealistic condition and when reached too quickly 

it could be a synonym that the topic is saturated or that the presentation of the results 

induced to a given answer [30]. Under these assumptions, this study considered a gen-

eral agreement of 70% to be adequate. The majority of Delphi studies rely on central 

tendency measures and percentages as quantitative data analysis techniques [24]. For 

the ranking type results this was used in combination with Kendall coefficient of con-

cordance, which is a non-parametric measure ranging from 0 to 1 (e.g., 0.1 = very weak 

agreement, 0.9 = unusually strong agreement) and is an indicator of the degree of 

agreement achieved. For what concerns the Likert scale, a different approach was used. 

In this case, analysis was organized such that, any score above 5-points was considered 

as agreement and 70% needed to be achieved to have consensus. In addition to the 

above-mentioned methods, measures of central tendency, such as mean and standard 

deviation were also used.  

During round 2 the experts provided comments and modifications which were to be 

incorporated in the results for round 3. To do so, two approaches were followed as 

explained by Sekayi & Kennedy (2017) [29]: if suggestions were to clarify or to com-

plete the statement, without however changing the meaning of the original sentence, 

the latter was amended accordingly. However, when the modifications proposed were 

to alter completely the message, a new additional statement was created to the side of 

the old one. The results of the Likert scale evaluation are presented using Delphi dia-

grams elaborated by Pousttchi et al. (2015) [21].1 

4 Findings 

The study was made possible by the participation of eight experts (see Table 1). Alt-

hough all the chosen members participated to R1, the following rounds only counted 

seven experts for R2 and six for R3 as two of them dropped out.  

4.1 Reasons for customers to choose cash 

The results for this area of contribution demonstrate that understanding the prioritization pro-

cess behind customers’ decisions is neither evident nor easy to assess (Table 2). The following 

remarks build the answer to RQ1. At the end of R3, the group ranking confirmed that people 

still use cash instead of mobile payment, because the former is more practical as it is accepted 

by every merchant (mean=8.67) and not because it is believed to have lower transaction costs 

                                                           
1 More details are introduced along with Figure 1. 
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(mean=3.16). The iteration also estimated that such payment preference is influenced by the 

cultural heritage (mean=8.5) and existing habitual behavioral patterns (mean=7.83).  

For this specific classification, “ease of use” referred to the speed of the transaction. By placing 

it fourth, experts effectively affirmed that customers prefer cash at the checkout, because they 

assume it to be faster than using mobile wallets. During R2, two respondents highlighted a 

strong similarity among four categories representing the perceived risk, namely “security” of 

the transaction, “trust” in electronic payments, “data protection” for the hostility toward shar-

ing personal data and “traceability” as the reluctance toward feeling constantly controlled. 

 

Table 2. Main findings why customers choose cash instead of mobile payment 

R2 SD Mean Mean SD R3 

Availability 3.41 9.51 8.67 2.58 Availability 

Habit 3.44 9.14 8.5 2.81 Cultural background 

Cultural background 3.82 8.71 7.83 3.06 Habit 

Trust 0.79 6.57 6.16 2.32 Ease of use 

Traceability 3.82 6.29 5.83 2.79 Perceived privacy 

Ease of use 4.31 6.29 5.5 3.08 Control of liquidity 

Control of liquidity 3.51 6 5.33 2.42 Tangible possession 

Tangible possession 3.63 5.86 5 2.83 Data protection 

Security 3.50 5.71 5 3.22 Security 

Awareness 3.73 4.71 3.33 2.07 Awareness 

Data protection 2.19 4.14 3.16 2.48 Perceived costs 

Costs 2.94 3.57    

W=0.28 W=0.31 

Having considered the proximity in the position of “trust” and “traceability” we pro-

ceeded to combining them in a new category named “perceived privacy”, which ranked 

fifth in R3. We also changed the reason “costs” (R2) to “perceived costs” (R3) follow-

ing consistent remarks from the experts. Despite such remarks, the expert group seemed 

to consider each item differently, assigning distinct weights, exception made for “trust”. 

In this specific case in fact, respondents seemed to agree that one of the first four rea-

sons why customers prefer cash to mobile payment, is because they do not trust elec-

tronic payments (SD=0.79). In round 3 however, only one expert still found the items 

similar, mentioning that all the categories representing perceived security were to be 

considered with analogous importance. According to the experts, people today still rely 

on cash more because they do not trust digital instruments or because they prefer not to 

leave any trace (“perceived privacy”), rather than because they assume cash will be a 

safer transaction (“security”). Owing to the divergency of opinions, the panel did not 

arrive at a sufficient consensus, thus Kendall’s W remained low even after the third 

round (w=0.31).  
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4.2 Switching intentions 

The findings presented in this subsection present the answer to RQ2. Figure 1 summa-

rizes the key results on switching intentions to alternative payment methods according 

to the suggestion of Pousttchi et al. (2015) [21]: 

 Each expert is represented by a square 

 Above the horizontal there are the positive ratings while below the negative ones 

 The color of each cell is a symbol for the degree of agreement, in which darker 

shades represents stronger agreement (–,+ white; ++ or – grey) 

 The major squares represent the responses for round 3 and the small column on the 

right the results of the previous round. 

Fig. 1. Main findings for switching intention 

 

During round 1, six respondents answered positively when asked whether people would 

be willing to use mobile wallets instead of cash for daily purchases. Interestingly how-

ever statement #1, which was first mentioned by one expert only, immediately received 

full consensus. In R3, despite one member shifted to a weak disagreement, the group 

answers validated (mean=5.42) that customers are not ready to embrace this new in-

strument because the perceived costs outweigh the benefits. Item #5 revealed that, while 

it is shared opinion that providing added value at no extra cost would bring people 

closer to this new payment format, it is not so evident what such benefits should be. In 

fact, in R3 two members reconsidered their rating to “I mostly disagree” when consid-

ering loyalty schemes and ease as important added values. However, because there is 

low level of agreement (SD=2.16), this statement cannot be considered valid. Ac-

ceptance of mobile wallets through social networks is said to be more important for 

younger generations (#6). This notion, already mentioned twice in R1, found universal 
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almost unanimous support by all the members (mean=5.5; A=100%). In fact, this time 

all members take a clear positive position, although some reconsidered their “extreme” 

agreement to moderate. One reason for this may be that the existing target of social 

network is primarily digital natives. Nonetheless, experts are fully aware that this tran-

sition would require a big change in the mentality of customers, especially considering 

that the majority of the ordinary purchases are still settled with cash (#4). This is why 

in R3 respondents either confirmed or emphasized, with high level of agreement (SD=0.82), 

that acceptance at the point of sale is key factor to drive new habits. Furthermore, two addi-

tional issues were raised during R2 and included in the list of R3 as separate items. One 

comment provided that customers would consider substituting physical with social wallets 

because they seek convenience as they strive to make their lives easier. 

5 Discussion 

Starting from the heavy reliance on cash, before understanding what can drive the adop-

tion of a new payment it is important to investigate what could displace the existing 

option. In a context in which customers already possess a colored portfolio of payment 

instruments, mobile wallets would just be an additional way of terminating the shop-

ping experience. Effectively, the major barrier to the diffusion of alternative payment 

methods is the tough competition against other instruments. Cash in fact, has a much 

longer history compared to mobile wallets, which are now just starting to enter the 

German market. Although it may seem evident, this is for cash a great competitive 

advantage because people are far beyond the familiarity phase: using cash now is the 

status quo. This research confirms the findings on habitual patterns of Wood & Neal 

(2009) by proposing that customers are so used to settle small purchases with cash, that 

whenever they find themselves in a similar situation, they will automatically do the 

same. The repetitive action however is not only the manifestation of a habit, but also of 

specific preferences that every customer has [19]. Our Delphi study reveals that cus-

tomers look for payments that are easy to use, and they can trust. However, because 

they believe that cash better fulfills both requirements, people still prefer it to mobile 

payments. The findings also confirm the findings of Soman (2003), according to whom 

payment methods are transparent if they are easy to process and if they allow to keep 

track of liquidity [22]. Although it is not a top priority, our study shows people still believe 

it will be faster to manage their spending when possessing a physical wallet. The preference 

for material possession therefore also supports Falk et al. (2016), stating that in the eye of 

the customer the tangible nature of cash makes it feel more transparent than mobile pay-

ments [14]. However, the main reason why people persist using cash, it is not because it is 

perceived less costly than other options, but because people are certain that every merchant 

will accept it. 

While acceptance at the POS is a strength for cash, for the other electronic payments it 

constitutes a major weakness, especially for mobile payments. Switching to mobile 

wallets means that one should be able to leave their home only with the smartphone. 

Logically, people will not feel comfortable with such idea, as long as they know this 

would prevent them from buying anything. In other words, like already pointed out by 
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Gerpott & Meinert (2017), availability at the POS is one of the most important concerns 

for the adoption of new mobile wallets [15]. The results therefore suggest that a greater 

number of mobile payment POS terminals would help the diffusion of mobile pay-

ments. Like for regular mobile payments convenience and speed are two major benefits 

that customers expect to have if social networks were to offer mobile wallets. Our study 

supports that the convenience of mobile wallets stems from its ability to eliminate the 

hurdle of handling change [1], while still considering convenience, ease of use and 

speed separately. Furthermore, the results suggest that leveraging on the speed that mo-

bile payment options provide could not only influence its usefulness, but also directly 

impacting the decision to use it. This supports Pousttchi et al. (2015) who estimated a 

constant increase in the demand for speed and transparency [21].  

The results of this study allow to derive some implications for managers. When decid-

ing to provide a substitute it is first necessary to understand what keeps customer from 

changing. As an incentive to change automatic repetitive behaviors, third party provid-

ers should emphasize on the convenience, speed and ease of use that mobile payments 

provide as opposed to cash. However, it is not sufficient to concentrate solely on the 

substitution of cash, because other instruments are threatening to address the same tar-

get. Contactless cards in fact already propose faster processing, they are accepted by 

most POS terminals and they are handled by financial services that customers already 

entrusted with their savings. 

6 Conclusion 

The main contribution of our study is an updated picture of the current German payment 

market in terms of customer preferences and switching intentions from cash to mobile 

payments. It appears that the evolution of payment methods will be influenced by the 

constant demand for more convenience, as people strive to make tasks easier and faster. 

In Germany, cash will continue to play an important role for transactions at the point-

of-sale, if the technical infrastructure for digital formats remains underdeveloped, be-

cause customers do not have enough incentives to change their existing habits.  

In terms of limitations of our research, significant payment behavior changes along with 

the Covid-19 pandemic are hardly covered in this analysis simply because the study has 

been conducted in the very beginning of the crisis in Germany (March/April 2020). 

However, recent studies [e.g., 4] reveal that even in times of Corona, cash is indeed 

partly replaced by cards but the skepticism towards using mobile wallets remains. Thus, 

objectives and findings of our study are still relevant. Nonetheless, it would be inter-

esting to investigate the long-term effects of the pandemic on mobile wallets usage in 

further studies. Also, the low consensus of the experts on some of the aspects (see 4.1) 

is a limitation of this study, so is the stop after three rounds of analysis. Two experts 

left the panel during the study which is another aspect that could bias the results. There-

fore, further investigation (also applying other methods, e.g., large-scale consumer sur-

veys) should be carried out to understand whether it is possible to identify a common 

explanation to the cash reliance in Germany or whether this behavior is dictated by 

individual preferences that significantly change from person to person. Despite the one-
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dimensional perspective of this study, the results bring forth the necessity to analyze 

the payment landscape from multiple angles. Thus, a stakeholder analysis may help 

future research building a more detailed picture of the payment ecosystem. Moreover, 

it might be value-adding to also integrate the opinions of experts of the Chinese market 

to better understand the differences between German and Chinese customers.  
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