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Nowadays market develops new means of payment to force
consumers increase their spending readiness. New means of paying
(different applications and cards) decrease ‘‘pain of paying’”’ and increase
readiness of spending. But different means of paying are differently
perceived and accepted by the consumers. This research is aimed to
reveal some features of spending and financial behavior of consumers
depending their preference of cash, cards and applications. Our earlier
research proves that using of cash depends on the age. The older persons
prefer cash. In certain payments the youngest group prefers doing
payments by applications. Unemployed people are more tended to choose
cash spending. Those, who generally preferred paying in cash or card,
noted that utility bills are paid by app. So, if well-working and trusted
system exists people choose application. Reason can be either consumers
tend to focus less on the negative feeling associated with the amount paid
or with absence of queues and general easiness. Now we tried to discover
online consuming features and some psychological characteristics
depending of preferences of different means of payment.

Key words: economic psychology, behavioral economics, financial behavior,
consumer habits, money preferences.

OCOBEHHOCTU PMHAHCOBOI'O NOBEAEHUA B HAJINYHDIX, KAPTAX
N NPUNOMEHNAX

Alipanemsan []. P. (EpesaHckuli 2ocydapcmseHHbili yHusepcumem, EpesaH,
ApmeHus)
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lempocan H. K. (EpesaHckuli eocydapcmseHHbili yHusepcumem, EpesaH,
ApmeHus)

B HacTosllee BpemA pbIHOK pa3BMBaeT HOBble MNiaTeMHble CPEACTBa,
4yToObl 3acTaBUTb MOTpebuTeneild MOBLICUTL FOTOBHOCTb K Tpatam. HoBble
cnocobbl  onnatbl  (pasNM4Hble  MPUNOHKEHWA W KapTbl)  CHUMaKOT
«bonesHeHHOCTb onnatbl» W MOBbILIAIT FOTOBHOCTb K TpaTam. Ho pasHble
crnocobbl onnatbl NO-pasHOMy BOCTPUHUMAIOTCA W MPUHUMAOTCA MOTpebuTe-
namu. JlaHHoe wuccnefoBaHME HanpaBneHO Ha  BblABNEHUE HEKOTOPbIX
ocobeHHoCTel TpaT 1 puHaHCOBOro nosefeHna notpebuTeneii B 3aBUCUMOCTH
OT UX MPEANOYTEHUII B OTHOLUEHUN HAUYHBIX AEHEr, KapT U MPUNOMEHWA.
Hawm paHHue uccnepoBaHWA [oKas3biBalOT, YTO MCMONb30BaHWE HaNUYHbIX
AeHer 3aBuCMT OT Bo3pacTta. [loxunble nOAWM NpeanoyMTatoT HaluyHble
AeHbry. B HeKOTOpbIX NnaTexax MONoAEMb NPEANOYNTAET COBEPLLATL MaaTEXM
no 3asBKam. be3apaboTHble bonee CKNOHHbI BbIGUpaThb HanMyHble pacxofbl. Te,
KTO BOOOLLEe MpeanoynTan MnatuTb HalMYHbIMW WAW KapTOi, OTMETUIM, YTO
KOMMyHanbHble MnaTexn onnaynBaroTcA Yepes npunoxeHue. Wrak, ecnu
cyLLecTByeT xopoLlo paboTatoLas U NpoBepeHHas cuctema, Ntoan Bblbuparot
npunoxerue. lNpuynHa MoxeT 3akntovatbcAa nMb6O B TOM, 4TO noTpebuTenu
CK/IOHHbI MeHbLLE COCPeoTauynBaTbCA Ha HEraTUBHbIX OLLYLLLEHWAX, CBA3AHHbIX
C ynnayeHHoil cymmoii, nmbo B OTCYTCTBMM oyepepneil n obLieii nerkocru.
Tenepb Mbl nNoOMbITaNUCb BbIABUTL OCOBEHHOCTU OHNaltH-noTpebneHuns u
HEKOTOpble MCHUXONOTMYECKNE XapaKTEPUCTUKM, 3aBUCALLME OT NPeanoyTeHui
TEX UM WHbIX MNaTeMHbIX CPEACTB.

KnroueBbie cnosa: s3KOHOMUYECKAA NCUX0/102UsA, NOBEOGHYECKAA SKOHOMUKA,
¢buHaHcoBOE  nosedeHue,  nompebumenbcKue  NPUBbIYKU,  OEHeXHble
npednoymeHus.

ShuuLuuuuy durebh unutatucusunhfe3nruvere
uuthuhund, LUrssrnd b4 <udsL4yuousrnd

<wypwwbyywt V. M1 (Gplhwih wbpwhwt hwdwuwpwl, Gplwl,
<wywuypwiti)

Mbwppnywt L. 4. (Eplhwbh wpwlwl hwdwuwnpwt, Gplwb,

Lwywuywti)

Lbpyuwyndu oniyuit dowynd £ Jdwpdwu unp dhongubin' uwwnnnub-

phu uinhwbnt dGdwgut) dwiuubnt wwwpwuwmwwdniginiup: Yéwnpdwu
unp Jdbpnnubpp (nmwppbp hwybwoéubp L pwpwbp) ujwgbgund Gu
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«Jéwndwu gwynunyeniup» U dGdwgunud dwluubint ywwnpwunwlyw-
dnipjniup: Pwyg Jéwpdwtu wwppbp dhongubpp uwwnnnubph Ynndhg
wmwppbp YGpw Bu puuynd L punniuynd: u  nwiniduwuppnyeniup
Uwwuwwy nuh pwgwhwjinbiint uywnnnubiph dwfuubph b $htwtuwlywu
Juwppwadh npnp - dnnbjutip® - hhdudbind - Ywufuhbh,  pwpubph L
hwybwdubph uwundwdp upwug bwfuwuhpnieiniuutiph ypw: Utkp wybih
qwn hGwnwgnuneniutbpt wwwgnignd  Gu, np  Jwuluhy gnwwpp
ogunwgnnpdénwip  wwppbpynd £ wwppphg  Ywiudwd:  Swpbgubpp
Uwfupuwnpnd  Gu Ywufuhy gnwwp:  Npn2  Jéwpnwdubph  nbwpnud
Gphunwuwpnubpp bwfuptnpnd Gu Jéwpnuubp Yuwnwpb) hwybywoub-
pny:  Gnpdwqnipyubpt wyblp hwwuwywu L, np punpbu Yuufuhy
Jéwpnuwip: Lpwup, ndpbp hphduwywund uwfupunpnd  thu  Jéwpb
Ywutuphy Ywd pwpwny, ugk| Gu, np Yndniuw| yéwpnwubpp Jéwpynwd Gu
hwybtwséh dhongny: Wuwhuny, Gpb Yw jwy gnpdénn b wwwgnigywsd
hwdwYwpg, dwpnhy punpnd Gu hwybywsép: Mwnbwnp Ywpnn b (hub]
Ywd wju, np uywnnnutipp hwyqwsd Gu wybih phs Yunpnuwuw yéwnynn
gnwdwpp htn Yuwywsd puwgwuwlwu qqugdniuputiph ypw, Ywd hbppbiph
pwgwlwynieiniup b punhwunip ryniphunieiniup: Wdd dbup thnpéb) Gup
pwgwhwjwnb] wngwug uwwndwl wnwuduwhwwnynienwuutpp b npng
hngbpwuwwu puniewapbp, npnup Ywiujwd Gu npnowyh Ybwpwhu
dhongubiph bwfuwuhpniejniuutiphg:

Swhgmguyhtt  pwnbp' pupbuwlwt  hngbpwbnyainit,  Juppwhb
plippbuwghyneynit, phtiwbuwlwt Jupp, uwwnnnubph undnpnygynibitin,
bipnpwduyht bwpuptiyppnyeynibiin, npwdwyht bwpupbppnienibtbGn:

Theoretical analysis.

Prelec and Loewenstein in 1998 invented the concept of “pain of paying”
[7]. The idea of “pain of paying” suggests that with occasional use, consumers
experience immediate pain when they pay by cash. When the payment is less
transparent (the payer is less exposed to the outflow of money), the payment
is less painful. Soman (2003) defines the transparency of a payment method
as the salience of parting with money. At the high level, the form consumed by
the payment and the time separation between consumption and payment can
vary, and hence people reduce pain when they don't add as physical money
goes and/or when they consider that the payment is only spent, both features
were later covered by credit cards, making it from one transparent payment
transaction.[9].
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In addition, the relationship of payment and the physical format of
payment that affects the behavior of the buyer has also been tested and
validated by other payment methods, established as gift certificates, prepaid
cards and checks [9, 10, 12, 13].

The other research results show that people are willing to pay more for
identical products with debit cards than with cash. The explanation is that this
is because of the representation of money, leading to salience of the physical
form and the salience of the amount paid with the card [11].

This latest stream of research has shown that the payment instrument
itself shows that it costs [4, 5, 8, 9, 12, 13]. A comparison of credit cards and
cash showed that people tend to spend more with credit cards [6, 8].

The fact that credit cards and the best benefits have a fundamental aspect
(relationship between cost and payment and format), it is reasonable to
conclude that such an impact can be accounted for by:

(1) the temporal separation between consumption and payment [7];

(2) the representation of money itself [4, 9];

(3) a combination of both.

This result suggests that the format of money affects the willingness to
pay. Cash payments, which are more transparent than debit card amounts,
make it easier to control spending, and this effect is not only due to cash-on-
hand restrictions. This may explain why some people prefer cash to control
their spending [11].

Previous research did not include mobile payments, the question arises
“Does mobile payment usage underlie the same psychological mechanisms as
the cash and credit card payments?”. There are two confronting assumptions
available. On the one hand, mobile payment can be an even more abstract
payment than credit cards. Indeed, as the credit card is not directly showing
the money movement on the account, for instance, Google Pay and Apple Pay
both rely on a credit or a debit card which, in turn, is attached to the account
where the money movement happens. The indirect nature of this relationship
may result in a lower feeling of control similar to or even lower than in the
event of a credit card. On the other hand, smartphones are very personalized
devices in contrast to plastic credit cards. Smartphones contain personal
information, personal contacts list, and use fingerprint or facial recognition as
protection mechanisms. This may reduce the psychological distance and
increase the feeling of control with regard to the smartphone and the attached
mobile payment feature. Moreover, in contrast to a credit or a debit card,
where the information about amounts subtracted from the current account
arrives with a time delay, mobile payment apps show the new account balance
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almost immediately. This effect may increase the “pain of paying” to a degree
similar to cash payment. A research was conducted to check the control for all
three payment methods.

The results showed that mobile payment with regard to the perceived
control is closer to cash than to credit card payment. Moreover, there is no
significant results with regard to difference in the degree of control for cash
and mobile payment. At the same time, the D-score difference between credit
card and mobile payment is higher than between credit card and cash payment.
This finding may explain the rapid rise of mobile payment usage during the
COVID-19 pandemic: while requiring the feeling of control, individuals might
prefer mobile payment or cash payment over credit cards, whereby mobile
payment may provide an even more pronounced feeling of control [3].

The goal of another study was to understand the psychological distance
related to different means of payment. The concept of psychological distance
describes the way we perceive different objects or situations. Scientists
differentiate between four dimensions of psychological distance: spatial,
temporal, social, and hypothetical [1, 2, 14]. Indeed, the same event (e.g., a
crisis) is perceived differently depending on the conditions. Spatial: is the event
far away (a crisis in another country) or nearby (a crisis in my country)?
Temporal: is it a past or future event (crisis of 2008) or the current event
(COVID-19-driven crisis)? Social: is it an event which has a direct impact on my
direct environment (crisis impacting my firm or my family) or is it a socially
distant event (crisis impacts someone else)? Hypothetical: will the event happen
for sure (a crisis will have spill-over effects on my work) or can it happen only
with a certain degree of probability (the crisis may have an impact on my work
under certain conditions).

In all these situations, scientists argue that a person changes the way of
information processing. The lower the psychological distance, the more
individuals tend to concrete information processing; the higher the
psychological distance, the more likely individuals will process information on
an abstract level. The assumption that there should be a stereotype, which
relates cash to a low psychological distance (i.e., cash has to be related to
detailed thinking; paying right here and right now), whereas credit card
payment should be associated with a high psychological distance (i.e., abstract
thinking; paying at some point in the future) was proved [3].

Experimental Design

The study was conducted online in Armenia among 285 people. The age
of the respondents ranged from 18 to 58 years. Respondents were both
currently employed and unemployed. For this study, a questionnaire consisting
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of 16 questions was developed to study consumers preferences of means of
payment and online spending behavior and self-assessment of some
psychological features.
Research results
Chi-Square Tests (p=.000) results has shown that those who have chosen
application and PayPal as the most preferred payment method in the month
during online shopping equally use card and application. Table is shown below.
For the other preferred method of payment Card payment is more usable.
Table 1. Most preferred method of payment and preferences of online

shopping
Online shopping
Card Application
Application 55.7% 44.3%
Most preferred NFC phone 81.5% 18.5%
method during NFC card 83.3% 16.7%
month Card 85.7% 14.3%
Google pay 66.7% 33.3%
Paypal 50.0% 50.0%
Apple pay 82.9% 17.1%

Now, let’s take a look on each preferred method separately. Those people,
who preferred cash, actually, 47% of them use application during the month.
Those people, who preferred card, in fact also use application during the
month. But percentage is smaller- 31%. And only those people, who preferred
application really use it during month, only 11 percent use card, 23 % - Apple
pay and 23% phone NFC, which is also considered as card. Who have chosen
as preferred method cash, never receive payments by application and mostly
receive by cash, who preferred app mostly receives by card.

As one more prove to the theoretical base, those people who preferred
paying by cash consider themselves as more thrifty. The figure is shown below.
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Figure 1. Spending behavior and paying preferences.

Another interesting fact was shown in the results.

Chi-Square Tests (p=.000) results has shown that we have statistically
significant differences between paying and receiving money by different
means.

Those people who prefer paying by cash wants to receive money by cash
(59.28) either by cards (40.8%). Those who prefer pay by cards give re
preference receive money by cards (85%). But those people who prefer pay by
application, when this concern to receive it give their preference to cards
(77.1%). And only 17.1% prefer to receive money by applications.

Table 2. Paying and receiving money by different means.
Receiving money

Cash Card | Application
Paying Cash 59.2% [40.8%
Card 12.2% 85.0% 2.7%
Application 5.7% 77.1% 17.1%
Conclusions

During their economical behavior agents prefer to use wide methods of
payments such as cash, different cards and applications, but during online
shopping the main preferred method is card payment. Only the people who
use Paypal prefer to pay during online shopping by applications as often as by
card.

People who prefer to use applications as paying method, prefer to receive
money by cards. We can conclude that applications aren’t yet as much trusted
as cards.

People who prefer cash as paying method consider themselves more
thrifty.
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