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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to analyze the use of payment cards in retail in the Czech
Republic from the side of clients (buyers) and the side of sellers. Questionnaires
for clients examine satisfaction with cards and the service connected with them.
Sellers’ satisfaction with the profit and function of cards is analyzed. The data
indicated that 92% of the 352 respondents in South Bohemia had a payment
card and more than 35% had more than one card. In retail, 70% of sellers had a
payment terminal.
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1 Introduction

With the advancement of technology and the need for better service provision,
plastic money in the form of debit cards or credit cards has become common
nowadays. These tools of purchase management are found in the wallets of nearly
everyone. As a result, companies are also seeking to leverage the cards’ benefits
as a shopping/purchase facilitator. As with the emerging equalities of men and
women and their equal and balanced role in shaping society, both genders have es-
tablished quite active response patterns with respect to debit/credit card spending
and use.

Alarge and growing number of payments in the EU are made with payment cards.
Most of these cards carry the brands of international payment card schemes, like
Visa and MasterCard, or domestic schemes, like Groupement des Cartes Bancaires,
Consorzio Bancomat, or Electronic Cash (EU, 2015). Today’s payment cards are
a tool of non-cash payments in electronic banking. They are the old payment way,
with quick access to electronic banking systems coming later (Poloucek, 2006).

Cards are more flexible than checks and a cash payment system and give us safe
access to our money anywhere, at any time. Banks and credit unions issue several
types of bank cards, including ATM cards, debit cards, and credit cards for cus-
tomers who qualify. These last cards often have low, fixed interest rates (Ryan,
2012). Most places that take credit cards also accept debit cards, and debit cards
and credit cards have fairly similar formats and appearance (Mincher, 2007).

Used properly, credit cards can be a good tool for consumers, but without knowl-
edge and discipline, credit cards can be the start of financial ruin. Some cards,
such as Visa, MasterCard, American Express, and Discover, have almost universal
merchant acceptance. Others are restricted to use at certain department stores, gas
stations, etc., and are considered “revolving credit lines.” The average American
consumer has eight such open accounts at any given time (Mincher, 2007).
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Controlling for customer and card characteristics, we find
that financial literacy is a major determinant of satisfac-
tion. When people know more about financial matters and
use their knowledge in their financial activities, they make
more efficient decisions and have fewer financial problems,
which in turn leads to higher satisfaction. We also find that
people who tend to use their credit cards for unnecessary
shopping and who have a history of credit card delinquency
are less satisfied (Akin, Aysan, Ozcelik, & Yildiran, 2012).
The law in the Czech Republic is in the accordance with
EU law system, mostly after the updating of the law of
payment system No. 284/2009 Sb. In the Czech Republic,
Visa and MasterCard are the most widely recognized cards
(Jurik, 2001).

The most important matter related to this payment method
is safety, which has historically been a problem in the Czech
Republic. The division of cards can be done from different
perspectives. The basic division is by the money remaining
in the bank account or by the recording data. Lots of way
to use the cards exist as well, and we can divide these by
territory of use, owners’ use of them, and service.

The target of this paper is to analyze the use of payment
cards in the retail sector of the Czech Republic. The research
was conducted with both clients and sellers.

Hypothesis: Payment cards are now a common payment
method among Czech citizens.

Table 1. Evaluation of Payments by Cards in the Czech Republic

Number of payments

Volume of payments

2 Current Payment Card Situation in the Czech
Republic

The situation in the Czech Republic is summarized in
Table 1.

Table 1 shows that the number of purchases made using
payment cards is increasing each year, accounting for
258.6% in volume of payments in the last five years.
However, the average amount has decreased during this
time, suggesting that payment cards are now the common
method of payments used daily.

Figures 1 and 2 compare the EU to the Czech Republic.
Because of their size, the figures are divided into two parts.

The average payment by sellers has decreased in the Czech
Republic from year to year, but the total volume has increased
from year to year. Comparing 2003 to 2015, the volume has
more than quadrupled. There are conditions for increases in
subsequent years. By the end of 2015, about 580,000 places
accepted payment cards in the Czech Republic (The Associ-
ation of Payment Cards in the Czech Republic, 2016). The
impact of a new payment law with the unification with EU law
in 2010 concerning payment cards is clearly seen in the table.

On the opposite side is the market of this payment in

European areas increasing in all indicators. The reason for
this is probably the history and habit of citizens there.

Sellers’ average payment

by sellers (in thousands of CZK/ Czech crowns) (CZK)
2015 580,434,955 409,210,950 705
2014 479,675,371 467,678,538 975
2013 377,020,819 321,826,633 858
2012 308,186,163 288,834,301 921
2011 270,008,563 269,077,694 997
2010 224,409,915 203,591,131 907
2009 194,231,582 200,924,496 1034
2008 169,254,912 188,964,124 1116
2007 137,899,579 155,530,892 1128
2006 116,890,828 133,746,846 1144
2005 99,756,686 114,584,198 1149
2004 84,790,403 93,885,100 1107
2003 67,652,432 77,588,299 1147

Note: 1 EUR equals about 27 CZK.

Source: The Association of Payment Cards in the Czech Republic (2016), Author’s own work.
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Figure 1. Number of transactions per type of payment instrument—Card payments (except with e-money cards) (millions, total for

the period)
Total card payments With cards with a debit function

2008| 2oo9| 2010[ 2011] 2012 2008| 2009] 2010| 2011| 2012
Belgium 934.09 997.40 1,066.89 1,154.32 122688 828.17 88520 94590 1.020.57 1,087.60
Bulgaria 1269 1268 2065 2812 3268 9.26 8.43 1296 1861  23.86
CzechRepublic | 14751  175.18 21327 26923 32045 13589 159.66 191.11 23847  279.12
Denmark 93593 95238 104760 114557 125087 867.70 91891 1,008.00 1.095.87 1,198.16
Germany 2313.06 2.459.19 2.678.07 294142 3,18220 1,878.31 200332 2,19626 2.399.67 2.579.11
Estonia 14833 15547 16736 19739 21245 13251 13833 14991 179.14 19349
Ireland 29965 30450 31529 33920 35650 18120 19510 207.79  237.60 25620
Greece 8534 8447 7899 7497 7399 7.94 924 1085 12.83 17.67
Spain 2,09836 2,157.01 228690 238627 241572 92147 95232 997.12 1,062.30 1,096.29
France 6,542.50 692325 7.391.64 7.911.01 847498 - - - - -
Ttaly 1.395.92 147146 150241 156687 1699.17 87331 902.16 91476 981.12 1.091.52
Cyprus 30.19 3187 3578 3896 4150  14.11 14.95 1798 1995 2219
Latvia 95.13 9775 101.86 11397 12796  69.41 7416 7893 9224  105.90
Lithuania 88.94 9302 9865 107.08 13085 8185 8460 8852 9539 118.05
Luxembourg 5020 5437 6501 7136 8267 3100 3404  36.16  37.83  44.17
Hungary 16630 183.56  209.46 231.54 26417 14265 15760 184.16 20437 23030
Malta 10.13 11.24 1299 1384 1573 6.47 7.17 8.07 3.88 10.23
Netherlands 1.876.85 2.070.56 2.305.59 244444 264289 1779.87 1978.12 220641 233392 2.530.66
Austria 34429  383.61 421.54 44632 48875 27453 29280 31689 32862  358.79
Poland 57667 703.91 84423 102599 121559 42508 52883 65665 826.67 1,001.54
Portugal 1,00631 1,069.49 117047 123747 1214.16 5 . - . s
Romania 7588 8751 10527 13038 15808  57.73 7007  87.15 10744 13033
Slovenia 108.64 11089 11684 12081 12744 6567 6961 7493  79.67 8537
Slovakia 8733 11439 12949 15261 17054 7770 102.16 11698 139.58  156.59
Finland 992.00  899.00 1,040.00 1,091.82 1,155.62 91400 83500 953.00 994.96 1,053.23
Sweden 1,650.40 1.773.10 194030 198230 2,190.00 1,196.40 130630 142120 1477.50 1,648.00
United Kingdom| 7,595.00 8.185.00 8.807.00 9,901.00 10,546.00 5.446.00 6,017.00 6.604.00 7.612.00 8,155.00
Euro area total [18,087.52 19.142.69 20,617.89 22,189.07 23,581.19 7.776.04 8281.16 9.003.10 9.836.62 10,583.12
EU total 29.667.64 31,562.25 34.173.56 37.124.25 39.817.84 16.418.21 17.745.05 19.485.69 21.605.18 23.473.38

Source: ECB (2

013)

Total card payments With cards with a delayed debit function

2oos| 2oo9| 2010| 2011| 2012 2oos| 2009| 201o| 2011| 2012
Belgium 934.09 99740 1,066.89 1,154.32 1226.88 - - = ) :
Bulgaria 12.69 1268 2065 2812 3268 - . - - -
CzechRepublic | 147.51 17518 21327 26923 32045 0.14 0.16 0.25 0.24 0.25
Denmark 93593 95238 1.047.60 1,14557 1250.87 . - . - -
Germany 2313.06 2.459.19 2.678.07 294142 318220 39498 41539 44789 50122  559.69
Estonia 14833 15547 16736 197.39 21245 0.00 0.00 - < =
Ireland 29965 30450 31529 33920  356.50 = - - ’ <
Greece 8534 8447 7899 7497 7399 2.14 1.96 1.79 1.63 1.48
Spain 2,09836 2.157.01 228690 238627 2.415.72 = = . . =
France 6.542.50 692325 7,391.64 7.911.01 847498 = = = . =
Italy 1,395.92 147146 150241 1,566.87 1,699.17 - - - - -
Cyprus 30.19 3187 3578 3896  41.50 0.13 0.69 0.82 0.92 0.96
Latvia 95.13 9775 10186 11397 127.96 2.83 3.69 483 711 1066
Lithuania 8894 9302 9865 107.08 130.85 - - - - -
Luxembourg 5020 5437 6501 7136 8267 - - 2 . ’
Hungary 16630 183.56  209.46 23154  264.17 0.52 0.45 0.50 0.50 0.46
Malta 10.13 11.24 12.99 13.84 15.73 - - - - -
Netherlands 1.876.85 2.070.56 230559 244444 2642.89 - - - - -
Austria 34429 38361 42154 44632 48875 3667 5684 6849 7949  89.80
Poland 57667 70391 84423 102599 121559 1449  13.67 12.36 1189  11.81
Portugal 1.006.31 1.069.49 117047 123747 1214.16 - - = - -
Romania 7588 8751 10527 13038  158.08 0.59 0.26 0.46 0.51 0.46
Slovenia 108.64 11089 116.84 12081 12744 3927 3835 3893 3807 3883
Slovakia 8733 11439 12949 15261 170.54 0.21 0.17 0.19 0.17 0.14
Finland 992.00  899.00 1,040.00 1,091.82 1.155.62 - . = - .
Sweden 1,65040 1773.10 194030 198230 2,190.00 4290 4030 4620 4190  43.00
United Kingdom| 7,595.00 8.185.00 8.807.00 9.901.00 10,546.00 179.00 166.00 170.00 166.00 167.00
Euro area total [18,087.52 19,142.69 20.617.89 22.189.07 23,581.19  473.19 51341 55811 621.50 690.90
EU total 29.667.64 3156225 34,173.56 37.124.25 39.817.84 713.86 73794 79270 849.64 924.54

Source: ECB (2

22

013)
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Figure 2. Number of transactions per type of payment instrument—Card payments (except with e-money cards) (millions, total for
the period)

With cards with a ‘With cards with a debit and/or
credit function delayed debit function

2008[ 2009[ 2010| 2011 | 2012 2008] 2009] 2010| 2011 | 2012
Belgium - - - - - - - - - -
Bulgaria 3.44 425 7.69 9.51 8.82 - - - - -
Czech Republic 1148 1536 2191 3052 4108 - - - - -
Denmark 68.23 33.47 39.60 49.70 52.71 - - - - -
Germany 3977 4048 3392 4053 4340 - - - - -
Estonia 1582  17.14 1746 1825 1894 - - - - -
Ireland 11845 10940 107.50 101.60  100.30 . . . . .
Greece 75.26 73.27 66.35 60.52 54.84 - - - - -
Spain 2 . . . . . 5 . . .
France - - - - - - - - - -
Italy - - - - - - - - - -
Cyprus 1584 1614 1686 1796 1820 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.15
Latvia 2289 1990 1810 1463 1140 - - - - -
Lithuania 7.09 842 1013 1170  12.80 - - - - -
Luxembourg 19.20 20.33 28.85 33.53 38.50 - - - - -
Hungary 2313 2551 24 81 26.67 3341 - - - - -
Malta 3.65 4.07 4.92 4.96 5.50 - - - - -
Netherlands - - - - - - - - - -
Austria 33.10 33.97 36.16 38.21 40.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Poland 137.10 16140 17523 18743 20224 - - - = =
Portugal - - - - - 866.99 907.15 963.34 1,004.18 976.82
Romania 17.54 17.18 17.67 2243 27.29 - - - - -
Slovenia 3.70 293 2.99 3.07 3.23 - - - - -
Slovakia 942 12.06 1232 12.86 13.81 - - - - -
Finland - - - - - - - - - -
Sweden 101.10 107.80 139.40 115.20 123.00 125.70 132.20 136.80 151.50 162.00
United Kingdom| 1,791.00 1.819.00 1.857.00 1926.00 2,023.00 - - - - -
Euro area total 308.98 312.65 309.87 33148 336.88 867.10 907.25 963.45 1,004.31 976.96
EU total 251723 254209 2.638.85 272526 287263 99280 1,03945 110025 1,155.81 1,138.96

Source: ECB (2013)

With cards with a With cards with a credit and/or
credit function delayed debit function

2008| 2009| 2010| 2011| 2012 2008| 2oo9| 201o| 2011| 2012
Belgium - . . - - 10592 11220 12099 13374 139.28
Bulgaria 3.44 425 7.69 9.51 8.82 - - - . -
Czech Republic 11.48 1536 2191 3052 41.08 - - - - -
Denmark 6823 3347 3960 4970 5271 - - - . .
Germany 3977 4048 3392 4053 4340 - - - - -
Estonia 15.82 17.14 17.46 18.25 18.94 - - - - -
Ireland 11845 10940 107.50 101.60  100.30 . . . . .
Greece 7526 7327 6635 6052 5484 - - - - -
Spain - - - - - 114435 1,169.18 126148 130222 1,303.27
France - - - - - - - - - -
Italy . s s . - 52261 56930 587.66 58576  607.65
Cyprus 15.84 16.14 16.86 17.96 18.20 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Latvia 22.89 19.90 18.10 14.63 11.40 = - = = .
Lithuania 7.09 8.42 10.13 11.70 12.80 = - = < .
Luxembourg 1920 2033 2885 3353 3850 - - - - -
Hungary 23.13 2551 24.81 2667 3341 - - - - -
Malta 3.65 4.07 492 4.96 5.50 - - - - -
Netherlands - - - - - 9698 9244 9918 11053 11224
Austria 33.10 3397 3616 3821  40.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Poland 137.10 16140 17523 18743  202.24 - - - - -
Portugal - - - - - 13932 16234 207.13 23329 237.34
Romania 17.54 17.18 1767 2243 2729 0.02 = = z -
Slovenia 3.70 293 2.99 3.07 3.23 5 . - . 5
Slovakia 9.42 12.06 12.32 12.86 13.81 E = = . =
Finland = - = - - 7800 6400  87.00  96.86 102.38
Sweden 101.10 107.80 13940 11520 123.00 18420 186.60 19670 19630 214.00
United Kingdom| 1,791.00 1.819.00 1.857.00 192600 202300 179.00 183.00 17600 197.00 201.00
Euro area total | 30898 31265 309.87 33148 33688 2,087.18 2,169.47 236343 246240 2,502.17
EU total 251723 254209 2.638.85 272526 287263 245040 2,539.07 273613 285570 2917.17

Source: ECB (2013)
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3 Methods

Two types of questionnaires (see enclosures) were used in
different ways. These questionnaires were sent to clients
using an Internet application; sellers’ responses were
obtained through personal contact. Both questionnaires con-
tained anonymous questions. They required soft and hard
data. The questionnaire included closed and open questions.
The survey was conducted in April and May 2016.

The structure of the sample is presented in the next
section. The obtained answers were analyzed using relative
frequencies.

4 Results
4.1 Clients

The questionnaire responses were obtained from online
Czech questionnaire pages Vyplnto.cz. The advantage of this
approach is low time demands and the possibility to appeal
to more respondents. The disadvantage is a lower return and
loss of personal touch with respondents.

The research included adult citizens of the Czech Republic.
The average time to complete the questionnaire was 68
seconds. The questionnaire consisted of 11 questions to
obtain information on respondents’ age, sex, education, and
ownership of payment cards as well as how they use them
(e.g., how often and how much they pay). If they did not
have any cards, they were asked why not.

Ultimately, 230 women and 122 men responded (i.e., 65.3%
and 34.7%, respectively). The age was divided into four
target audiences: from 15 to 26 years (65%), from 27 to 40
years (25%), from 41 to 60 years (9%), and over 60 years
(1%). The education of respondents was as follows: 177
(50.2%) had a university degree, 152 (43.2%) completed
some college, and the remaining 17.6% had professional
training or basic education.

Concerning the ownership of payment cards there, only 29
respondents (8.2%) had none. Meanwhile, 62.8% had only
1 card, 27.8% had 2 cards, and 9.4% had more than 2 cards.
Among the youngest respondents, nearly 93% owned cards,
compared to 97% in the middle category 90% in the two
oldest categories. Men more often owned more than 2 cards
than women (52% versus 24%, respectively). Results are
shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Ownership of payment cards

M one

Two
More

9,38%

27,81%

Source: Author’s own work

The next answer targeted the use of cards. A majority (297)
of respondents indicated using payment cards for shopping
(92%). Explanations for why respondents used payment
cards are shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4. Why do you pay by cards?

91,25%
12,12%

' 4,04%
11,78%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

Another answer
M Rewards by the bank

Discounts by the retailer
M | do not need to carry cash

Source: Author’s own work

Bank bonuses or rewards in the Czech Republic are mostly
offered by credit cards. These do not seem to be very attrac-
tive to clients in this research. People use payment cards to
withdraw money from ATMs, make quick and comfortable
payments, and lower the possibility of making a mistake on
a payment while clarifying the payment arrangement.

The answers to the next questions regarding frequency and
volume of respondents’ payment are shown the Table 2.

From the table it is clear that people in the Czech Republic
use cards as a more common way of payment, but only
several times a month.
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Table 2. Use of Payment Cards

Frequency of payments Number of respondents %

Daily 33 111
Several times in a week 131 441
Once in a week 31 10.4
Several times in a month 70 23.6
Not so much 32 10.8

Source: Author’s own work

The last two questions were oriented to non-owners of
payment cards. They were not required to answer, but 90%
of affected respondents answered. The first one was reasons
for non-ownership of cards. It was an open question, and
respondents usually answered in two ways: They did not see
any need for a payment card or they did not have an account
with any bank because they do not have money (mostly
students and seniors respondents). Yet 61% said there was a
possibility they would get a card in the future.

4.2 Sellers

The second part of the research involved personally ad-
ministered questionnaires to owners or managers of retail
shops in four towns in South Bohemia: Ceské Bud&jovice
(population of 95,000), Téabor (35,000), Milevsko (9,000),
and Chynov (2,500). In total, 51 shops were screened: 27
in Milevsko, 10 in Ceské Budéjovice, 11 in Tébor, and 3

Table 3. Composition of Sellers

in Chynov. The questionnaire included 7 requests: 1 for the
non-owner of a payment terminal the rest for the owner. The
basic description of respondents (sellers) is summarized in
Table 3.

According to the data, 70.6% of respondents offered the pos-
sibility to pay by any card. The remaining 29.4% are shops
with small returns or cheaper goods. The exact division of
their interest is shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5. Would you purchase a payment terminal?

M ves

M Probably yes
Probably no
Probably no

Source: Author’s own work

Regarding respondents using a non-cash payment system,
the first question targeted the agreement. Among 36 shops,
31 have signed agreements with all providers in the Czech
Republic (i.e., Visa, MasterCard, Amex, Diners Club and
JBC). Visa and MasterCard providers are present in all
shops (i.e., 36) while the remaining 5 shops have not signed

Core business Number of respondents % ’ )

Households needs 5 39 agreements with Diners Club, Amex, or JBC.

Drugstore 4 /8 The second questions analyzed the turnover situation, as
Electric appliances 3 5.9 shown in Table 4.

Toys 4 7.8

Pets needs 4 7.8

Books 3 59 Table 4. Payments by Cards in Turnover

Jewelry 3 59 o

Flowers 2 5.9 ﬁj&foelaé);ments of rglsupggsgr?fs 78 O [P
Pharmacy 3 5.9 0-10 7 194
Shoes 3 5.9 11-20 3 8.3

Wear 4 7.8 21-30 9 25.0

Food 8 15.7 31-40 6 16.8
Underwear 2 39 41-50 1 194

Sport 3 5.9 Over 50 1 2.8

Not specific 3 5.9 | do not know 3 8.3

Source: Author’s own work

Source: Author’s own work
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The data indicated that 29 respondents were satisfied with
this way of payment. Only 2 respondents complained about
technical problems, which sometimes happen and disturb
them. The first one complained about old terminals that do
not work perfectly. She thought that having NerField Com-
munication (NFC) technology would solve the problem.
The second one complained about a problem common to
shoe shops; there are lot of claims, but they cannot return
money to clients. The last question analyzed NFC technolo-
gy placement, which seems very attractive. This technology
was offered in 16 of 36 shops.

5 Discussion

The paper examined the market of payment cards in the
Czech Republic to compare it with some other countries.
The history of retail payments over the past three decades
shows a steady migration toward electronic and card-based
payments. In the continued pursuit of revenue growth,
issuers in mature markets, such as the US, Canada, and
the UK, have looked to developing markets for sources of
growth. The fastest-growing card markets are in Eastern
Europe, India, Brazil, and China. These countries, along
with Turkey, Greece, Russia, the Czech Republic, Hungary,
and Poland are all enjoying double-digit transaction growth
in the use of cards, starting from a very small penetration of
cards in the population. These markets show great promise in
the long term (Baxley & Hergenroeder, 2012). For example,
the number of cards issued or used in 2016 was 11,399,055,
including 2,231,866 credit cards and 9,154,399 debit cards.
This total exceeds the number of inhabitants in the Czech
Republic.

According to a survey of Reserve Bank of India (RBI), more
cardholders reduced the number of cards in their wallets
and consolidated spending with a single card in 2011. The
proportion of single cardholders grew most in India in 2011
(90%), followed by the Philippines (84%) and Malaysia
(80%). The use of cards is perceived differently by various
consumer classes. Women might be bigger spenders than
men, but they use their debit cards less frequently accord-
ing to the RBI study (Kuman & Tanu, 2013). This finding
does not correspond with our survey, suggesting that Asian
markets change in a different way than the market in the
Czech Republic.

In the US, 39.4% of families carry a credit debt with an
average debt of $7,100. People are likely to underreport
their debt on such surveys, so the figure could be substan-
tially higher. One consequence of debt is personal bankrupt-
cy filings, which numbered more than 1.5 million in 2010.
College students are especially vulnerable because credit

26

card debt adds on to student loans (Soll, Keeney, & Larrick,
2012). This finding corresponds with our survey, which was
not oriented to the credit card market, but this market was
included in the research.

Credit card usage has become widespread in Turkey in the
past decade. The number of credit cards increased from
13.4 million in 2000 to 47 million in 2010, making Turkey
the second-largest market in Europe, after the UK. As the
market increased and reached risky segments of society,
problems associated with credit cards ensued. Many card-
holders defaulted on their debts. Overconsumption fueled
by credit card advertisements, promotions, installments, and
easy access to credit might have contributed to this outcome.
Cardholders’ dissatisfaction became an overriding concern
for both the state and banks in the mid-2000s. A series of
credit card regulations, including a price ceiling on interest
rates, were enacted in 2006. The problems and complaints
about credit cards, however, do not seem to have dimin-
ished (Akin et al., 2012). It looks like the matter of financial
literacy is very important in the use of credit cards, and it
is necessary to continue to research this situation in any
country.

According to Wright (2012), some have further argued that
retailers accept cards that raise their costs, as the alterna-
tive—rejecting payment cards—is not a viable option for
retailers given that customers expect to be able to use these
cards (i.e., the so-called must-take cards argument).

This survey found an increasing volume of payments made
by cards from year to year in the Czech Republic. This
payment method is now very common, as evident from the
decreased average amount. A good aim for future surveys is
to examine credit card use and problems connected with the
resulting debt.

6 Conclusion

The target of this paper was to analyze the use of payment
cards in the retail sector of the Czech Republic. The research
was conducted with both clients and sellers.

The history of payments by cards started in the Czech
Republic in the 1990s, when the market started to offer
this service. In the beginning, cards were mostly used for
withdrawing money from ATMs, but this changed very
quickly. In 2007, the number of withdrawals was nearly
the same as the number of payments by card. Such big
growth stemmed from the use of NFC technology, which
offered quicker, more comfortable, and safer payments
without cash.



Libéna Kantnerova: Payment Cards

This research found that 92% of 352 respondents in South
Bohemia have payment cards and more than 35% have more
than one card. Non-owners are mostly students and senior
citizens. Nearly 92% of credit card owners use it for retail
payments. They see advantages from cards, such as no-fee
payments (unlike ATM withdrawals), no need to carry a lot
of money with them, and quick and safe manipulation. The
disadvantages mentioned included the time required for
payments and the habit of carrying cash.

Among retailers, 70% of sellers had a payment terminal.
Sellers of cheaper goods mostly did not have a terminal
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Enclosure 1: Questionnaire for users

1)
2)
3.
4)
5.)
6.)
7.)
8.)
9.)

Say please your age

Say please your sex

Say please your education level: university, college, professional, basic

Ownership of any payment card? Yes/no

If no, why?

If yes, do you use it? Yes/no

How often you use it?

How much do you pay on it (average amount)?

Why do you have it? I do not need to carry cash/Rewards from the bank/Discount from retailer/Another reason

10.) Do you have one or more cards?
11.) If you do not have any card now, do you think you might in the future?


http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=4&sid=b6ae5c3c-7561-4a18-8806-c5b76eea1abf%40sessionmgr111&hid=125
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=4&sid=b6ae5c3c-7561-4a18-8806-c5b76eea1abf%40sessionmgr111&hid=125
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=5&sid=0b353bcc-f5e1-4150-b00f-8e8c276104fc%40sessionmgr198&hid=112
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=5&sid=0b353bcc-f5e1-4150-b00f-8e8c276104fc%40sessionmgr198&hid=112
http://sdw.ecb.europa.eu/browse.do?node=3447413
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=4&sid=0b353bcc-f5e1-4150-b00f-8e8c276104fc%40sessionmgr198&hid=112
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=4&sid=0b353bcc-f5e1-4150-b00f-8e8c276104fc%40sessionmgr198&hid=112
http://statistiky.cardzone.cz/download/sbk_statistika_2016.pdf
http://statistiky.cardzone.cz/download/sbk_statistika_2016.pdf
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=5&sid=0b353bcc-f5e1-4150-b00f-8e8c276104fc%40sessionmgr198&hid=112
http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=5&sid=0b353bcc-f5e1-4150-b00f-8e8c276104fc%40sessionmgr198&hid=112

NASE GOSPODARSTVO / OUR ECONOMY Vol. 62 No. 3 / September 2016

Enclosure 2: Questionnaire for retailers

1.) Say please your core business

2.) Do you have a payment terminal? Yes/no

3.) If no, would you purchase a payment terminal? Yes/Probably yes/Probably no/No

4.) If yes, how is your agreement made?

5.) Say please the participation of payments in your turnover: 0-10%/11-20%/21-30%/31-40%/41-50%/More than 50%/
I do not know

6.) Are you satisfied with this way of payments?

7.) Do you have NFC technology?
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Placilne kartice

lzvlecek

Cilj tega ¢lanka je analizirati uporabo placilnih kartic med kupci in med prodajalci v prodaji na drobno na Ce$kem. Vprasalniki,
namenjeni kupcem, so usmerjeni na zadovoljstvo s karticami in z njimi povezanimi storitvami. Pri kupcih analiziramo
zadovoljstvo z dobi¢kom in funkcijami kartic. Raziskava kaze, da ima od 352 respondentov v Juzni Cedki placilne kartice 92
odstotkov ljudi in da jih ima vec kot 35 odstotkov vec¢ kartic. Ugotovljeno je bilo, da ima 70 odstotkov prodajalcev placilni
terminal.

Klju€ne besede: placilna kartica, placilo, prodajalci, placilni terminal, uporabniki



