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ABSTRACT
The Moderating Effect of Financial Literacy

on the Adoption of Fintech

The emergence of new technologies has enabled the development of new business
models in the financial services industry similar to other industries. Thanks to these
new technologies and business models, Fintech is now capable of competing with
traditional financial service providers. In this academic work, Fintech is defined as
certain companies that provide financial products and services other than traditional
financial service companies. The effect of selected risk and benefit factors on the
Fintech adoption intention through perceived benefit and perceived risk was
investigated within the scope of this research. Moreover, to what extent the financial
literacy levels of the users affect their Fintech adoption intention was examined.
Finally, it was investigated if the effect of perceived benefit and risk constructs on
Fintech adoption intention differs significantly for current and potential Fintech
users. The survey as part of this research was reached a total number of 389
participants. The results obtained in this research are believed to attract the attention
of researchers working in this field, companies operating in the financial services

industry as well as existing customers and potential users of Fintech.



OZET

Finansal Okuryazarligin Fintech Kabuliindeki Diizenleyici Etkisi

Yeni teknolojilerin ortaya ¢ikmasi tiim sektorlerde oldugu gibi finansal hizmet
sektoriinde de farkli is modellerinin belirmesine olanak saglamistir. Fintechler ise
gelisen yeni teknoloji ve yeni is modelleri sayesinde geleneksel finansal hizmet
saglayicilariyla rekabet edebilir hale gelmistir. Bu arastirmada Fintechler, geleneksel
finansal hizmet saglayici sirketlerin haricinde finansal {irlin ve hizmet sunan sirketler
olarak tanimlanmistir. Calisma kapsaminda secilmis olan cesitli risk ve fayda
unsurlarinin, algilanan risk ve fayda araciligiyla Fintech sirketlerinin kabuliine olan
etkisi arastirilmistir. Ayrica, kullanicilarin finansal okuryazarlik diizeylerinin,
Fintech’lerin sagladigi hizmet ve servislerin kabulii tizerindeki etkisinin ne diizeyde
oldugu incelenmistir. Son olarak, Fintech sirketlerinin sundugu iiriin ve hizmetleri
halihazirda kullanmakta olan ve kullanmay1 diisiinen kisiler arasinda algilanan fayda
ve risk etkisi a¢isindan kabul diizeylerinden belirgin bir farklilik olup olmadig:
calisilmistir. Arastirma kapsaminda toplam 389 katilimciya ulagilmistir. Bu
arastirmanin sonuglarinin, bu alanda ¢alisma yapan arastirmacilar, finansal hizmet
sektoriinde yer alan sirketler, Fintech’ler ve Fintech’lerin sundugu hizmetlerin

mevcut ve potansiyel kullanicilar: tarafindan ilgi gorecegi diistiniilmektedir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

New technologies have changed and reshaped many industries. Financial services
industry is one of the most disrupted ones among them. Providing a new product, a
new concept or a new service to customers does not lead those customers to adopt
this new value proposition in the first place. They might show some resistance, be
sceptical about benefits or even consider it as risky. Therefore, it is prominent to
study how customers perceive risks and benefits attached to a certain product or a
service.

Even though the term “Fintech” itself has a long history within Finance and
Information Systems literature, no consensus has been reached in the definition of
Fintech yet (Zavolokina, Dolata & Schwabe, 2016).

The awareness of Fintech is rising all around the world (KPMG, 2018). The
proliferation of Fintech increases financial access among societies. There is a great
potential Fintech holds to democratize financial industry and increase financial
access so that a greater financial inclusion can be achieved.

In this study, Fintech is regarded as companies providing financial technology

apart from traditional financial service providers.

1.1 Fintech ecosystem in Turkey and around the world
Total investment allocated to Fintech companies in 2018 hit a record-high $111.8
billion globally (KPMG, 2018). Those numbers indicate a very promising

momentum and future for Fintech companies.



A wide range of Fintech adoption percentage can be observed among
countries. The high end of this spectrum mainly consists of Asian countries such as
China and India. Whereas, Peru and Chile were ranked bottom in the list. There can
be various reasons such as different juridical rules, population and cultural
differences.

Even though Turkey stands out as a heavily regulated financial market,
Fintech ecosystem has been flourishing in recent years in accordance with the global
rise of Fintech. According to a report by Fintech Istanbul, over 300 Fintech
companies were listed under 13 categories and 72 subcategories as of June 2019.
Those 13 categories stand out as payment, banking, financing, corporate finance,
insurance, crowdfunding, investment, personal finance management, wealth

management, hubs and others, asset management, big data, and crypto-fintech.

1.2 Purpose of this research
The main objective of this research is to investigate the impact of financial literacy
levels of users on Fintech usage intention while using a combined benefit and risk
framework.

It further examines whether potential and current Fintech users differ from
each other in terms of their level of Fintech usage intention as well as the

significance of designated benefit and risk items.

1.3 Significance of this research
First of all, there is a limited number of academic researches that solely investigates
Fintech adoption unlike the adoption of other existing technologies such as internet

banking, mobile banking, and mobile payment.



Secondly, there is a lack of research to examine what triggers this adoption
decision in Turkey. Understanding Turkish Fintech context might be beneficial for
various stakeholders. Similarly, Turkish users’ behaviours on Fintech adoption may
give a hint to understand other developing countries’ Fintech ecosystems as well.
This research not only focuses on actual Fintech users’ behaviours but also
investigates potential users’ perceptions and priorities while adopting the products
and services Fintech companies are offered.

It is important to note that most of the studies in this field include a very
limited range of Fintech types. Those are mainly payment services, money
remittance, and credit comparison and scoring. This study further explores other
types of Fintech companies including mobile wallets, cryptocurrencies, insurance,
and personal finance management.

Thirdly, inspecting the possible relationship between Fintech adoption and
financial literacy may lead to explain how and in what extent financial literacy skills
cause the adoption of Fintech services.

Last but not least, the investors and other financial and non-financial industry
players can take the outcome of this research as an input while prioritizing their

investment decisions and positioning themselves on the market.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, the academic literature regarding the adoption of new technologies
particularly relevant to financial industry is explained. Furthermore, the views of
several scholars on financial literacy are briefly discussed. This chapter also
introduces how the adoption of new technologies differs for current and potential
users. This section aims to highlight the relevance and the prominence of Fintech

through different perspectives offered by scholars.

2.1 Financial literacy
Financial literacy stands out as a prominent concept both at an individual and a
national level. It has been defined by the President’s Advisory Council on Financial
Literacy (PACFL, 2008) as follows: “The ability to use knowledge and skills to
manage financial resources effectively for a lifetime of financial well-being”.
However, Hung et al. (2009) noted that scholars fail to agree on the definition and
the measurement of financial literacy. For instance, Remund (2010) asserts that
having financial knowledge is necessary but not sufficient when it comes to
measuring financial literacy. Handling personal finance management with confidence
both for short and long term financial planning also matters for such measurement.
Mandell (2007) illustrated the practical side of financial literacy and stated
that financial literacy can be defined as the capability of selecting relevant financial

products among all new and complex alternatives for maximizing long-term returns.



Huston (2010) highlighted the knowledge dimension and the application
dimension of financial literacy and defined it as a measurement of the understanding
and the usage levels of individuals’ financial information.

The emergence of new technologies in the financial services industry also
enables new distribution channels and thus the exposure of new segments among
societies to the financial system. Digital financial literacy is highly likely to be as
relevant as financial literacy since its effect on the financial well-being of the
customers is expected to increase in the near future. Customers will be required to
increase their financial sophistication levels to use Fintech efficiently and protecting
themselves from any fraudulent acts and monetary loss derived from such events.
(Morgan, Huang & Trinh, 2019). In their brief, they suggest four dimensions of
digital financial literacy; (i) knowledge of digital financial products and services, (ii)
awareness of digital financial risks, (iii) knowledge of digital financial risk control

and (iv) knowledge of consumer rights and redress procedures.

2.2 Fintech

Fintech has become increasingly popular and gained significant importance. Yet,
there is no consensus regarding how Fintech is defined and perceived among
scholars. (Zavolokina, L., Dolata, M. and Schwabe, G., 2016).

According to Kim et al. (2016), Fintech is defined as an innovative service
that enhances financial services with the help of new technologies. Lee and Kim
(2015) describes Fintech as a blend of existing financial services and IT technology
in order to enhance financial service performance including all underlying technical

processes. Similarly, Maier (2016) defined Fintech as emerging businesses that



deliver value to customers by harnessing technology and challenging established
financial service companies.

Fintech is shaping the perceptions of all stakeholders. Buchanan et al. (2018)
discussed the effect of Fintech globally and stated that financial industry players are
challenged all over the world to establish exceptional financial products and services.

Fintech is also changing the delivery of financial services operations
extensively. According to Gomber et al. (2019), Fintech harnesses advanced
technologies such as artificial intelligence and machine learning to execute customer
management and operational risk management. Moreover, it restricts human touch
on non-value added or repetitive parts of the operations with the help of machine
intelligence and only allows to include where it may create additional value.

As Fintech enters the financial industry next to traditional financial services
companies, regulatory environment and demands from both entities have
transformed as well. Anagnostopoulos (2018) stated that even though some
regulatory standards might be binding for established banks, those standards are only
partially binding for challenger banks. Additionally, as Fintech becomes an
important phenomenon, lack of agreed international standards on Fintech
intermediation as well as growing differences on local regulatory requirements have
become obvious constantly.

Ozili (2018) draws attention to the fact that Fintech plays a critical role in
financial inclusion through its digital financial services capabilities and scale
advantages. Yet, for-profit Fintech’s delivery to the financially disadvantaged people
in the society may lead to government funding necessities in case of the emergence

of systemic cost externalities.



Fintech was regarded as technology-intensive financial products and services
provided by non-financial industry service companies in this academic work. In this
study, Fintech includes financial products and services categorized under payment
services, money remittance, credit comparison and credit scoring, mobile wallets,

cryptocurrencies, insurance, and personal finance management.



CHAPTER 3

THEORETICAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES

The valence framework has been used in this research. It is a useful model to explain
the dynamics of customers’ decision-making process through its two main constructs
of perceived benefit and perceived risk. Perceived benefit aims to explain the main
motivation behind increasing expected positive conditions, whereas perceived risk
helps to identify the motivation behind reducing the expected negative conditions.
(Lu, Yang, Chau & Cao, 2011)

It has been hypothesized that if the perceived benefit of certain products or services
surpasses its perceived risk, those items are strong candidates for adoption in the
view of users. According to Kim, Ferrin and Rao (2009), customers finalize their
decisions in order to maximize net valence. Therefore, net valence is a useful
framework to investigate the overall impact of various perceived risk and benefit
items.

As the risk factor perceived by the users surges, it has been expected that the
unwillingness to selecting this alternative increases and thus negatively relates to the
usage intention of users. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 1: Perceived benefit is positively related to Fintech usage

intention.

Hypothesis 2: Perceived risk is negatively related to Fintech usage intention

Economic benefit, seamless transaction and convenience have been selected
as relevant benefit factors as also proposed in Ryu (2018). Economic benefit can be

associated with cost advantages or accessing lower-cost opportunities obtained by



specifically selecting those products or services unlike the alternatives offered in the
market. Thus, users can get a monetarily benefit when picking that alternative.
Saksonova and Kuzmina-Merlin (2017) suggested that Fintech provides cheaper
insurance products and services to customers compared to existing companies
operating in insurance industry. Similarly, Fintech enables customer to by offering
certain financial products such as loans with lower costs with the help of the
technology (Mackenzie, 2015).

Seamless transaction is referred to as a positive factor for technology
adoption in most cases. In Fintech context, this has no exception and mainly
emphasizing removing middle man between customers and service providers.
Traditional financial institutions play the role of a middle man that has either little or
no control in regards to value proposition. Vives (2017) illustrated that the
transactions of peer-to-peer lending are completed in a way that limits financial
intermediary’s benefit.

Convenience in the financial services industry has become an important
benefit factor that all users demand. As the rivalry among financial services
providers soars, delivering the quickest possible service without any time and
location limitations has become a prominent point of differentiation among
companies. Teo et al. (2015) investigated the effect of perceived transactional
convenience on mobile payment adoption. Similar to mobile payment adoption,
convenience was found to be positively related to the adoption intention of mobile
banking system adoption (Shen, Huang, Chu & Hsu, 2010). Kim et al. (2015) also
pointed out that convenience is one of the most prominent and significant factor for
payment-type Fintech usage next to the factor of usefulness. Hence, this resulted in

developing the following three hypotheses:



Hypothesis 3: Economic benefit is positively related to perceived benefit.
Hypothesis 4: Seamless transaction is positively related to perceived benefit.
Hypothesis 5: Convenience is positively related to perceived benefit.

Not only the benefit factors but also the risk factors are affecting customers’
usage intention through their perceived risk of Fintech. Financial risk refers to the
potential or realized monetary losses while using Fintech. Customer may be exposed
to financial risk due to financial or payment frauds. Most of the time, financial risk
has a significant negative effect on customers’ adoption intention to online
banking (Lee, 2019) and to mobile payment (Williams, Roderick & Davies, 2017).
Therefore, it creates an unwillingness for customers to use Fintech products and
services.

Legal risk is mainly derived from the legal uncertainty regarding using
certain technology. Potential and the current Fintech users can hardly feel themselves
knowledgeable about regulations. While explaining the effects of some risk items on
e-banking acceptance of customers, Shafei and Mirani (2011) described legal risk as
the damage due to the missing laws addressing electronic crimes or missing
information regarding the this concept while explaining e-banking acceptance. This
may also be originated from the excessive number of regulations or the specificity of
Fintech environment.

Security risk refers to the possible losses from fraudulent actions in forms of
financial information leakages and other forms of privacy invasions. Lee (2009)
showed that security risk had the strongest negative effect on the online banking
adoption of customers.

Operational risk comes into existence in Fintech context in several ways. The

lack of organizational response to a big operational problem or failing to take the

10



expected actions by the customers on time might pose a great risk for some

customers. Again, the following risk factors in Ryu (2018) have been picked in the

research model:

Hypothesis 6: Financial risk is positively related to perceived risk
Hypothesis 7: Legal risk is positively related to perceived risk
Hypothesis 8: Security risk is positively related to perceived risk
Hypothesis 9: Operational risk is positively related to perceived risk

While exposing to a new product, new service or new technology, users tend

to be more attentive to possible risks and negative outcomes due to their low level of

experience (Phonthanukitithaworn, Sellitto and Fong, 2016). In addition to that,

potential users have less time and opportunity to form their opinions on risk items

compared to current users (Byun and Byun, 2013). Therefore, it is expected that the

effect of perceived risk on Fintech usage intention will be greater for current users.

Additionally, hypotheses regarding the user type and financial literacy items were

listed:

Hypothesis 10: The effect of perceived benefit on Fintech usage intention in
current users is greater than potential users

Hypothesis 11: The effect of perceived risk on Fintech usage intention in
current users is greater than potential users

Hypothesis 12: The effect of perceived benefit on Fintech usage intention in
high basic financial literate people is greater than low basic financial literate
people

Hypothesis 13: The effect of perceived risk on Fintech usage intention in low
basic financial literate people is greater than high basic financial literate

people

11



Hypothesis 14: The effect of perceived benefit on Fintech usage intention in
high advanced financial literate people is greater than low advanced financial
literate people

Hypothesis 15: The effect of perceived risk on Fintech usage intention in low
advanced financial literate people is greater than high advanced financial
literate people

After depicting all of the constructs, benefit and risk factors, the proposed

theoretical model finalized as indicated in Figure 1:

Economic
Benefit

Seamless
Transaction

Perceived
Benefit

Convenience

Fintech
Usage
Intention

Financial
Risk

Legal Risk Percerved

Risk

Security
Risk

Advanced
Financial
Literacy

Basic
Financial
Risk Literacy

Y

Operational

Figure 1. Proposed theoretical model
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this section, the details of the survey development process, demographic
characteristics and the sample data collection method are discussed extensively to

clarify the research methodology used in this study.

4.1 Survey development

An online survey was created by adopting available scales in order to test the
hypotheses explained in theoretical models and hypotheses part. It was aimed to
measure the effects of the perceived risk and benefit factors on Fintech usage
intention through various risks and benefits while taking financial literacy levels of
current and potential users as moderating effects.

The survey consisted of four distinct parts and each of those parts was
designed to test different sets of hypotheses. The initial part of the survey was
included eight questions to complete. The second part of the survey was designed to
evaluate the validity of the selected benefit and risk items. The third part consisted of
nine questions to evaluate the financial literacy of the respondents. The fourth and
the final part of the questionnaire were comprised of three questions to gather the

demographics of the survey participants.
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4.2 Demographic characteristics
The questions were asked to capture the demographic characteristics to understand if
those characteristics significantly affect the relationships between constructs in the
research model:

e Gender: Male or Female

e Age: Respondents’ age with an ordinal scale of “Under 207, “20-29”, “30-

397, “40-49”, “50 or over”
e Education Level: Respondents’ last completed education level with an ordinal

scale of “High school or below”, “Bachelor’s”, “Master’s” and “Doctorate”

4.3 Data collection
One of the widely used forms of non-probability sampling methods is convenience
sampling or purposive sampling. As its name implies, this type of sampling includes
participants that take part in a survey voluntarily and willing to spend time for that
specific activity. Moreover, it is one of the most common forms of sampling among
surveys distributed online. Even though using convenience sampling may restrict
researchers in terms of making generalizations for the entire population, it is easier to
implement and more cost-efficient compared to probability sampling (Jager, Putnick
& Bornstein, 2017).

An initial questionnaire was assessed by two academicians independently in
terms of wording choices, formatting and content. A pilot test was carried out as a
next step. Feedbacks derived from this pilot test regarding the clarity of questions
and the ambiguity in some phrases have been noted. After implementing all relevant
feedbacks, the finalised version of the questionnaire was carried out. Since this

research is intended to understand Turkish customers’ Fintech usage adoption only,

14



the Turkish version of this survey was distributed. Both English and Turkish versions
of this survey can be seen in Appendix A and Appendix B respectively.

The questionnaire was distributed online through an online survey
development software and reached 760 participants during June 2019. Among all the
participants of this study, 389 of them answered all questions and thus completed the
questionnaire. This reflects that the questionnaire received a 51% response rate. An

average of five minutes was required to finalise all questions.
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CHAPTER 5

DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

5.1 Demographics of the participants

This section briefly summarizes the demographic profile of the respondents while
highlighting their gender, age and education level. The sample characteristics
showed a reasonable distribution among the listed categories in Table 1 below.
Female participants outnumbered male ones with 54 percentage. Most of the
participants fell under the 20-29 age category followed by the ones aged between 30
and 39. The participants had the following education level distribution: 6.2 percent
had an academic qualification below bachelor’s degree, 59.9 percent were bachelor’s
degree graduates, while 30.6 percent had a master’s degree and 3.3 percent held a
doctorate.

Table 1. Sample Characteristics of the Survey Participants

Sample Characteristics

Frequency Percent
Female 210 54.0%
Gender
Male 179 46.0%
Under 20 1 0.3%
20-29 156 40.1%
Age 30-39 125 32.1%
40-49 48 12.3%
50 or over 59 15.2%
High school or below 24 6.2%
. Bachelor’s 233 59.9%
Education
Master’s 119 30.6%
Doctorate 13 3.3%
Total 389 100.0%

16



As part of the questionnaire, respondents were asked whether they use
Fintech or not. As shown in Table 2, a total of 175 participants stated that they use
Fintech. Among nine different Fintech types in the choice list, mobile wallet was the
most used type of Fintech followed by payments, credit and money remittance. The
rest of the Fintech types were used less than 10% of the respondents. Those Fintech
types are crowdfunding, personal finance management and wealth/investment
management.

Table 2. Sample Characteristics of Fintech Users

Frequency Percent

Mobile wallet 125 71.4%

Payments 104 59.4%

Credit 90 51.4%

Money remittance 72 41.1%

Fintech Type Cryptocurrency 48 27.4%
Insurance 38 21.7%

Crowdfunding 10 5.7%

Personal finance management 6 3.4%

Wealth/Investment management 5 2.9%

Almost 3 months 10 5.7%

Almost 6 months 7 4.0%

. Almost 12 months 22 12.6%

Usage Period

Almost 18 months 13 7.4%

Almost 24 months 25 14.3%

More than 24 months 98 56.0%

Daily 17 9.7%

Weekly 46 26.3%

Monthly 46 26.3%

Frequency Every 3 month 20 11.4%
Every 6 month 18 10.3%

Once 1 year or less 22 12.6%

Once 2 year or less 6 3.4%

Private 155 88.6%

Type of Expense Company 3 1.7%
Both 17 9.7%
Total 175 100.0%

*Multiple selections of Fintech type were allowed so the frequency and percentage
figures do not add up 175 and 100.0% respectively.
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The majority of the Fintech users declared using Fintech products and
services for more than two years. Most of the Fintech users preferred using Fintech
weekly or monthly. As indicated in Table 3, the majority of the customers uses more
than one bank to make their financial transactions and mobile ranks first in the list as
the most preferred channel among other options. Only three participants do not own
any bank accounts at all.

Table 3. Detailed Information about Account Owners

Frequency Percent

1 62 16.1%

Number of Banks 2-4 298 77 2%
5t 26 6.7%

Mobile 307 79.5%

Preferred Channel Internet Banking 57 14.8%
Branch 17 4.4%
Call Centre 5 1.3%

Total 386 100.0%

5.2 Results

Financial literacy is one of the main research components of this academic work.
The relevant financial literacy questions were obtained and used from Van Rooij et
al. (2011). In the original academic work, there were 5 questions to assess the basic
financial literacy of respondents. All of those questions were used to test basic
financial literacy concepts such as compounding interest and time value of money.
The percentage of the correct, incorrect and “do not know” answers for basic literacy
questions were depicted in Table 4. Each basic financial literacy question except the
one that aimed to measure the money illusion concept was answered correctly by at
least three fourth of the respondents. Almost one-tenth of participants selected “do

not know” as an answer regarding the question measuring inflation.
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Table 4. Answers to Basic Financial Literacy Questions

Concept True False Do not Know
Numeracy 86.9% 6.2% 6.9%
Interest Compounding 79.4% 14.9% 5.7%
Inflation 82.5% 7.7% 9.8%
Time Value of Money 79.7% 11.6% 8.7%
Money lllusion 74.6% 21.6% 3.9%

Advanced financial literacy questions; on the other hand, test more complex
financial products and concepts such as characteristics of different financial products
and the relationship between financial indicators. The percentages of the correct,
incorrect and “do not know” answers for advanced financial literacy questions were
summarized in Table 5. Even though the questions regarding the function of the
stock market and risk diversification were mainly answered correctly, the question
measuring the relationship between interest rates and bond prices challenged

respondents the most.

Table 5. Answers to Advanced Financial Literacy Questions

Construct True False Do not
Know
The main function of stock market 81.0% 9.3% 9.8%
Relationship between interest rate and bond price | 37.3% | 28.5% 34.2%
Risk levels of stocks and bonds 51.7% 8.7% 39.6%
Risk diversification 83.0% 7.7% 9.3%

The distribution for the number of correct answers differed for basic and
advanced financial literacy questions. Almost half of the respondents were managed
to answer all basic financial literacy questions correctly. This ratio dropped to 21.6
percent for advanced financial literacy questions. Financial literacy score, which was

illustrated in Table 6, was created to reflect the success of the respondents for
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answering all of the financial literacy questions regardless of basic and advanced

financial literacy questions.

Table 6. Number of Correct Answers for Financial Literacy Questions

Number of Correct Frequency Percent
Answer

0 9 2.3%

1 11 2.8%

Basic Financial Literacy 2 25 6.4%
Questions 3 58 14.9%
4 97 24.9%

5 189 48.6%

0 23 5.9%

. o 1 47 12.1%

gﬂ\e/:tri\gﬁ(: Financial Literacy > 104 56.7%
3 131 33.7%

4 84 21.6%

0 9 2.3%

1 1 0.3%

2 7 1.8%

3 16 4.1%

. . 4 22 5.7%
Financial Literacy Score 5 a1 10.5%
6 58 14.9%

7 91 23.4%

8 85 21.9%

9 59 15.2%
Total 389 100.0%

Cronbach’s Alpha, Composite Reliability and Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) of each construct were calculated to verify convergent validity. As figures
detailed in Table 7, all AVE values were higher than 0.5. Similarly, no single
construct had Cronbach’s Alpha and Composite Reliability values lower than 0.7.
This confirmed the convergent validity of the measurement model. In order to prove
adequate discriminant validity, the numbers should be greater than the correlations
between constructs. Since all of the numbers positioned in diagonal are greater than

the correlations between constructs, it indicates good discriminant validity.
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Table 7. Convergent Validity of Constructs

Cronbach's | Composite | Average Variance
Construct Alpha Reliability | Extracted (AVE) | rho A
Economic Benefit 0.864 0.917 0.787 0.872
Seamless Transaction 0.828 0.897 0.743 0.833
Convenience 0.891 0.932 0.821 0.893
Financial Risk 0.826 0.896 0.742 0.833
Legal Risk 0.858 0.903 0.700 0.869
Security Risk 0.885 0.929 0.813 0.892
Operational Risk 0.860 0.915 0.782 0.860
Perceived Benefit 0.903 0.933 0.776 0.910
Perceived Risk 0.856 0.914 0.780 0.863
Fintech Usage Intention 0.927 0.945 0.775 0.929

The diagonal of Table 8 includes the square root of AVE values of each

construct which was calculated and shown in Table 9.

Table 8. The Correlation Coefficients between Constructs

Economic |Seamless Convenience Financial [Legal |Security Operational |Perceived |Perceived [Fintech Usage
Benefit | Transaction Risk Risk  |Risk Risk Benefit  |Risk Intention

Economic

Benefit 0.887

Seamless

Transaction 0.538 0.862

Convenience 0.675 0.674 0.906

Financial Risk |  -0.216 -0.135 -0272)  0.861

Legal Risk -0.235 -0.195 -0.316|  0.657| 0.837

Security Risk | -0.255|  -0.216 -0.266)  0.617| 0575 0.902

Operational

Risk -0.342 -0.300 -0.345 0501 0559 0.703 0.884

Perceived

Benefit 0.589 0.540 0.729] -0.330] -0.352| -0.346 -0332] 0881

Perceived Risk | -0.386 -0.396 0465 059 0614 0.709 0.702] -0472] 0.883

Fintech Usage

Intention 0.565 0.490 0.681 -0.389| -0.384| -0.383 -0.373] 0818 -0.54 0.880

As Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggested, when the square root of the AVE of

each construct is larger than all of the correlation coefficients between this construct

and the remaining constructs in the model, discriminant validity can be assured.
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Table 9. Average Variance Extracted Values of All Constructs

Average Variance Square Root
Construct Extracted (AVE) of AVE
Economic Benefit 0.787 0.887
Seamless Transaction 0.743 0.862
Convenience 0.821 0.906
Financial Risk 0.742 0.861
Legal Risk 0.700 0.837
Security Risk 0.813 0.902
Operational Risk 0.782 0.884
Perceived Benefit 0.776 0.881
Perceived Risk 0.780 0.883
Fintech Usage Intention 0.775 0.880

In order to visualize all constructs and their corresponding items, the path

model including all constructs and items were illustrated in Figure 2.

_‘-‘_‘-‘-‘_-H" Al
Fintech Usags
Intention

INTY

Figure 2. Path model of overall data
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Cross-loading figures are expected to be the highest ones in their designated

rows and columns. All figures did not violate this rule and all of the figures stood as

higher than 0.8 as indicated in Table 10.

Table 10. Cross Loadings of All Constructs

Cross Convenience |Economic |Seamless  |Financial |Legal Operational [Security |Perceived [Perceived |Fintech Usage
Loadings Benefit  [Transaction [Risk Risk Risk Risk Benefit |Risk Intention

Cvl 0.897| 0.647 0.584| -0.255| -0.296] -0.322]| -0.255| 0.638| -0.426 0.619
CV2 0.892 0.57 0.615[ -0.224| -0.256] -0.289|-0.213| 0.652] -0.39 0.584
CV3 0.929] 0.619 0.634| -0.261] -0.307] -0.326]| -0.256] 0.69| -0.447 0.649
EB1 0.56] 0.841 0.436[ -0.234]| -0.284] -0.331]| -0.264| 0.475| -0.374 0.453
EB2 0.603] 0.919 0.467( -0.182] -0.186] -0.267|-0.197| 0.561] -0.308 0.544
EB3 0.632| 0.899 0.527| -0.166| -0.165] -0.318| -0.224| 0.526] -0.354 0.503
TP1 0.55| 0.463 0.858| -0.093]| -0.139] -0.264|-0.176] 0.425] -0.339 0.364
TP2 0.62 0.49 0.865[ -0.146| -0.197] -0.258| -0.188| 0.508| -0.361 0.453
TP3 0.568| 0.435 0.863| -0.106| -0.164| -0.255/-0.192] 0.458| -0.323 0.443
FR1 -0.194| -0.203 -0.09] 0.833| 0.534 0.372] 0.462| -0.237| 0.472 -0.287
FR2 -0.272| -0.185] -0.167| 0.888| 0.556 0.465[ 0.585| -0.326] 0.561 -0.344
FR3 -0.232| -0.171] -0.085| 0.862| 0.609 0.451] 0.539| -0.283| 0.497 -0.373
LR1 -0.289| -0.21] -0.163| 0.644| 0.85 0.524| 0.589| -0.354| 0.595 -0.347
LR2 -0.332| -0.234| -0.179| 0.554| 0.836 0.442| 0.431] -0.336] 0.505 -0.412
LR3 -0.203| -0.158| -0.179| 0.514| 0.859 0.472| 0.488] -0.256| 0.505 -0.249
LR4 -0.226| -0.18] -0.129| 0.458 0.8 0417 0.388] -0.21| 0.424 -0.266
OR1 -0.348| -0.338| -0.256| 0.446| 0.479 0.85| 0.575| -0.345[ 0.622 -0.361
OR2 -0.299| -0.305| -0.274| 0.435| 0.494 0.908| 0.635] -0.291| 0.612 -0.347
OR3 -0.267| -0.263| -0.266| 0.446[ 0.509 0.893| 0.652] -0.244| 0.628 -0.282
SR1 -0.205| -0.227| -0.148| 0.588| 0.596 0.584| 0.865] -0.332| 0.574 -0.365
SR2 -0.28| -0.248| -0.239] 0.532| 0.472 0.654| 0.912] -0.326] 0.673 -0.361
SR3 -0.232| -0.214] -0.191] 0.555| 0.502 0.658| 0.926] -0.282| 0.665 -0.315
PB1 0.616] 0.506 0.423| -0.254| -0.297 -0.21) -0.243| 0.888| -0.357 0.712
PB2 0.698| 0.549 0.518| -0.319| -0.324] -0.285| -0.286] 0.901] -0.452 0.757
PB3 0.673| 0.553 0.5 -0.338| -0.315] -0.355|-0.383| 0.919| -0.492 0.778
PB4 0.573| 0.459 0.462| -0.242| -0.306 -0.32| -0.305| 0.813] -0.349 0.623
PR1 -0.359| -0.314| -0.294| 0.597| 0.576 0.663] 0.7] -0.339] 0.911 -0.424
PR2 -0.376| -0.304 -0.38| 0.578| 0.583 0.644| 0.656] -0.409| 0.932 -0.447
PR3 -0.508| -0.414 -0.38| 0.387| 0.46 0.548| 0.513] -0.513 0.8 -0.526
Ail 0.541 0.45 0.453| -0.3] -0.286] -0.321]|-0.333| 0.695| -0.387 0.822
Ai2 0.583 0.45 0.473| -0.405] -0.388] -0.395|-0.415] 0.709] -0.481 0.871
Ai3 0.614| 0.518 0.394| -0.388| -0.391 -0.35| -0.352| 0.695| -0.494 0.897
A4 0.616] 0.521 0.398| -0.285| -0.309] -0.267]| -0.267| 0.729| -0.444 0.893
iNT1 0.642| 0.545 0.441| -0.337] -0.319] -0.314]|-0.324] 0.768| -0.497 0.916

Several hypotheses were formed while forming this proposed research model.

Partial Least Square (PLS) method was selected in order to test those hypotheses.

All nine paths expect the one between seamless transaction and perceived benefit

were validated at 0.05 and 0.01 level. The path between Financial Risk and
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Perceived Risk was validated at 0.05 level. The rest of the paths in the model were
validated at 0.01 level.

As presented in Table 11, perceived benefit showed a strong positive
relationship with Fintech Usage Intention with a B equal to 0.734. This result
validated Hypothesis 1 (H1). As perceived risk has a negative sign, it had a negative
relationship with Fintech usage intention with a B equal to - 0.178 meaning that it
leads to an aversion using Fintech. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 (H2) were also validated.
Both H1 and H2 were supported at 0.01 significance level. Evaluating those B values
pointed out that the perceived benefits outweighed perceived risks. This can be
translated as participants showed some tendency to use products and service

provided by Fintech in Turkey.

In order to test Hypothesis 3 (H3), Hypothesis 4 (H4) and Hypothesis 5 (H5),
path coefficients of relevant constructs and their corresponding t values were
evaluated. Apart from the relationship between seamless transaction and perceived
benefit, all other benefit factors namely convenience and economic benefit showed a
positive relationship with the perceived benefit construct. The  values resulted as
0.572 and 0.168 respectively. This can be interpreted as economic benefit had a
lower impact compared to convenience. Overall, it can be summarized that both H3
and H5 were supported 0.01 significance level by looking at their t-values. H4 which
explains the causal relationship between seamless transaction and perceived benefit;
on the other hand, was not supported even at 0.10 level.

Hypothesis 6 (H6), Hypothesis 7 (H7) and Hypothesis 8 (H8), Hypothesis 9
(H9) were proposed in relation with financial risk, legal risk, security risk and
operational risk respectively. The  values associated with those risks occurred as

0.135, 0.170, 0.333 and 0.294 with the same order as abovementioned risks. All
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hypotheses related to risk constructs were supported at 0.01 level except H6 which
was supported at 0.05 significance level only. Among other risk factors, operational
risk showed the strongest causal relationship with perceived risk.

Table 11. Path Coefficients and Their Related Statistics for All Respondents

Path -
Path Coefficient | U Values Varl)ues
Perceived Benefit -> Fintech Usage Intention 0.734 20.652 0.000
Perceived Risk -> Fintech Usage Intention -0.178 4.085 0.000
Convenience -> Perceived Benefit 0.572 10.214 0.000
Economic Benefit -> Perceived Benefit 0.168 2.924 0.004
Seamless Transaction -> Perceived Benefit 0.064 1.172 0.242
Financial Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.135 2.386 0.017
Legal Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.170 2.914 0.004
Operational Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.333 5.270 0.000
Security Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.294 5.049 0.000

R square serves as a measure for the predictive accuracy of the research
model. As it approximates to 1, the predictive accuracy of the research model
increases as well. Suggested research model in this study explains 69.3% of the
variance associated with Fintech usage intention which was illustrated in Table 12.
As new constructs are added to the research model, R square values tend to increase.
Therefore, it is important to measure adjusted R square values as well. Similarly,
Adjusted R square values for all constructs in this model are substantially high and
almost equal with their corresponding R square values.

Table 12. R Square and Adjusted R Square Values for Main Constructs

Construct R Square R Square Adjusted
Fintech Usage Intention 0.693 0.692
Perceived Benefit 0.551 0.547
Perceived Risk 0.627 0.623

Perceived benefit’s effect on Fintech usage intention for potential users was
significant with a  of 0.694 at 0.01 level. The same effect was valid for current users
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with a f of 0.734 at 0.01 level. Perceived risk’s effect on Fintech usage intention for
potential users was significant with a p of -0.217 at 0.01 level. A similar effect holds
valid for current users with a B of 0.734 at 0.05 level. Since the effect of the

perceived risk was lower than the effect of the perceived benefit, the participants had

more motivation to use Fintech products and services overall.

The seamless transaction is the only insignificant one among all benefit
constructs for current Fintech users. As indicated in Table 13, convenience has the
strongest impact which is followed by the economic benefit. All of the risk items
were found significant except the financial risk. Legal risk has the strongest impact
on perceived risk among all risk items for current Fintech users. It is followed by
security risk and operation risk respectively.

Table 13. Path Coefficients and Their Related Statistics for Current Fintech Users

Current Users

Path Coe]lffai‘f:ri]en s t-Values | p-Values
Perceived Benefit -> Fintech Usage Intention 0.734 16.265 0
Perceived Risk -> Fintech Usage Intention -0.107 1.986 0.047
Convenience -> Perceived Benefit 0.624 9.493 0
Economic Benefit -> Perceived Benefit 0.204 2.785 0.005
Seamless Transaction -> Perceived Benefit -0.018 0.27 0.787
Financial Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.05 0.638 0.524
Legal Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.305 4.099 0
Operational Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.278 3.356 0.001
Security Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.287 3.472 0.001

Among all benefit constructs, the economic benefit is the only insignificant
item for potential Fintech users. The effect of the convenience is bigger than that of
the seamless transaction on the perceived benefit. Unlike to the result obtained for
current Fintech users, legal risk is the only insignificant risk item for potential

Fintech users. Financial risk, security risk and operational risk legal were found
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significant as illustrated in Table 14. Operational risk has the greatest impact on
perceived risk, which is followed by security risk and financial risk. In order to
compare the Fintech continuance intentions of Turkish Fintech users with Korean
Fintech users’ Fintech continuance intentions detailed in Ryu (2018), seamless
transaction and financial transaction were found insignificant for Turkish Fintech
users where those factors were significant for Korean Fintech users.

Table 14. Path Coefficients and Their Related Statistics for Potential Fintech Users

Potential Users
Path Path t-Values | p-Values
Coefficients

Perceived Benefit -> Fintech Usage Intention 0.694 11.406 0
Perceived Risk -> Fintech Usage Intention -0.217 3.322 0.001
Convenience -> Perceived Benefit 0.375 3.697 0
Economic Benefit -> Perceived Benefit 0.115 1.283 0.2
Seamless Transaction -> Perceived Benefit 0.246 2.359 0.019
Financial Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.163 1.947 0.052
Legal Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.049 0.577 0.564
Operational Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.39 4.467 0
Security Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.321 3.425 0.001

Multi-Group Analysis has been conducted between current and potential
Fintech users. The results were illustrated in Table 15. The significance of the
difference between current and potential Fintech users were found only in
convenience, seamless transaction and legal risk items at 0.05 level. Therefore,
Hypothesis 10 (H10) and Hypothesis 11 (H11) were not supported.

By looking at an index called The World Justice Project Rule of Law Index, which
was designated to interpret the public opinion regarding how the rule of law is
practiced and understood among countries worldwide, the possible difference in legal
risk construct between Turkey and South Korea can be further interpreted. In the

World Justice Project’s 2019 report, South Korea stood out as eighteenth with an
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overall score of 0.73, whereas Turkey was listed as 109" with a calculated index
score of 0.42 among 126 participant countries. This remarkable difference among
those two countries might reflect why legal risk was the most remarkable risk factor
in South Korea while it comes third biggest risk factors only after operational risk
and security risk in Turkey.

Table 15. Path Coefficient Difference for Current vs. Potential Fintech Users

Path coefficient t- p-

Path difference Values | Values
Perceived Benefit -> Fintech Usage Intention 0.04 0.508 | 0.612
Perceived Risk -> Fintech Usage Intention 0.109 1.26 0.208
Convenience -> Perceived Benefit 0.249 1.962 0.05

Economic Benefit -> Perceived Benefit 0.088 0.742 | 0.458
Seamless Transaction -> Perceived Benefit 0.264 2.029 | 0.043
Financial Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.113 0.972 | 0.332
Legal Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.256 2.22 0.027
Operational Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.112 0.916 0.36

Security Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.034 0.267 | 0.789

Legislations have a notable impact on how Fintech operates within the
financial services industry South Korea has been leading the way especially in
payment services with its remarkable number of users (EY, 2019). Stricter and less
developed regulations in the field of Fintech are effective in Turkey compared to
South Korea. For instance, peer-to-peer lending can only be operated by traditional
financial companies owning banking license and therefore they are subject to the
legislation in Turkey dictated by Banking Regulation and Supervision Agency

(BRSA).
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Table 16. Path Coefficients and Their Related Statistics for Low Basic Financial
Literacy

Path Coefficients

Path (Low Basic Financial | t-Values | p-Values
Literacy)

Percel_ved Benefit -> Fintech Usage 0.759 14.959 0
Intention
Percel_ved Risk -> Fintech Usage -0.154 2773 0.006
Intention
Convenience -> Perceived Benefit 0.513 5.162 0
Econo_mlc Benefit -> Perceived 0.051 0.649 0.517
Benefit
Seaml_ess Transaction -> Perceived 0.198 2019 0.044
Benefit
Financial Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.039 0.494 0.621
Legal Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.145 1.658 0.098
Operational Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.4 4.79 0
Security Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.347 3.785 0

Basic literacy scores were calculated by counting each correct answer as 1
and each wrong answer as 0. Afterwards, the average of this score has been
calculated for each respondent. The average results obtained from Basic Financial
Literacy score have become an indicator to group all participants into two distinct
groups. The participants that fell into the second quartile or below were regarded as
low basic financial literacy skilled individuals.

Respondents with high basic financial literacy scored in the third and the
fourth quartiles. All other paths were significant except seamless transaction and
perceived benefit. The effect of perceived benefit and the perceived risk on Fintech
usage intention were significant and perceived benefit had a higher coefficient than

perceived risk. Convenience has the highest impact on perceived benefit followed by
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economic benefit for the ones having high basic financial literacy score. All risk

factors for those respondents were significant, where security risk has the strongest

impact and was followed by operational, legal and financial risks.

Table 17. Path Coefficients and Their Related Statistics for High Basic Financial

Literacy
Path Coefficients
Path (High Basic t-Values | p-Values
Financial Literacy)
Percel_ved Benefit -> Fintech Usage 0.696 15.467 0
Intention
Perceived Risk -> Fintech Usage -0.215 3.555 0
Intention
Convenience -> Perceived Benefit 0.596 9.018 0
Economic Benefit -> Perceived Benefit 0.286 3.904 0
Seamless Transaction -> Perceived -0.019 0.331 0.741
Benefit
Financial Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.197 2.323 0.02
Legal Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.227 3.076 0.002
Operational Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.248 2.874 0.004
Security Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.26 2.897 0.004

30




Multi-Group Analysis has been conducted between low basic financial

literacy skilled and high basic financial literacy skilled participants and the results

were illustrated in Table 18. Only the path difference of economic benefit and

perceived benefit as well as the path of seamless transaction and perceived benefit

among high and low basic financial literacy skilled individuals were significant. The

difference for other paths was insignificant. Therefore, Hypothesis 12 (H12) and

Hypothesis 13 (H13) were not supported.

Table 18. Path Coefficient Difference for Basic Financial Literacy

Path
Path Coefficients | t-Values | p-Values
Difference
Perceived Benefit -> Fintech Usage Intention 0.062 0.889 0.374
Perceived Risk -> Fintech Usage Intention 0.061 0.739 0.46
Convenience -> Perceived Benefit 0.083 0.691 0.49
Economic Benefit -> Perceived Benefit 0.235 2.197 0.029
Seamless Transaction -> Perceived Benefit 0.217 1.879 0.061
Financial Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.158 1.362 0.174
Legal Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.082 0.716 0.474
Operational Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.152 1.269 0.205
Security Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.087 0.678 0.498

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test was completed to check if the data derived

from the questionnaire fit for factor analysis. Since all of KMO values were higher

than 0.6, data derived from the questionnaire used further for factor analysis.

Table 19. KMO values of Basic Financial Literacy Items

Variable KMO
Numeracy 0.7195
Interest Compounding 0.6980
Inflation 0.7351
Time Value of Money 0.7036
Money Illusion 0.7290
Overall 0.7156
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Matrix elements of the basic financial literacy items were detailed in Table 20.

Table 20. Rotation Components Matrix of Principal Component Analysis (PCA)

Principal components/correlation Number of observations =389
Number of comp. =1
Trace =5

Rotation: orthogonal varimax (Kaiser off) Rho = 0.4017

Initial five components were reduced to only one component which can
explain only 40.17 percent of the total variance as shown in Table 21.

Table 21. Total Variance Explained

Component | Variance Difference | Proportion | Cumulative

Compl 2.00855 N/A 0.4017 0.4017

As illustrated in Table 22, all of KMO values for advanced financial literacy

items were higher than 0.6. Therefore, factor analysis was performed.

Table 22. KMO values of Advanced Financial Literacy Items

Variable KMO
ad 1 ch di1 0.6191
ad 1 ch d2 0.6670
ad 2 ch di1 0.7284
ad_2 ch d2 0.7799
ad_3 ch d1 0.6684
ad_3 ch_d2 0.6765
ad_4 ch_d1 0.6324
ad 4 ch d2 0.6355
Overall 0.6736

Perceived benefit’s effect on Fintech usage intention for high advanced
financial literacy skilled participants was significant with a § of 0.679. The same
effect was valid for low advanced financial literacy skilled participants with a 3 of
0.887 at 0.01 level.

Perceived risk’s effect on Fintech usage intention for high advanced financial
literacy skilled participants was significant with a § of -0.231 at 0.01 level. However,

a similar effect does not hold valid for low advanced financial literacy skilled
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participants. It appeared insignificant with a  of 0.015. Since the effect of the
perceived risk was lower than the effect of the perceived benefit, the participants
were inclined to use Fintech products and services overall.

The seamless transaction is the only insignificant one among all benefit
constructs for high advanced financial literacy skilled participants. As indicated in
Table 23, convenience has the strongest impact which is followed by the economic
benefit. All of the risk items were found significant. Operational risk has the
strongest impact among all risk items for high advanced financial literacy skilled
participants. It is followed by security risk, legal risk and financial risk respectively.

Table 23. Path Coefficients for High Advanced Financial Literacy

Path Coefficients
Path High Advanced t-Values | p-Values
Financial Literacy
Percel_ved Benefit -> Fintech Usage 0.679 17 891 0
Intention
Percel_ved Risk -> Fintech Usage -0.231 5211 0
Intention
Convenience -> Perceived Benefit 0.591 9.763 0
Economic Benefit -> Perceived Benefit 0.185 3.008 0.003
Seaml_ess Transaction -> Perceived 0.061 1108 0.268
Benefit
Financial Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.162 2.723 0.007
Legal Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.174 2.785 0.005
Operational Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.309 4.606 0
Security Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.292 4.188 0

Among all benefit constructs, convenience is the only significant item for low
advanced financial literacy skilled participants. Similar to the result obtained for high

advanced financial literacy skilled participants, operational risk has the strongest
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effect for low advanced financial literacy skilled participants which is followed by
the security risk. Financial risk and legal risk were found insignificant as illustrated

in Table 24.

Table 24. Path Coefficients for Low Advanced Financial Literacy

Path Coefficients
Path Low Advanced t-Values | p-Values
Financial Literacy
Percel_ved Benefit -> Fintech Usage 0.887 18.462 0
Intention
Percel_ved Risk -> Fintech Usage 0.015 0.19 0.849
Intention
Convenience -> Perceived Benefit 0.491 3.113 0.002
Economic Benefit -> Perceived Benefit 0.063 0.339 0.734
Seaml_ess Transaction -> Perceived 0.057 0.334 0.738
Benefit
Financial Risk -> Perceived Risk 0 0.001 1
Legal Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.25 1.407 0.16
Operational Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.445 2.656 0.008
Security Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.245 2.409 0.016

Multi-Group Analysis has been conducted between low advanced financial
literacy skilled respondents and high advanced financial literacy skilled respondents.
The results were illustrated in Table 25. The significance of the difference between
the two groups was found only in perceived benefit and perceived risk items.
Therefore, Hypothesis 14 (H14) and Hypothesis 15 (H15) were supported.

All hypotheses proposed in this research were supported except Hypothesis 4
(H4), Hypothesis 10 (H10), Hypothesis 11 (H11), Hypothesis 12 (H12) and

Hypothesis 13 (H13).
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Table 25. Path Coefficient Difference for Advanced Financial Literacy

Path Coefficients

Path Difference t-Values | p-Values
Percel_ved Benefit -> Fintech Usage 0.207 5 467 0.014
Intention

Percel_ved Risk -> Fintech Usage 0.245 543 0.016
Intention

Convenience -> Perceived Benefit 0.1 0.673 0.501
Economic Benefit -> Perceived Benefit 0.122 0.777 0.438
Seaml_ess Transaction -> Perceived 0.004 0.03 0.976
Benefit

Financial Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.162 1.103 0.271
Legal Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.076 0.485 0.628
Operational Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.136 0.836 0.404
Security Risk -> Perceived Risk 0.047 0.3 0.764

5.3 Limitations and future research

Since convenience sampling method was used to collect the survey data, the sample

might not be fully representative of the overall population in terms of age, gender,

and socioeconomic status. Conducting this research by applying probabilistic

sampling method and reaching a greater sample size will help to make a more

powerful generalization.

The survey data was collected only in Turkey. Turkey can be considered as a

developing economy. Individuals living in developed economies and thus gaining

access to more matured financial markets and sophisticated financial technologies




may have different behaviours when it comes to considering Fintech products and
services. Therefore, the findings derived from this research might not be valid or
significant for other countries other than Turkey since they may have different
significance levels for selected constructs. For that reason, conducting cross-country
research on Fintech usage intention might reveal the important nuances between each

country.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY QUESTIONS

Economic Benefit

Using Fintech is cheaper than using traditional financial services.

I can save money when | use Fintech.

I can use various financial services with low cost when | use Fintech.

Convenience

I can use financial services very fast when | use Fintech.

I can use financial services anytime anywhere when | use Fintech.

I can use financial services easily when | use Fintech.

Seamless Transaction

I can control my money without middle man when | use Fintech.

I can use various financial services at the same time (e.g., one stop processing) when | use
Fintech.

I can have the peer-to-peer transactions between providers and users without middle man
when | use Fintech.

Financial Risk

Financial losses are likely when | use Fintech.

Financial fraud or payment frauds are likely when | use Fintech.

Financial losses due to lack of the interoperability with other services are likely when | use
Fintech.

Legal Risk

Using Fintech is uncertain due to many regulations.

It is not easy to use a Fintech due to the government regulation.

There is a legal uncertainty for Fintech users.

It is difficult to use various Fintech like other countries due to the government regulation.

Security Risk
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I worry about the abuse of my financial information (e.g., transaction and private
information) when | use Fintech.

My financial information is not secure when | use Fintech.

I worry that someone can afford to access my financial information when | use Fintech.

Operational Risk

Fintech companies are not willing to solve the issues when financial losses or financial
information leakage happen.

The organizational responses of Fintech companies are too slow when financial losses or
financial information leakage happen.

I worry about the way of Fintech companies respond to financial loss or financial
information leakage.

Perceived Benefit

Using Fintech has many advantages.

I can easily and quickly use Fintech.

Using Fintech is useful for me.

Using Fintech yields a more superior outcome quality than traditional financial services.

Perceived Risk

Using Fintech is associated with a high level of risk.

There is a high level of uncertainty using Fintech.

Overall, I think that there is little benefit to use Fintech compared to traditional financial
services.

Fintech Usage Intention

I would positively consider Fintech in my choice set.

I would prefer Fintech.

| would intend to continue to use Fintech.

I will use Fintech in the future.

Given that | have access to the mobile payment system, | predict that | would use it.
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Basic Financial Literacy

Suppose you had $100 in a savings account and the interest rate was 2% per year. After 5
years, how much do you think you would have in the account if you left the money to
grow?

1 More than $102
2 Exactly $102
3 Less than $102
41 don't know

Suppose you had $100 in a savings account and the interest rate is 20% per year and you
never withdraw money or interest payments. After 5 years, how much would you have in
this account in total?

1 More than $200
2 Exactly $200
3 Less than $200
4 | don't know

Imagine that the interest rate on your savings account was 1% per year and inflation was
2% per year. After 1 year, how much would you be able to buy with the money in this
account?

1 More than today
2 Exactly the same
3 Less than today
4 1 don't know

Assume a friend inherits $10,000 today and his sibling inherits $10,000 three years from
now. Who is richer because of the inheritance?

1 My friend

2 His sibling

3 They are equally rich
4 1 don't know

Suppose that in the year 2010, your income has doubled and prices of all goods have
doubled too. In 2010, how much will you be able to buy with your income?

1 More than today
2 The same

3 Less than today
4 1 don't know

Advanced Financial Literacy

Which of the following statements describes the main function of the stock market?
(i) The stock market helps to predict stock earnings;

(ii) The stock market results in an increase in the price of stocks;

(iii) The stock market brings people who want to buy stocks together with those who
want to sell stocks;

(iv) None of the above;

(v) Idon't know

If the interest rate falls, what should happen to bond prices?
(i) Rise; (ii) Fall; (iii) Stay the same; (iv) None of the above; (v) | don't know

True or false? Stocks are normally riskier than bonds. (i) True; (ii) False; (iii) | don't know

When an investor spreads his money among different assets, does the risk of losing money:
(i)

Increase, (ii) Decrease (iii) Stay the same; (iv) | don't know
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY QUESTIONS (TURKISH)

Finansal Okuryazarlik ve Fintek

Dederli Kaulimel,

Bu arastrma Fintek sirketlerinin sundugu hizmetlerin Turkiye'deki kullanimi ve Finansal Okuryazarlik
dizeyi arasinda iliskiyi incelemek amaciyla yapilmaktadir. Bu akademik bir arastirma olup Bogazigi
Universitasi Yanetim Bilisim Sistemleri Bolumo Yiksek Lisans Program 6grencisi Cihan Alpay’in, Prof.
Dr. Ceylan Onay $Sahin damsmanliginda yOrattigo lisansisti tezi kapsaminda gergeklestirilmektedir.

Fintekler, bu arasturmada teknclojiye dayall finansal hizmet sunan banka digi UgUncO parti sirketlerdir.
Bu sirketlerin baslica faaliyet alanlar Para Transferleri, Odemeler, Mobil Clzdan, Kredi Aracilik
Faaliyetleri, Sigorta Aracilik Faaliyetleri, Yatunm Danigsmanbgi ve Kripto Varlik yatunmlandir.
Turkiye'deki en bilinen Fintek sirketlerinden bazilari BKM Express, Findeks, Western Union,
Sigortam.Net, Enuygun.com, PayCell, Vodafone Cep Ciizdan, lyzico, PayU, GénderAl, Fongogo v=
BTCTurk vb.dir.

Ankette kimlik ve iletisim bilgileriniz istenmeyecek ve yanitlanmz gizli tutulacakur. Aragturmanin
basansi agisindan tim sorularn cevaplamaniz ¢ok dnemlidir. Anketi tamamlamak yaklagik 5 dakika
sirmektedir. Degerli zamaninizi ayirdiginiz ve bu aragurmaya destek verdiginiz igin cok tesekklr ederiz.

anketle ilgili soru ve gériusleriniz igin Cihan Alpay (cihan.alpay@yahoo.com) ile iletigime gegebilirsiniz.
Saygilanmizla

*1. Herhangi bir bankada hesabiniz var mi?

() Ewet

() Hayr

40



* 2_Kag adet bankayla galigiyorsunuz?

() &wveyadahafazla

* 3. Finansal iglemlerinizi gergeklestirirken dncelikli kanal tercihiniz hangisidir?
() Mobil Uygulama

() Intermet Sitesi

(O ube

() Telefon Bankacilig

* 4 Daha &nce Fintek girketlerinin hizmetlerini kullandiniz mi?

|:| Ewet

O Hayr

* 5. LOtfen kullandifiniz Fintak tdrdnd ftdrlerini belirtiniz. (Birden fazla yanit verekilirsiniz.)

D Odemeler - H=psipay, Iyzico, Payl vb. -

[] Para Transferleri - Ginderal, Ria, WesternUnicn, Transferwise, UPT vb. -

["] Mobil/Dijital Ciizdan - SxM Express, Faycell, Vodafons Cep Clzdan vb. -

|:| Kredi Aracilik Faaliyetleri (Kredi Skoru, Kredi Kargilagtirma ve Takibi vb. ) - Findsks, Enuygun, Hangikredi v, -

Sigorta Aracilik Faaliyetleri (Sigorta Kargilastirma ve Polige Yonetimi vb. ) - Sigortam.net, SigortaCini, Sigortayeri

O vb. -

[T] Kitlesel Fonlama - Fongoge, Fonlabeni, Bulugum vb. -

[7] Kigisel Finans Yonetimi - ~rtparz, GiderimVar, Familup vb. -
|:| Varlik/Yatinm Yonetimi - Digifin, Ludens, AkiIUBES vo. -

ri rimi - BTCTurk, Paribu, Evercoin vb. -
Kri Varlik Yat lan - BTCT Paribu, E invb

*§. Ne kadar sOredir Fintek girketlerinin hizmetlerini kullaniyorsunuz?

() aklagik 3 aydir () aklagik 18 aydir
(O aklagik 8 aydir () “aklagik 24 ayd
(D) vaklagik 12 aydir () 2% aydan daha fazladir
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* 7. Bu hizmeatleri kullamm sikLiZiniz:

() Ginlik () &ayda bir

() Haftada bir () Yilda bir kez ya da daha seyrek
() Aydabir () 2yilda bir kez ya da daha seyrek
() 3 ayda bir

* 8. Fintek harcamalarinizi kigisel harcamalanniz igin mi, sirket harcamalariniz igin mi gergaklestiriyorsunuz?

() Kigisel harcamalanm igin kullaniyorum
() Sirket harcarmalanm igin kullaniyorum

() Herikisi igin de kullaniyorum

* Q. Litfen agadidaki ifadelerin her Diring katilim derscenizi belirtiniz.

4. Ne
1. Kzsinlixle 3. Kismen Katiliyorum Me 5. Kizmen 7. Kesinlivle
Katllmiyorum 2. Katilmiyorum  Katilmiyorum Katilmryorum Kabilyporum 6. Kabiliyorum Kabilyyerum

Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerini kullanmak

geleneksel finansal

hizmet saglayicilarinin ) ) ) ) ) ) )
hizmetlerini

kullanmaktan daha

ucuzdur.
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Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerini

kullandigimda tasarruf O O O O O O O
edebilirim.

Fintek girketlerinin

driinlerini ve

hizmetlerini kullanmak O O O O O O O
oldukga hizlidir

Fintek girketlerinin

sundugu hizmetler,

finansal hizmetleri ] ] O i 9 )] @]
kullanmami

kolaylagtinr

Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerini

kullandigimda birden

gok finansal hizmete O O O O O O O
aym andatek

kaynaktan erigebilirim.

Fintek girkstlerinin

hizmetlerini

kullandigimda finansal ) O 0 9] @] O @)
kayiplar olmasi

muhtemeldir.

Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerinin diger

gelenskael

hizmet saglayicilarile

uyumlu O O Q O O O O
galigamamasindan

dolayr mali kayiplar

olmasi muhtemeldir.
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Fintek girkstlerinin

hizmetlerini

kullandigimda birden

gok finansal hizmete O O O o o o O
aym andatek

kaynakran erigebilirim.

Fintek girkstlerinin

hizmetlerini

kullandigimda finansal (] ] O ] i ] )
kayplar olmas:

muhtemeldir.

Fintek girkstlerinin

hizmetlerinin diger

gelenskssl

hizmet saglayicilar ile e 'e) o) e e O 0O

wyumlu
galigamamasindan
dolayr mali kayiplar
olmasi muhtemeldir.

Resmi

dizenlemelerden

dolay Fintek

girketlerinin O O O o o o o
hizmetlerini kullanmak

kolay degildir.

Resmi klsl_l:l:_am.al,ardan
delay: gegitli Fintek e ®) ®) e O O e

hizmetlerini kullanmak
zordur,
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“10. LOtfen asafidaki ifadelarin her birine katilim derecenizi belirtiniz.

1. Kzsinlixle 3. Kismen Katll;‘:-r:fn RE 5. Kizmsn 7. Kasinlixle
Katilmiyorum 2. Katilmiyorum  Katllmiyorum  Kabilmryerum Katilporum 6. Katiliyorum Kabilyorum
Fintek girketlerinin
hizmetleri
kullandifimda finansal O O O '::' ':::' '::' '::'
bilgilerim givende
degildir.
Fintek girketlerinin
hizmetlerini
kullandi@imda herhangi
hirinin finansal O O O (@] )] @) )]
bilgilerime

erigebileceginden
endige ederim.

Finansal kayiplar veya

finansal bilgi sizintisi

meydana geldiginds — — — —
Fintek girketleri o o O L L L L
sorunlar gézmeye
istekli degildir.

Finansal kayiplar veya

finansal bilgi sizintiz

meydana geldifinde — — — . . . .
Fintek girketlerinin — = — — ~ -/ -
miigteriye cevap

siireleri gok yavagtir.

Fintek girketlerinin

finansal kayiplara veya

finansal bilgi sizintisina O @ P J ) @) @)
cevap verme geklinden

endige duyuyorum.

Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerini — — — — — — —
kullanmamin birgok — - e — - - )
avantaj vardir.

Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerini kolayca ve — — — —
huzli bir gekilde O O O U - U L
kullamabilirim.

Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerini kullanmak O ] ) ) ) ) 0

benim igin faydalidir

Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerini kullanmak,

gelencsksel finanzal — — — —
hizmetlerden daha O O O U - U L
fistiin bir hizmet
kalitesi zaglar.
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Fintek girketlerinin
hizmetlerini kullanmak O o O ':' D D ':J

yiksek risk igerir.

Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerini kullanmak D l::l D D D ':' ':'

biyik belirsizlik igerir.

Genel olarak, Fintek

girketlerinin

hizmetlerini

kullanmanin gelensksel O O O G' D ':' D
finanzal hizmetlers

gére daha az faydas

oldugunu

digiiniiyorum.

Finansal Hizmet

saglayici segimlerimde O O D GI D D D

Fintek girketlerine
olumlu bakardim.

Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerini tercih O O O D D ':' D

ederdim.

Fintek girketlerini

kullanmaya devam ) ) ) J @] @] @]

etmek nivetindeyim.

Gelscekoe Finek
girketlerini O O O @) @] @] )]

kullanacagim.

Fintek girketlerinin

hizmetlerini kullanmay O O D G' D ':' 'D

diigliniiyorum.
Finansal Okuryazarlik

* 1. Bir tasarruf hesabinizda 100 TL elduunu ve faiz oraninin yilda %2 oldufunu varsayalim. Tasarrufunuza
dokunmazsaniz 5 yil sonra tasarruf hesabinizda ne kadar para birikmis olacaZini ddgindyorsunuz?

() 102 TL'den fazla
() Tam102TL
() o2 TL'den az

() Bilmiyorum

*12. Bir tasarruf hesabinizda 100 TL bulundugunu ve faiz oranminin yillik %20 oldugunu ve bu tasarruf
hesabinizdan anapara ve faiz gelirinizi gekmedidinizi varsayalim. 5 yil sonra, bu hesaptaki toplam birikiminiz ne
kadar olurdu?

(C) 200 TL'den fazla
() Tam olarak 200 TL
() 200 TL'denaz

() Bilmiyorum

46



*13. Tazarruf hesabimizdaki faiz oraminin yilda %1 ve enflasyonun yilda %2 oldufunu hayal edin. 1yl sonra, bu
hesaptaki paranin alim glhcd ne olacaktir ?
() Buginden daha fazla
() Kesinlikle ayn
(7) Buglnden daha az

(O Bilmiyorum

* 4. Bir arkadaginiza bugln itibariyle 10,000 TL miras kaldi@in, arkadaginizin kardesging ise Og yil sonra 10.000 TL
miras kalacagini varsayslm. Miras nedeniyle kim daha zengindir?

() Arkadagim
() Arkadagimin kardegi
() Egit derecede zenginlerdir

() Bilmiyorum

*15. 2020 yilinda gelirinizin iki katuna gikugini ve tim mallann fiyatlannin da iki katina gikn@in varsayalim. 2020
yilinda gelirinizle ne kadar alabileceksiniz?

() Buglinden daha fazla
O Aym
() Buginden daha az

() Bilmiyorum f Fikrim yok

*18. Agadidaki ifadelerden hangisi borsanin ana islevini agiklamaktadir?

() Hisse kazanglann tahmin etmeye yardime olur

() Hisse senedi fiyatlarinda artiga neden olur

() Hisse senedi almak isteyenleri, hisse senedi satmak isteyenlerls bir araya getirir
() Yukandakilerin highiri

() Bilmiyorum / Fikrim yok
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1 Yikselir

() Diger

() Aymi kalir

) Yukandakilerin higbiri

() Bilmiyorum

Yy Dofru
) Yanlis

) Bilmiyorum [ Fikrim yok

) Artar

AZal

() Ayni kalir

) Bilmiyorum [ Fikrim yok

Demografik Sorular

* 20

. Cinsiyetiniz:

) Kadin

| Erkek

- Yaginiz:

() 20 Yagindan kigik
) 20-29

) 30-32

) Lise vealt
(1 Universite

) YlUkaek Lizans

() Doktora

7. Eger falz orani dlgerss, tahvil fyatlan nasil etkilenir?

. Hisse senatleri gensallikle tahvillerden daha risklidir.

48

. Bir yaunmel parasini farkl yaunim araglar arasinda dagitirsa, para kaybetme rigki:

40-49
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. Egitim durumunuz {mezun oldugunuz en son ckul itibariyle) :
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