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ABSTRACT

Over the years, it has become clear that FinTech solutions benefits lower-income
earners more due to the cost-effective nature of their services, its potential to
improve financial inclusion and promotion of economic growth, particularly for
lower-income earners who may face barriers to accessing traditional financial

services.

The aim of the study was to gain an understanding of the factors that drives
financial technology (FinTech) adoption by lower-income earners in South Africa.
This study focuses on the lower-income earner's behaviour with regards to the
adoption of FinTech solutions. The conceptual framework for this study is drawn
from the theoretical frameworks deployed in the study to form the research
variables. Qualitative research method was used for this study. Data was
collected using interviews in a semi-structured format and the data was analysed

using thematic data analysis.

The study found that there was a general lack of understanding of FinTech
solutions. The findings showed that the most common FinTech solutions adopted
were from the Banking industry, suggesting that there is a knowledge gap of the
different FinTech solutions available for consumption. The study found 6 enabling
factors to FinTech adoption; Trust, economic benefit, digital literacy, and brand
and 4 barriers to FinTech adoption; Associated cost, perceived risks, income

levels and education levels.

The study concludes that addressing these factors requires a multi-pronged
approach. It recommends that FinTech providers, policy makers and government
adopt the enhanced FinTech adoption model to improve their understanding on
the factors that enable or deter the adoption of FinTech solutions by lower
income. It is further recommended that FinTech providers must accelerate
marketing efforts to raise awareness of FinTech and use of a hybrid contact
approach. The study emphasises the need to expedite policies and regulations

that addresses high cost of mobile data. The study also urges government to play



a role in the adoption of FinTech solutions by investing in ICT infrastructure
needed to support the adoption of FinTech solutions.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Statement of purpose

The purpose of this qualitative study was to gain an understanding of the factors
that drives financial technology (FinTech) adoption by lower-income earners in
South Africa.

1.2 Background of the study

The financial crisis in 2008 was detrimental to the financial services sector as it
resulted in many employees being retrenched and some cashing up their
pensions. The detriment of the 2008 financial crisis hit all industries, and this led
to the need for economic growth and the financial industry was one of those
industries that was looked upon to assist in global economic growth (Olanrewaju,
2016). This crisis led to the birth of financial technology (FinTech) companies that

identified a gap in providing cost effective financial services (Hornuf, 2016). Since

2008, the world has seen a big shift in the traditional or formal financial services
industry. The industry has been forced to adapt to the technological
advancements brought by FinTech which are affecting the existing traditional

business models of financial services providers.

According to the South African National Treasury, FinTech can be defined as

organisations that alter how financial services are delivered by introducing new

business models and applications (National Treasury, 2020). Schueffel (2016)
refers to FinTech as a new financial industry that uses technology to improve

financial activities (Schueffel, 2016). The purpose of FinTech is to address

transactional costs, information asymmetry and provide financial services to
those that were previously excluded by traditional financial services providers (Alt

& Puschmann, 2012). FinTech ’s role in the industry is crucial as they can reduce

costs and economic risks due to their innovation nature. The technological

advancements brought by FinTech does not only aim to disintermediate



traditional financial services providers but also promises to address socio-

economic issues such as financial inclusion and economic development.
Lower-Income earners

One of the key drivers of economic growth is providing affordable financial
services to either the disadvantaged or lower-income population groups or both
(World Bank Group, 2022; Kim et al., 2018).

The European Institute for Gender Equality defines disadvantaged groups as
groups of persons that experience a higher risk of poverty, social exclusion,
discrimination (EIGE, 2019). These groups are normally classified as lower-
income earner. This study thus focuses on the provision of financial services to
lower-income earners. Lower-income earners are either “unbanked” and
“‘underbanked”. Unbanked refers to “customers who do not have a bank account
or a transaction account at a formal institution”. Underbanked, on the one hand,
has been defined as “customers who may have access to a basic transaction
account offered by a formal financial institution but still have financial needs that

are unmet or not appropriately met’(GSMA, 2014, p. 74).

Lower-income customers makes up the most of financial services users however
product designs of financial products are focused on middle and upper income

customers (World Bank Group, 2018). Thus, this group (lower-income earners)

needs solutions, products or services that suit their socio-economic and
geographic conditions. This is evident in the global statistics, by 2014, a bank
account was held by 62% of the adult population globally with Easy Asia and the
Pacific contributing the most at 69.1% whilst Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) has the

lowest figure with only 32% of the adults being banked (Demirguc-Kunt et al.,

2017). Despite the low penetration of unbaked adults in SSA, South Africa is an
exception with 70.3% of the adults being banked as at 2014 (Demirgug-Kunt et

al., 2017).




Although a number of lower-income earners have bank accounts, these bank
accounts are underutilised as per the below image (World Bank Group, 2018).

Frequency of account usage by income group

2%
High income (>20000) 2% 3%

Informal (1501-2999) 16% 31% 11%

Grant recipients (+-1500) EES 58% 2%

Low income (< 1500) 25% 19% 18%

mHigh (Used 3 or more times past 30 days)

B Medium (used less than 3 times past 30 dyas)
Mail box (takes all momey out as soon as its deposited)
Dormant (Inactive)

Figure 1:1Bank account usage by income group (Authority, 2022, p. 23)

The main contributing factor to the underutilisation of bank accounts is the high
reliance of cash by lower-income earners. According to the World Bank Group
(2018), cash transactions still accounted for 52% of total value of consumer

transactions of lower-income earners (World Bank Group, 2018). The reliance on

cash for payments results in lower-income customers frequently withdrawing
cash for payments; however, banks charge them exorbitant prices for cash
withdrawals (World Economic Forum, 2017). This creates a greater propensity of

a single withdrawal of any available balance after receiving a payment. Hence
the low utilisation of bank accounts and, subsequently other financial services
solutions. The money-in and money-out behaviour creates a challenge for
financial services providers to capture data of these customers as there is no trail
of most of their transaction thus creating difficulty in designing or developing

products and services that meets their needs (EinMark, 2018).

Lower-income earners in South Africa
South Africa Economic inequality in South Africa has been at the core of the

transition to democracy. According to Statistics South Africa, more than 50% of



the South African population live below the upper-bound poverty line of R1183
per person per month (Statistics South Africa, 2018). Statistics South Africa has
provided a definition for income levels. These income ranges were calculated

using the sum of consumption and net worth changes (Statistics South Africa,

2018).

Table 1:1 Income level categories

Annual income Income category

R1 — R36 000 Low-income
R36 001 — R307 200 Middle-income
R307 201 and above Upper income

According to the above table, lower-income earners earn R36 000 per annum which
translates to R3 000 per month. Thus, for purposes of this study, lower-income

earners refer to individuals earning R3 000 per month.

South Africa currently has a socio-economic divide between banked (formal) and

unbaked (informal) (EinMark, 2020). This requires greater focus on providing

formal financial services to the disadvantaged to assist them in reaping the same
benefit that middle - and upper-income earners currently receives. To this end,
these populations must be provided with financial services that will enable them
to manage their money better and ensure that they are part of the financial
system. Focusing on this population will also result in the sustainability of the

country’s economy with greater benefit to the financial services providers.

Contributing factors to the underutilisation of bank accounts by lower-income
earners in South Africa, is due to some of the dynamics that exists in the country.
From a customer perspective access to financial services by lower-income
earners is hindered by the high dependence of cash, inadequate financial
resources, high costs of financial services, geographical restrictions, mistrust,
and a lack of paperwork (identity document and a proof of residence) (Mungai &
Bayat, 2018). Financial illiteracy and access to mobile device can also be noted

as barriers (National Treasury, 2020).




From a financial services provider perspective, a hindering factor to providing
financial services to lower-income earners is access to market data due to their
transactional behaviour being mainly cash. This poses a challenge for financial
services providers specifically FinTech to design products and services that meet
the needs of these customers as there is limited data on them. It is important to
note that the success of growing FinTech lies in understanding the factors that
drives or hinders the adoption of FinTech however in the South African context
since there is little scholarly research and writing on the use of fintech. (Slazus,
2022).

FinTech for lower-income earners in developing countries
FinTech contributes to economic growth and financial inclusion by disrupting the

financial services industry for the greater benefit of the disadvantaged population
(World Bank, 2021). Over the years, FinTech has disrupted the financial services

sector by introducing blockchain technologies, cryptocurrencies, and mobile
finance service applications such as M-Pesa in Kenya. FinTech have been
successful in other developing countries, however the potential success of
FinTech catering for lower-income earners in south Africa cannot be guaranteed
and can only be determined with a certain degree of probability against a suitable

framework (National Treasury, 2018).

As at 2019, there was a total of 217 active operational FinTech companies in

South Africa (National Treasury, 2020). FinTech have already started addressing

the problem of cash in South Africa, this is evident as the biggest segment of

FinTech is the payment segment.
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Figure 1:2 Segmentation of FinTech in South Africa(National Treasury, 2020, p.
9)

In South Africa, the payments segment has been disrupted by new entrants like

Snapscan and Yoco (National Treasury, 2020). However, the impact of these new

entrants still needs to be unpacked. Digital finance is key to remove the barriers
for lower income earning earners' access to financial services. Few examples of
successful FinTech in developing countries is noted. In Ghana, a mobile money
provider called Tigo Cash went into partnership with the International Finance
Corporation (IFC) in order to grow its active customer base, Uganda introduced
Airtel, Kenya'’s success is withessed with M-Pesa, China introduced WeChat’s

payments module whilst India has Paytm (IEC, 2017).

It is clear from the above that there has been success of FinTech that caters for
lower-income earners in developing countries, although it is context specific. All
these have their dynamics that cannot be replicated. M-Pesa's success is
attributable to the distribution network of agents willing to hold client withdrawals

in cash (Consultative Group to Assist the Poor, 2011); Paytm in India received

significant support from the government (Reserve Bank of India, 2019); and

WeChat's payments module in China made use of the big data acquired

previously (Colombia Journalism Review, 2018).




1.3 Research problem

FinTech contributes to sustainable economic development by providing easy and
affordable financial services to the unbanked population in the market (Kimiri,
2018). This can be achieved by providing affordable FinTech solutions to
previously disadvantaged groups such as lower-income earners. In South

African, the smartphone penetration is sitting at 69% (National Treasury, 2020).

30% of these users use their smartphone FinTech solutions, thus, 70% of the
South African population does not use their smartphones to manage their
financial lives (EMT, 2019).

According to FinScope (2019), several barriers have led to FinTech adoption as

per the below figure:

Barriers to Fintech usage (%)
My account does not include this option | NG 7
Lack of product usage/knowledge [IIIINININGgGGEGNGNE 3
Fees/charges |GG 5
Trust I 53
Don't feel that | need to use it | NG 32

Figure 1:3 Barriers to FinTech usage

(EMT, 2019, p. 12)

From the above figure it is evident that lack of product knowledge is the main

barrier to an increased use of FinTech (EMT, 2019).

The National Treasury of South Africa has also alluded to several issues that
have led to the low adoption of FinTech solutions in South Africa. These includes
the cost of a smartphones and of data in South Africa which is still expensive for
low-income earners, who cannot have a contract and buy data on pre-paid

(National Treasury, 2020). Further, National Treasury (2020) states that there are

factors that are inherent to the nature of lower-income earners that affects the

adoption of FinTech solutions. These are categorised according to the main



segments of the FinTech industry. First one being the payment segment, this
segment forms part of 30% of the FinTech market (National Treasury, 2020).

This growth is however geared toward middle- and upper-income customers. This
is because lower-income earners mainly transact via cash due to the slow-
growing payment ecosystem that primarily accepts cash as a means of payment.
Lower-Income earners mostly use taxis or minibuses to commute, they regularly
engage with street vendors to purchase necessities such as fruits and vegetables
and these entities only accept cash as the means of payment. The reliance on
cash thus presents a challenge for the adoption of FinTech solutions such as
digital payments.

The second biggest segment in FinTech is the credit segment (National

Treasury, 2020). This segment is also geared towards toward middle - and upper-

income segment customers. This is because lower-income earners use informal
credit providers to obtain credit. Thus, the reliance on informal lenders by lower-
income earners also poses a challenge for adopting FinTech credit solutions. The
Savings and Deposit segment is another segment of FinTech experiencing
adoption challenges. According to the 2022 Financial Outlook study, lower-
income earners prefer utilising informal channels such as stokvels to save money.

Stokvels refers to community-based savings and credit groups (Authority, 2022).

In summary, several dynamics contribute to the low adoption of FinTech solutions
by lower-income earners. According to National Treasury (2019), all these
dynamics present a demand constraint for FinTech services, especially by lower-
income earners. Therefore, the research problem for this study is that there is a
low adoption rate of FinTech solutions by lower-income earners in South Africa.
To address the research problem, it is imperative to understand the factors that
drive or detract lower-income earners from adopting FinTech solutions. This is
important as it will enable FinTech to fully understand the dynamics of lower-
income earners, their financial needs, the factors that drive their adoption of
FinTech solutions, the factors that deter their adoption of FinTech solutions, and
the perceived risks associated with FinTech solutions. This will assist FinTech
providers to fully capitalise on those factors that drive adoption or overcome those
that deter the adoption of lower-income earners.



1.4 Research questions

The key research question of this study is: What factors drive the adoption of

FinTech solutions by lower-income earners in South Africa?
The sub-questions for the study are:

1. What factors enable the use of FinTech solutions?
2. What are the barriers to the use of FinTech solutions?
3. What are perceived risk factors for adoption/lack of adoption of FinTech

solutions among the lower-income earners?

1.5 Rationale

An increase in FinTech literature has been noted, and it continues to develop.
However, it was noted that limited research focuses on the adoption of FinTech
solutions by lower-income earners, specifically in South Africa. Hence this study
aims to add to the body of knowledge in South Africa considering the substantial
number of people in the country that are lower-income earners. The success of
M-Pesa in Kenya has shown that financial services providers can play a crucial
role in catering for those who would not have ordinarily had access to those

services (Chigada & Hirschfelder, 2017). With new entrants like Tyme Bank, Bank

Zero and Discovery Bank that aims to capture the lower-income earners in South
Africa, understanding the factors that drive the adoption of financial technology
solutions becomes key to enable the new entrants and incumbents to experience

the same if not the similar success as Kenya.

Based on the preliminary review of the literature it is clear that there is no study
yet that looked at factors that drive FinTech adoption by lower-income earners
from a South African perspective. Thus, it can be concluded that this study is
important as it will assist the financial services sector, policy makers, FinTech
players and the government to understand the factors that drive the adoption of
financial technology solutions by lower-income earners. This will enable them to
fully understand the needs of lower-income earners, positively contribute to

catering for disadvantaged groups and ensure that they have access to financial



solutions. Broadly, the significance of this study immensely contributes to the
debate around how FinTech can solve for lower-income earners and how they

can do so successfully.

The study will further provide a guideline example that can be used to understand
better this market to accelerate the growth of FinTech adoption in South Africa.
The understanding and insights gathered in this study can inform what FinTech’s
must focus on when designing financial solutions, services, and products for this
market. The study seeks to offer examples of best practices that might be used
to effectively coordinate and advance the FinTech industry in South Africa. It
highlights the crucial success criteria for the development of FinTech, this
information can be used to advice how government policies might be structured.
Lastly, this study contributes to the body of literature by conducting interviews to
provide insights on the adoption of FinTech by lower-income earners in South

Africa.

Empirical contributions

e There is currently limited research looking at the FinTech adoption by lower-
income earners in the developing countries, specifically South Africa.
Therefore, this study will potentially enhance the body of knowledge in South
Africa.

1.6 Delimitations of the study

To enable the researcher to conduct an effective and suitable study, delimitations
have been identified. This study focuses on the research in South Africa therefore
this presents a delimitation. This study only refers to learnings from developing
countries with emerging economies and a sizable number of disadvantaged
populations such as Kenya (Chigada & Hirschfelder, 2017), Malaysia (Alwi et al.
2019) and India (Baporikar, 2021) where FinTech firms have been successful.
This therefore presents a delimitation as it organically excludes obtaining

learnings of successes from FinTech in developed countries.
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The study is not focusing on all sectors of the FinTech industry. The focus of the
study is mainly on FinTech solutions in the Banking, Payment, Lending, Savings,
and Insurance sector. This excludes Investments, Financial Planning and
Advisory as well as Capital rising. The last delimitation is that the interviews will
not be conducted with all employed markets but only lower-income earners
earning below R3 00 per month.

1.7 Definition of terms

Table 1:2 Definition of terms

Term Definition

Unbanked “Customers who do not possess a transaction account or
a bank account with a financial institution” (GSMA, 2014,
p. 74).

Underbanked “Customers who hold a transactional banking account

provided by a licensed financial institution, but whose
financial needs are nonetheless unmet or not sufficiently
met” (GSMA, 2014, p. 74).

Disadvantaged “Groups of persons that experience a higher risk of

population poverty, social exclusion, discrimination” (EIGE, 2019, p.
1)
FinTech ‘A new financial industry that applied technology to

improve financial activities” (Schueffel, 2016, p. 45).
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Financial “The availability and equality of opportunities to access
Inclusion financial services. It refers to a process by which

Definition

individuals and businesses can access appropriate,
affordable, and timely financial products and services”
(Giusta & Kambhampati, 2008, p. 3)

Lower-Income Low-income earners refers to people who belong to a
earners societal group with limited income (Correa et al., 2022).

1.8 Assumptions

The assumptions are primarily based on the quality of the interviews to be

conducted. The participants may not fully understand the financial technology

solutions.

Key assumptions made in conducting the study are:

Vi.

Vil.

viii.

Lower-income earners form part of the disadvantaged population.

By only interviewing key personnel earning less than R3 000 per month, it
is assumed that they form part of lower-income earners.

Lower-Income earners are currently either unbanked or underbanked in
South Africa.

There is an assumption that some of the factors found in the research have
not been identified by exiting FinTech.

South Africa has a high financial inclusion rate, however lower income
earners are not entirely catered for in the market.

Level of financial literacy of lower-Income earners is low.

There has not been any FinTech in South Africa that has fully understood
the lower-income market.

Lower-income earners may have the need for financial services but not

the knowledge of how FinTech can meet their needs.
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1.9 Chapter Outline

The below table outlines what will be covered in each chapter of the study.

Table 1:3 Chapter outline

Chapter

Content

Literature Review

Chapter 1: | Chapter 1 outlines the purpose of the study, the background

Introduction of the study, the research problem, research questions, the
rationale of the study, delimitations of the study, and definition
of terms and assumptions made in the study.

Chapter 2: | Chapter 2 delves into the study's literature review. The

chapter starts with the historical background of FinTech,
comprehensive definitions of FinTech, the FinTech landscape
in South Africa, the adoption of FinTech in developing and
developed countries, as well as the dynamics of lower-income
earners. This chapter will also explore the factors that enable
the adoption of FinTech, barriers to the use of FinTech
solutions and analyse theoretical models for the adoption of
technology. Lastly, the chapter will construct a conceptual

research framework for adopting FinTech.

Chapter 3 The
Methodology  of
the Study

Chapter 3 outlines the study's methodology, covering the
research design, research method, population and sampling,
credibility and dependability, data collection, limitations, and

ethical considerations.
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Chapter

Content

Chapter 4
Presentation of

Chapter 4 describes and presents the results of the study,

starting off with presentation of the demographics of the

findings participants, followed by the presentation of the findings
based on the interviews conducted relating to proposition
one, two and three as outlined in Chapter 2.

Chapter 5 | Chapter 5 discusses and explains the results of the study

Discussion of the

findings

within the context of the literature review, draws conclusions

and provides recommendations.

Chapter 6
Conclusions and

recommendations

Chapter 6 integrates the findings about the propositions
and the sub research questions outlined in Chapter 1 and
answers each question, presents the recommendations,

and concludes the study.
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

2.1 Introduction

This chapter will review the existing theoretical literature on the factors that drive
the adoption of FinTech solutions. The chapter starts with the definition of
FinTech, then goes into the origin and history of FinTech to provide a brief
background of how the FinTech industry was formed and the evolution thereof,
thereafter, proceed to discuss the recent trends in FinTech from a global,
regional, and local perspective. The chapter will then provide a brief definition and
context of the research subject (lower-income earners) to provide an overview of
the profile and dynamics of the subject. A theoretical review will follow, starting
off with the definition of adoption, which will provide the basis for answering the

research question.

The chapter will then move to answer the research questions by evaluating
empirical literature, which will lead to identifying factors that promote or deter the
use of FinTech to answer research questions 1 and 2, respectively, by formulating
“propositions” as well as identifying the perceived risk factors to adoption/lack of
adoption of FinTech solutions. Next, the chapter will reinforce the factors that
promote or deter the use of FinTech by evaluating three theoretical frameworks:
the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Perceived Risk Theory (PRT) and
(IRT). The chapter will then employ a conceptual framework that predicts the
adoption or non-adoption of FinTech, thereby providing an answer to the primary
research question. The chapter will conclude by summarising the entire literature

review and reinforcing the propositions formulated.
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2.2 Definition of topic or background discussion

2.2.1 The Concept of Financial Technology (FinTech)

Over the years, scholars have defined Financial Technology or “FinTech”. The
term’s origin can be traced to the early 1990s and referred to the “Financial
Services Technology Consortium”, a project initiated by Citigroup to facilitate

technological cooperation efforts (Legowo et al., 2021). The literature does not

have one definition of FinTech (Solarz & Swacha-Lech, 2021). FinTech is

defined as providing financial solutions using technology (Tun-Pin et al., 2019).

Another definition refers to FinTech as an innovation aiming to improve financial

services (Leong & Sung, 2018). This definition correlates with another Scholar

who defines FinTech as technology-enabled financial services (Vijai, 2019).

The terms "finance" (financial services) and "technology” were combined to

generate the term "FinTech " (information technology) (Gimpel et al., 2018). It is

thus defined as ‘marriage of finance and technology’ (Zavolokina et al., 2016).

The general definitions by scholars focus on these two elements. Solarz and
Swacha-Lech (2021) identify FinTech as financial services that offer innovative
products or services designed to disrupt the industry. Other Scholars define
FinTech as the application of innovative technology, mobile and the Internet of

Things (IoT), to deliver efficient and effective financial services (Chuang et al.,

2016; Kim et al., 2016). There is however a contrasting definition that defines

FinTech Dby differentiating it from traditional financial services; the definition
states that FinTech is not a combination of financial services and technology but
rather an incorporation of technology into conventional financial services to

increase breadth (Arner et al., 2015).

Most scholars that have defined the term choose to mention the benefits of

FinTech (Solarz & Swacha-Lech, 2021). An example defines the term as a

technology that provides finance in better use and improved competitiveness

(Tang et al., 2020). FinTech refers to delivering financial services using

advanced technology, such as big data, cloud computing, and mobile
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technologies, to improve customer experience and operational effectiveness (Hu
et al., 2019).

Financial Stability Board (FSB) refers to FinTech as the technology of financial
services that results in new business models, applications, processes or products
(ESB, 2019). On the other hand, International Monetary Fund (IMF) refers to

FinTech astechnology developments that provide financial services through new
business strategies, tools, procedures, and products (IMF, 2018). Whilst another
Scholar states that FinTech results in new companies that focus on developing

new processes, products and services (Frame et al., 2009). It is responsible for

empowering users by providing affordable, convenient and simple financial

products and services (Zavolokina et al., 2016). FinTech disrupts financial

services by introducing services that disrupts financial services through
introducing solutions like Online banking, online payments, InsureTech, P2P,
cryptocurrency, mobile payments and crowdfunding (Ryu, 2018b).

2.2.1.1 Origin and History of Financial Technology (FinTech)

Since 2008, the new era of FinTech has been on the rise in the developing and

developed world (Legowo et al., 2021). Scholars have identified three phases of

FinTech evolution (Legowo et al., 2021; Thakor, 2020). The evolution is

discussed below:

Fintech Fintech Fintech
1866 - 1967 1967 - 2008 2008 - present
o Laying of first trans- ¢ Electronic payments and ¢ Use of technology by new
Atlantic cable cleanng systems entrants to provide non-
¢ Telegraph ¢ ATMs and online banking intermediated financial

services directly to
customers

!

Rapid transmission of Use of information technology New competitiveness
financial information by traditional financial landscape for financial
transactions and payments institutions to enhance institutions

products and services

Figure 2:1 The evolution of FinTech (Thakor, 2020, p. 4)
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FinTech 1.0 -2.0 This era is refers to the development of enabling technologies

(Legowo et al., 2021). This period was the period where there was a dire need

for transmission of information, including financial across borders (Thakor, 2020).

This included the introduction of first trans-Atlantic cable , the use of the
Telegraph, and the fast transmission of transactions and payment of financial
information (Thakor, 2020). This gave birth to the introduction of credit cards and

Interbank Card Association (now MasterCard) (Legowo et al., 2021; Thakor,
2020).

FinTech 2.0 — 3.0 In this era of evolution, the most important and disruptive
financial innovation ATMs was introduced (Prawirasasra, 2018). In this era, the

transition from analogue to digital occurred, where E-Payments and clearing
systems were introduced to improve products and services in the traditional
financial banks (Thakor, 2020).

FinTech 3.0 — 3.5 The financial services industry was massively impacted by

global crisis in 2008 (Legowo et al., 2021). This era gave birth to the emergence

of Democratisation of Digital Financial Services (Prawirasasra, 2018). In this era,

new entrants used technology innovations to deliver financial services to

customers directly with the absence of intermediaries (Thakor, 2020). The latest

technology developments in this era includes the Internet of Things (loT), Big
data (Legowo et al., 2021).

2.2.2 Trends in Financial Technology (FinTech)
Global Trends

Globally, FinTech offers various financial solutions to diverse user groups,
including mobile payments and transfers, online-only banking (also known as
"neo-banking"), insurance ("InsurTech"), investment, and lending (Langley &
Leyshon, 2022). Some notable recent trends that KPMG (2022) refers to include

accelerating the expansion and investment in cryptocurrencies and blockchain,
continued emphasis on core banking systems and an expansion of FinTech into
the world's most remote and under-served countries, such as Africa, Southeast
Asia, and Latin America (KPMG, 2022). The recent trends have resulted in the
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growth of FinTech globally and this growth has confirmed the common belief that
FinTech will disrupt banking (Ya, 2020).

This growth is also because of the global investment in FinTech; in 2021, FinTech
reached 5,684 international deals with global investment in FinTech tripling.
Investment by corporate venture capital (VC) in FinTech also topped USD115
billion whilst the global cross-border FinTech Mergers and Acquisitions (M&A)
activity reached USD36.2 billion. Further, the investment in blockchain and

cryptocurrencies also soared to USD30 billion in investment (KPMG, 2022).

FinTech trends in Africa

In 2021, the African FinTech industry reached over $1.6billion in investment
across 153 deals, two times the value of 2020 (US $800m). The key markets are;
Nigeria in the West, Kenya in the East, and South Africa in the South (KPMG

2022). There are 260 companies that operate in FinTech in sub-Saharan Africa
with payment segment dominating. The payment segment includes mobile
money, electronic money, peer-to-peer payments, digital currency, and
blockchain (EY, 2019).

In Africa, "feature phones" that use mobile telecom networks and have voice and
SMS capabilities make the FinTech sector accessible (Langley & Leyshon,

2022). It is for this reason that today, most FinTech providers in Africa are neo-

colonial telecommunications (O’'Dwyer, 2019). The growth of FinTech in Africa

mainly comes from telecommunications companies that partner with commercial

banks and start-up firms (Langley & Leyshon, 2022). This contrasts with the rest

of the globe, where FinTech platforms are generally start-ups, incumbent banks

or BigTech businesses (Langley & Leyshon, 2022).

The expansion of FinTech in Africa has been led by mobile money payments and
transfers (Langley & Leyshon, 2022). About two percent of global payments is

from Africa due to the success of mobile money payments in Africa (Chironga et
al.,, 2017). One example is M-Pesa which include 100 million active users
(approximately 1 in 10 adults) by 2017 (Lai & Samers, 2021).
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FinTech trends in South Africa

South Africa has a fast-growing FinTech industry (National Treasury, 2020).

South African FinTech trades in the following segmentation as summarised on

the below table (National Treasury, 2020):

Financial services segmentation

Financial
planning & Capital raising Bﬂ;;ﬂ
Advisory pro
} |

i i
Online (alternative) Digital community Connected ! Retail trading 1 | Robo advisol H
lenders' savings insurance* [ N B v i i Crowd investing

o
: mPOS (acquirers) : Aggregators®

h 1 i
| Peer-to-peer | Cnplocurency 1| Lizszzizozoosoaoac
P i i ersonal finance | v
Asset financing E Savings products E insurances i trading ! i
H

,,,,,,,,, i | Duediigence?

Automated risk | porsssnssrmsInnoIn, !
analysis small business
] finance
gital banking i Digital distribution management
(issuers) i _____________________

Alternative scoring

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

wallets

(Bill) Payments
aggregators

| Closed loop mobile i Lending market places |
| i
!

Claims management

| 34 party payment |
i providers

White label
platforms (solutions)

Figure 2:2 Financial Services segmentation (National Treasury, 2020, p. 4)

As at 2019, there were 217 active FinTech in South Africa (National Treasury,

2020). Similarly like in the rest of Africa, payments segment is also dominating
the South African FinTech landscape (National Treasury, 2020). South Africa

continues to lead in line with global trends by embracing cryptocurrency (Kshetri
2017). Venture Capital (VC) is responsible for most of the growth of FinTech in
South Africa, similarly to international trends (National Treasury, 2020).

2.2.3 Lower-income earners

Lower-income earners are people who belong to a societal group with limited

income (Correa et al., 2022). This group is normally the majority of the population,

especially in developing economies (Correa et al., 2022). Another definition

defines lower-income earners as people whose monetary means do not satisfy

their basic needs and who have limited access to public services (Tarafdar et al.,

2012). Lower-income earners turn to be vulnerable and susceptible to harsh
circumstances, normally due to demographic, economic, psychological, and

social dimensions (KA & Subramanian, 2022).
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One stumbling block for lower-income populations to obtaining financial services

products is their distrust of financial systems (Martin & Hill, 2015). Low interaction
with the financial services providers is another stumbling block to obtaining
financial service, this can be attributed to their lack of knowledge on financial

services (Mende & Van Doorn, 2015). Further, Lower-income earners have

always experienced a high level of fraud, mis-selling and poor service due to their

history of being less financially sophisticated (Begley & Purnanandam, 2021).

Globally, several studies have looked at how FinTech serves vulnerable
populations. A study in China that aimed to focus on the effects of FinTech on
poverty alleviation in the provinces of China showed that FinTech had a stronger
positive effect on poverty alleviation in lower-income provinces by expanding
access to financial services, reducing transaction costs, information asymmetry
and household risk and in those areas (Appiah-Otoo & Song, 2021; Wang & He,
2020; Ye et al., 2022). Another study in India found that FinTech had a positive

effect on India's efforts to reduce poverty, promote sustainable growth, narrow

the income gap, and maintain economic stability (Gautam et al., 2021). Whilst a

study in Nigeria that sought to establish the impact of the FinTech strategy on
the provision of financial services to low-income individuals in Nairobi discovered
that FinTech significantly improved the provision of financial services to these
individuals and small businesses, which ultimately promotes financial inclusion
(Kimiri, 2018).

The researcher further refers to the study by Sithole et al. (2021) which aimed
to examine customer experience value orchestrated by non-banks’ financial
touchpoints to understand how they enhance the financial inclusion of lower-

income consumers (Sithole et al., 2021). The paper by Sithole et al. (2021) shows

that the lower-income customers have not embraced the use of touch point
technology like ATMs and mobile banking application due to the language
barriers experienced since most of these solutions are in English (Sithole et al.,
2021).

Low-income persons in rural and informal South African settlements have
difficulty accessing banking services. This is primarily because there is no

financial inclusion policy, financial institutions exclude lower-income earners,
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there is a lack of dependable and affordable internet access, financial illiteracy,
the high cost of financial services, unemployment, and poverty, and there are
strict compliance requirements requiring them to provide proof of identity and

address (Chitimira & Magau, 2021). Even with the introduction of Innovative

technology like mobile money and instant cash, lower-income earners in rural
areas and informal settlements are still mostly unable to access basic banking
services and financial products due to the poor Internet connectivity in those
areas. These financial consumers find accessing various financial services and

products without traveling to the city difficult (Chitimira & Magau, 2021).

2.2.4 FinTech Adoption

The intent to adopt refers to a motivational behaviour and willingness of a person

to do or use something (Tun-Pin et al., 2019). In the context of FinTech , adoption

refers to a consumer’s willingness to adopt technology in accessing financial

services (Tun-Pin et al., 2019). Several research has been done on the adoption

of FinTech globally, and found that adoption has been affected by legislative,
structural and cultural barriers (Carlin et al., 2017; Mazambani & Mutambara,
2019; Ryu, 2018a; Slazus, 2022; Zalan & Toufaily, 2017). In the South African
context, studies have looked at factors that influence FinTech adoption
(Mazambani & Mutambara, 2019; Slazus, 2022). The study by Slazus (2022)

focused on factors that Influence FinTech Adoption in South Africa by looking at

consumer behaviour towards Branchless Mobile Banking. whilst Mazambani and
Mutambara (2019) focused on predicting FinTech innovation adoption in South
Africa with emphasis on Cryptocurrency. This study indicate that attitude and
perceived behavioural control positively impact the intention to adopt

cryptocurrency.

Scholars have also tried to understand the adoption of FinTech in developing
countries (Kimiri, 2018; Niu et al., 2020; Setiawan et al., 2021). A study of

adoption in Indonesia found that financial literacy is the least determinant of the

adoption of FinTech (Setiawan et al., 2021). On the other hand, a study in Viet

Nam found that financial literacy has strong and positive effects on an individual's
awareness and use of FinTech products (Morgan & Trinh, 2020) . A study in
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Kenya, Nairobi, found that FinTech enhanced the delivery of financial services
to low-income earners and small businesses to a great extent, which
subsequently leads to financial inclusion (Kimiri, 2018). From the above literature
review, it is evident that FinTech adoption or non-adoption is driven by a number
of factors, thus it is important to fully explore and understand all these factors that
leads to FinTech adoption.

2.3 Factors that enable the use of FinTech solutions

This section draws on the work of Barbara Jeanne Slazus and Geoffrey Bick’s
(2022) paper on factors that Influence FinTech Adoption in South Africa.
According to this paper, four factors promote the use of FinTech in South Africa;

trust, socio-economic influencers, utility and youth (Slazus, 2022). These factors

will be unpacked and discussed below.

2.3.1 Trust

Slazus (2022) identifies “Trust” as a factor that promotes FinTech adoption. This
finding is further supported by existing literature which states that there is a
positive correlation between Trust and FinTech adoption (Baptista & Oliveira,
2015; Hanafizadeh et al., 2014; Ismail & Masinge, 2011; Kim et al., 2009;
Maduku, 2017; Priya et al., 2018; Singh & Srivastava, 2018). According to Slazus

(2022), trust is the most cited factor that enables FinTech adoption (Slazus

2022). This factor was also stated in previous studies on Internet banking (Akhlag
& Ahmed, 2013; Pikkarainen et al., 2004), m-banking(Baptista & Oliveira, 2015;
Hanafizadeh et al., 2014; Ismail & Masinge, 2011; Maduku, 2017; Priya et al.,
2018; Singh & Srivastava, 2018), m-payments (Dastan & Gurler, 2016; Kim et al.,
2016) , and FinTech adoption (Dapp et al., 2014; EY, 2019).

Most FinTech solutions are new and unknown in the market, thus, Trust becomes

key for customers to adopt the solutions presented by the FinTech ’s (EY, 2019).

Trust refers to the user’s perceived utility of objects (Hu et al., 2019). Scholars

such as Kesharwani and Bisht (2021) found that trust can drive behaviour and is
driven by its inherent characteristics (Kesharwani & Bisht, 2012). In the case of
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FinTech, the inherent characteristics of Trust in FinTech is Brand Imagine and
Perceived Risk (Malaquias & Hwang, 2016).

For this reason, the study will also investigate Brand Image and Perceived Risk
as factors that drive the adoption of FinTech. In the context of FinTech, a
customer’s trust in the service plays a vital role in the decision-making process;
thus, the more a customer trusts the service provider, the greater the chance of

adopting the service (Basak et al., 2016; Koksal, 2016). The functional drivers of

trust include data security, data privacy, device trust and account security (EY,

2019; Slazus, 2022). Trust is one of the key components of why customers

entrust financial services providers with their hard-earned money (Dapp et al.,
2014; Wentzel et al., 2013).

Several researchers believe that the biggest growth and revenue opportunities
for FinTech will be realised by FinTech which provides customers with lasting

and credible data security assurance (Singh & Srivastava, 2018; Zhou, 2011).

Therefore, building Trust to foster adoption of FinTech is crucial to address the
security risks and low switching costs that are organic to the FinTech business
model (Singh & Srivastava, 2018; Zhou, 2011). This is further supported by the
study by Ja-Chul et al. (2009) who found that Trust plays a crucial role in the

adoption of mobile banking as it helps customers overcome fears of security,
privacy and fraud in the mobile environment (Ja-Chul et al., 2009). Singh and

Srivastava (2018) further substantiate this norm, as their study found that Trust
is enhanced by security in providing mobile services as Trust and security are

positively correlated with one another (Singh & Srivastava, 2018). Trust is

important in FinTech due to the high volume of data involved in the service (Hu
et al., 2019). Thus, this factor must be included in the study to demonstrate how
it affects the attitude of potential users and how it drives their adoption.

2.3.2 Socio-Economic Influencers

The term “Socio-Economic Influencers” is derived from two factors that Barbara

Jeanne Slazus and Geoffrey Bick (2022) had originally identified as enabling
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factors to the adoption of FinTech solutions. These factors are economic benefit
and social influence (Slazus, 2022).

Economic benefit FinTech are seen as disruptive because they offer financial
services for free or cheaper as opposed to charging customers unlike traditional

financial services providers (EY, 2019). It is then noted that cost saving from a

customer perspective is highly important to foster the adoption of FinTech
(Maduku, 2017).

Social Influence Peer recommendations and favourable word-of-mouth
recommendations affect promoting customers to adopt FinTech services (EY,
2019). The positive correlation between FinTech adoption and social influence

is also demonstrated in the intention to use m-banking adoption(Maduku, 2017;

Makanyeza, 2017; Wentzel et al., 2013). Social influence refers to the influence

of others in adopting new systems and a person’s perception of a certain group

(Chuang et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2016). Social pressure can result in compliance,

acceptance of social pressure with the possibility of gaining social status, and a
shift in one's belief system, which can allimpact an individual's behaviour (Kim et

al., 2016). Social influence is one of the main aspects influencing a person's

perception or experience novel and unfamiliar FinTech products (Cao, 2016).

Because of the uncertainty on finance related products, first time users turns to
their social clubs in their decision making process for pre-checks (Kim et al.,
2016).

Researchers in Portugal carried out an empirical investigation and discovered
that social influence has a major impact on behavioural intentions in Portugal to
adopt mobile payment technology. The study found that social influence affects

mobile payment users' behavioural intentions (Oliveira et al., 2016). It is thus

imperative to include social influence as a factor to adoption given that many
other studies found a positive correlation between this factor and FinTech

adoption.
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2.3.3 Utility

Utility refers to the convenience and usefulness of FinTech solutions, which is

valuable to improve the lives of those utilising the solutions (Slazus, 2022). There

are four sub factors that South Africans deem important in order to adopt FinTech

solutions (Slazus, 2022), these are presented in table 2.1 below.

Table 2:1 FinTech Utility factors (Slazus, 2022)

Sub factor Definitions according to Similar findings by other

(Slazus 2020) scholars

Specific need FinTech  solutions fulfils | A study in Indonesia that was
certain financial service’s | investigating the adoption of

needs (Slazus, 2022). FinTech measured ease of

use by assessing whether
there is a relationship
between adoption and the
perception of the solution
meeting the user's needs.
The study found that there is
a  positive relationship
between perceived
usefulness in a form of
addressing user’s needs and
FinTech adoption in
Indonesia (Setiawan et al.,
2021).

User experience | FinTech are easy to use | Studies that focused on

and comprehend | mobile payments found that

functionality (Slazus, 2022). | customer  experience  of

mobile payments resulted in

adoption of this FinTech
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Sub factor Definitions according to Similar findings by other

(Slazus 2020) scholars

solution (Chiriac et al., 2018;
Kumar et al., 2017)

Speed The functionality of FinTech | A study that focused on
is faster to use (Slazus, | Customer Experience in
2022). FinTech found that speed
contributes to good customer
experience and ultimately
adoption of FinTech
solutions (Barbu et al.,
2021).

The above four factors are further reinforced by local and international research
(Dapp et al., 2014; Ismail & Masinge, 2011; Singh & Srivastava, 2018). It is clear

that utility is measured by different variables as outlined on the above table,
further the findings from previous papers shows that this factor has been
successful in driving adoption of FinTech technology.

2.3.4 Age (Youth)

Numerous scholars have concluded that age is a key determinant to FinTech
adoption (Garrett et al., 2014; Liébana-Cabanillas et al., 2014). Slazus (2020)
finds that the younger generation in South African are keen to adopt FinTech
(Slazus, 2022). This finding is consistent with the finding by Das and Das (2020),
who found that 66.6% of the age group of 18-28 years and 62.3% of the

individuals belonging to the age group 29-39 years turn to use FinTech services
more than the older age groups (Das & Das, 2020). Scholars researching the

adoption of mobile payments by age also found that younger customers have a
higher likelihood of adopting mobile payments than older consumers, concluding
that individuals aged 20 years are about 10 times more likely to adopt FinTech

than adults aged 75 (Li et al., 2020). The numerous studies listed above indicates
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a strong relationship between FinTech adoption and age implying that age is a
key factor that drives adoption of FinTech solutions.

The following section has extended the factors that Slazus (2022) identified by
including the factors identified by Hu et al., (2019) who identified six factors that
enable FinTech adoption, these are; Financial Health, Attitude, Financial Literacy,
Innovativeness, Government support, and Brand image (Hu et al., 2019). The six

factors identified by Hu et al., (2019) are discussed in the below sections.

2.3.5 Financial health

Financial health refers to measuring financial satisfaction and situation, attitude

and behaviour (Joo, 2008). It constitutes financial capability, financial wellness,

and financial well-being (Anand et al., 2020). FinTech solutions can contribute to

the financial wellbeing and resilience of users when they are open to adopting

these services (Mahmud et al., 2022). According to a recent study by Korynski

(2019), FinTech improves financial wellness by giving users quick access to
information about managing money, including controlling income and expenses
(Korynski, 2019). Thus it also fosters financial health (Barefoot, 2020) .

Previous studies have been done on the correlation between FinTech adoption
and financial health and it was found that Financial Health is a factor that drives
FinTech adoption (Anand et al., 2021; Morgan & Trinh, 2020). A study performed

in the context of a developing country (Indonesia) also reached the same

conclusion, where it was found that there is a positive relationship between

FinTech adoption and financial health (Setiawan et al., 2021).The focus for this

study is on lower-income earners, these are individuals that that have limited
financial means at their disposal thus it is imperative to understand how this factor

drives their usage or adoption of FinTech solutions.

2.3.6 Attitude

Like and dislikes towards a certain item, person, behaviour, institution or event
can be referred to as attitude (Ajzen, 1993). In the case of this paper, this refers

to FinTech. The simplicity of use and perceived utility of a system have been

28



found to have a favourable effect on consumers' attitudes about that system in
previous studies (Huei et al., 2018) . This scenario would suggest that when a

person finds FinTech products and services to be beneficial and easy to use, it

improves their attitude about the technology (Huei et al., 2018). This came about

as a result of FinTech's advantages, including its utility, user-friendliness,
timesaving, and convenience (Chuang et al., 2016). Moreover, Al-Fahim (2016)'s

research on Yemen's banking sector shows that simplicity of use and utility of a
banking system positively affect consumers' attitudes toward and intentions to

utilise internet banking (Al-Fahim et al., 2016).

Bringing together attitudes and intentions for using FinTech, previous research
demonstrates a beneficial relationship between attitude and people's behavioural

intentions (Hsu & Lin, 2016). This implies that a person's willingness to utilise

FinTech will improve if they have positive experiences using its goods and
services (Huei et al., 2018). Chuang et al. (2016) found support for this finding by

finding a correlation between users' attitudes and intentions to utilise FinTech

goods in Taiwan (Chuang et al., 2016). Similarly, Lee (2016) discovered that

users' intentions to use mobile enterprise applications are significantly influenced
by their mindset (MEA) (Lee, 2016). Additionally, Lee (2009) clarified that a
consumer's intention to use internet banking is favourably influenced by attitude
(Lee, 2009).

Setiawan et al. (2021) investigated whether individuals interests in using FinTech
or what the comfort levels in using FinTech is and found that when a crisis arises,
attitude has the biggest direct impact on people's intention to use FinTech

(Setiawan et al., 2021). This finding aligns with other studies (Chuang et al., 2016;

Hu et al., 2019). The above findings on the relationship between FinTech

adoption and attitude supports the notion that attitude has a positive correlation

to FinTech adoption.

2.3.7 Digital and financial literacy

Digital literacy has not been studied rigorously like financial literacy (Lyons et al.,
2021). Digital literacy refers to the ability to discover, evaluate, write and interpret

information on digital platforms and it is measured by grammar, composition,
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typing skills and the ability to utilise technology (Wang et al., 2021). This concept

is regarded as a lifelong learning skill (Wang et al., 2021).These skills include

communicating with others through the internet (Martin & Madigan, 2006). In the

case of this study, it refers to the use of FinTech platforms. For purposes of this
study digital literacy adopts the digital literacy index recommended by Lyons et
al. (2021) which are; mobile technology access, mobile phone proficiency, and

mobile money proficiency (Lyons et al., 2021).

Financial inclusion and financial literacy are the driving forces behind digital

financial literacy (Lyons & Kass-Hanna, 2021; Morgan et al., 2019). Therefore,

there an expanding demand to increase digital financial literacy (Lyons et al.,
2021). According to Carlin et al. (2019), in order to engage in the digital economy,
a person must have the knowledge and abilities to use digital devices such mobile
phones, smart phones, and tablets, as well as the ability to conduct digital
financial transactions. According to a study by Lyons et al. (2021), financial
literacy and digital literacy are crucial for promoting inclusivity and financial
resilience, the study examined the relationship between multidimensional
measures of financial and digital literacy and resilience-building financial
behaviours, such as saving, borrowing, and risk management in South Asian and

Sub-Saharan African countries (Lyons et al., 2021). Another study on the

relationship between digital literacy and FinTech adoption was done in Ukraine,
the study found that there is a relationship between the level of financial and
digital literacy and the depth of promotion of innovative FinTech products among

users (Vartsaba & Zaslavska, 2020).

Financial Literacy refers to the understanding of basic financial management

information (Setiawan et al., 2021). The fast-growing pace of FinTech has given

rise to the need to accelerate financial literacy in order for users to be able to
operate FinTech solutions. This can include understanding basic financial terms

like compound interest, inflation, and risk diversification (Junger & Mietzner,

2020; Lusardi, 2019). Other studies have also added that financial literacy is

linked with innovativeness (Liu et al., 2021).

With testing the link between financial literacy and FinTech adoption, previous
studies have found that financial literacy has a close link to the adoption of
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FinTech (Morgan & Trinh, 2020). The same conclusion was also reached by a

study that aimed to investigates how financial literacy and other factors
contributed to the adoption of FinTech services in Japan, the study found that
higher financial literacy is positively associated with a higher likelihood of using

FinTech services (Yoshino et al., 2020). In the context of a developing country,

a study in Vietnam examined the correlation of financial literacy and FinTech
awareness and adoption, by allocating a financial literacy score to a set of
guestions. The study discovered that an individual's awareness of and use of
FinTech products is strongly and favourably influenced by their level of financial
literacy (Morgan & Trinh, 2020). The above findings on digital and financial

literacy indicates that these two factors are pivotal to drive FinTech adoption.

2.3.8 Innovativeness

The degree in which an individual experiments with new technology is referred to
as Innovativeness (Lu et al., 2005). The ability to evaluate new products,

technologies, or services at an early stage in their creation is referred to in this

study as user innovativeness (Shahzad et al., 2022) . Highly imaginative people

are more receptive to technology developments and less likely to notice hazards
(Leicht et al., 2018). In addition to this, Yun et al., (2020) refers to Innovativeness

as the degree of adoption of new products, technologies or services (Yun et al.

2020). Whilst Setianwan et al. (2021) refers to Innovativeness as pioneering

FinTech services (Setiawan et al., 2021). Setianwan et al. (2021) concluded that

the willingness to accept new technology is the main driving force of technology

adoption, in the case of this paper that refers to FinTech.

Previous literature found that Innovativeness is also a positive factor in the
adoption of FinTech (Hu et al., 2019; Morosan & DeFranco, 2014; Zhang et al.,

2018). Kim et al. (2010) in their study of mobile payment users' adoption
behaviour. This is because most consumers lack professional understanding of

a variety of mobile services (Kim et al.,, 2010). In a study that studied the

perspective towards the intention to use loan aggregator platforms, it was found
that the attitude toward using the online platform and the behavioural desire to

use it were both highly influenced by user innovation. As a result, there is a
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correlation between a client’s interest in experimenting with new technology or

using new products or services and FinTech adoption. (Shahzad et al., 2022).

Innovativeness is thus concluded to be a contributing factor to FinTech adoption.

2.3.9 Government Support

Access to the internet is important to accessing FinTech services (Slazus, 2022).

To this end, Government support is crucial in building infrastructure such as
internet access in order to enable people to access FinTech solutions (Setiawan
et al., 2021). The support of the Government also extends to addressing
uncertainty of utilising FinTech services, this was proven in the study by Goo and
Heo (2020) who concluded that government support positively aligns with

FinTech adoption (Goo & Heo, 2020). User Innovativeness, financial literacy and

financial technology literacy are all dependant on Government support to this end,
Setianwan et al. (2021) concluded that Government assistance and FinTech
adoption in Indonesia have a positive link that is mediated by financial literacy

(Setiawan et al., 2021). Previous studies clearly indicate the dependency of

government support on user’'s adoption to FinTech solutions, this makes

government support another key important factor that drives FinTech adoption.

2.3.10 Brand Image

Brand image is intangible in nature; however it has economic value as it has the

potential to produce positive effects on users (Hu et al., 2019) . Brand has the

power to prompt service providers to provide reliable service to users, thus has
an effect on promoting users’ achievements of their intended purposes (Park et

al., 2015). A number of empirical studies supports the notion that Brand Imagine

has the power to influences user’s perception of quality (Riyadh et al., 2010,

value (Shapiro et al., 2019) and satisfaction (Saleem & Rashid, 2011). For this

reason, brand is also listed as an enabling factor to FinTech adoption.
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2.3.11 Proposition 1
There are numerous factors that promote the use and adoption FinTech in
developing countries.
2.4 Barriers to the use of FinTech solutions

This section also draws on several past studies that focused on factors that
detracts the use of FinTech solutions.
2.4.1 Perceived risks, Associated costs and Security concerns

The adoption of FinTech, is heavily influenced by perceived risk (Chigada &

Hirschfelder, 2017). The increase in cybercrimes and data breeches has alarmed

customers; thus, customers are more vigilant when utilising digital channels for

financial services (Dapp et al., 2014). Africa is not exempt from the perceived risk

that customers deem to be inherent with FinTech, the common risks in Africa
include Identity theft, phishing, hacking, malware, data breaches and SIM swaps
(Slazus, 2022). Barbara Jeanne Slazus & Geoffrey Bick’s (2022) also found that
the lack of human interaction negatively influences South African consumers to

FinTech adoption in the South African context. This topic will further be unpacked

in section 2.5.

Perceived cost is defined as “the degree to which a person perceives that utilising
FinTech will cost money” Ismail & Masinge (2011). From a customer perspective,
FinTech costs can include transaction service fees, data rates from mobile
networks, and expenditures associated with purchasing a mobile device, such as

a smartphone or a basic feature phone (Ismail & Masinge, 2011). Cost as a

deterrent factor to adopting FinTech is also found internationally by researchers;

Brazil (Cruz et al., 2010), Iran (Hanafizadeh et al., 2014) and India (Pandiya &

Gupta, 2015). This deterrent is more apparent in lower-income customers as they
do not have the means to pay for high transaction fees (Li et al., 2020).

Security concern is defined as measures to maintain the privacy of financial

information while it is being sent and stored (Taherdoost, 2018). It refers to
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concerns around private information and actions that a user considers the
financial services provider will take to protect the user's money (Taherdoost,
2017). The most notable security concern is cybercrimes, which has created an

obstacle for adoption (Ogbanufe & Kim, 2018). Previous research showedn that

the perception of information loss is unfavourable and prevents the adoption of
new technology (Ogbanufe & Kim, 2018).

This factor was not outlined by Barbara Jeanne Slazus & Geoffrey Bick’s (2022)
however based on the extensive empirical research that the Researcher
conducted, it is deemed a very important factor that poses a barrier to the

adoption of technologies (Ogbanufe & Kim, 2018). This concern extends to

mobile payments (Tseng et al., 2017) and e-commerce(Taherdoost, 2017). This

is mainly because, security and confidentiality of personal data are fundamental
in processing financial transactions (Ogbanufe & Kim, 2018).

The above literature supports the notion that Perceived risks, associated costs

and Security concerns are barriers to FinTech adoption.

Further studies were investigated to understand other barriers to FinTech
adoption. The findings of these previous studies are summarised on the below
table:

Table 2:2 Barriers to the use of FinTech solutions

Location Authors Main barriers to FinTech adoption

e Usage
India (Kaur et al., 2020) e Risk

e Value barriers

e Traditional habits of using cash
India (Chittineni, 2018) e Security

e Value for the money
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Location Authors Main barriers to FinTech adoption

Sweden (Dimitrova et al., | ¢ Privacy
2022) e Access barriers
e Value barrier
China (Arif et al., 2020) e Risk barrier
e Image barrier
e Perceived privacy
Malaysia (Rani, 2021) e Security
e Risk
e Income
India (Das & Das, 2020) |e Education level
e Age

From the above studies, it is evident that there are numerous barriers to the use
of FinTech solutions. The researcher will be focusing on the below factors that

are dominant in the previous studies:

2.4.2 Age, Income, and education level

A key finding by Slazus (2020) is that the older generation are more hesitant to
adopt FinTech solutions, thus age can also be seen as a deterrent to adoption
(Slazus, 2022). This is further supported by Das and Das (2020) who found that
only 26.9% of individuals aged 50 and above were utilising FinTech services (Das
& Das, 2020). Li et al. (2020) concluded that older individuals turn to be anxious
whenever they are utilising technology as they turn to have lower Perceived Ease
of Use and thus this contributes to their resistance to utilising FinTech solutions
(Li et al., 2020).
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A few studies have been conducted on income as a factor to technology adoption
let alone FinTech adoption (Solarz & Swacha-Lech, 2021). Because of the lack

of recent studies, older literature is referenced due to the focus of this paper.
Flavian et al. (2006) found that income significantly impacts the adoption of online

banking services (Flavian et al., 2006). This barrier is mainly due to the perceived

cost associated with technology (Mallat, 2007). Li et al. (2020) conducted an

empirical study on mobile payments adoption and this study partially supports the
finding that stated that utilising mobile payments depends on your income, the
lower the income the less likely is an individual to adopt FinTech solutions (Li et
al., 2020). In recent studies, Das and Das (2020) demonstrated that adopting

FinTech services depends on customers income (Das & Das, 2020).

According to Rogers (2020), individuals who adopt technology early are mostly

those with higher education (Rogers et al., 2014). This was also supported by
Szopinski (2016), who showed that education level positively links the adoption

and use of online banking (Szopinski, 2016). Li et al. (2020) also confirmed this

positive correlation where post bachelor’'s degree graduates had a 27% usage
rate compared to 22% of individuals with high school or lower degree (Li et al.,
2020). Das and Das (2020) also supported this as the study found that
respondents without any formal education have never used FinTech services

(Das & Das, 2020). Thus it can be concluded that level of education can be a

deterrent to adopt FinTech services (Das & Das, 2020).

In conclusion, age, Income, and education level are also identified as barriers to

FinTech adoption.

2.4.3 Proposition 2

The factors that detract from the use of FinTech solutions includes associated
costs, low income and education level, perceived risk, and security concerns.
These affect both the banked and unbanked.
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2.5 ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

This section intends to outline this study's theoretical and empirical concepts. The
theories discussed in this section aims to outline and account for the propositions
outlined above. To select the right theories for the study, a thorough literature

review was conducted to answer the research questions outlined in Chapter 1.

Eight major significant models and theories explain an individual’s acceptance of
any technology-based service; Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB); Innovation
Diffusion Theory (IDT); Social Cognitive Theory (SCT); Model of PC Utilisation
(MCPU); Combined TAM and TPB (C-TAM-TPB); Motivational Model (MM);
Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA); and Technology Acceptance Model (TAM).
(Venkatesh et al., 2003). However, three theories underpin the study, namely,
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), the Perceived Risk Theory (PRT) and the

Innovation Resistance Theory (IRT) model.

2.5.1 Theoretical Framework - Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

The first framework to model and predict user acceptance of information systems
was the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1985). This model results

in an accurate representation of the user's intent to use technology (Akturan &

Tezcan, 2012). According to Davis (1985), two direct adoption drivers impacts

users attitude, these are “perceived usefulness" (PU) and "perceived ease of use"
(PEOU) (Davis, 1985). This model has also been used and applied numerus
times by studies in Africa (Chigada & Hirschfelder, 2017; Lule et al., 2012;
Muzurura & Chigora, 2019; Wentzel et al., 2013). The TAM model is widely used

for technology adoption as it excellently explains the consumer’s willingness to

adopt technology as well as allows improvements based on analysis of problems,
thus in this study the model is used to answer the research question outlined in
chapter 1 (Zhang et al., 2018). This study has adopted the TAM model because

it a model that is widely used in the study of technology adoption. It offers a
theoretical framework for comprehending and forecasting users' attitudes and
intentions toward adopting technology. The two main characteristics of this

model; Perceived usefulness (PU) and perceived ease of use (EU) are excellent
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variables to forecast users' intentions to adopt technology. Further, a wide
number of technologies and user groups have been studied using the TAM

model, which has been demonstrated to have a high level of predictive value.

See below for the graphical representation of the model:

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

Perceived

Usefulness
(U)
Attitude Behavioral Actual
External

Toward * Intention to—™  System

Variables 1 Using (A) Use ( BI) Use
Perceived

Ease of Use
(E)

Figure 2:3 TAM Model (Davis, 1985)

The two key variables of the TAM model are discussed in the below sections:

25.1.1 Perceived usefulness (PU)

The extent to which someone believes they will gain from employing technology

is known as perceived usefulness (Slazus, 2022). For purposes of this paper, this

refers to FinTech. As a result, it may be said that a person will first consider the

impact of their behaviour before making a choice based on PU (Kim et al., 2009).

This is further supported by Ryu (2018) who states that customers opt to adopt
FinTech because they believe it has a positive impact (Ryu, 2018a). Over the
years, there has been arguments that one major contributing factor to PU is the
increased demand for customisation and personalised services (Dapp et al.,
2014).

Numerous empirical research concur that PU has a substantial impact on
attitudes regarding utilising FinTech (Chuang et al., 2016; Ismail & Masinge,
2011; Kim et al., 2016; Pandiya & Gupta, 2015; Singh & Srivastava, 2018). This
phenomenon affects the world (Pandiya & Gupta, 2015). According to a study

conducted in Ghana, consumers' intentions to utilise technology at Access Bank
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was positively impacted by PU (Cudjoe et al., 2015). Chinese banking institutions

were also used as research objects by Chang et al., (2016) and it was found that
FinTech has an advantage of bringing in-depth mining of user data and

constructing a user knowledge map (Chang et al., 2016). On the other hand, a

study in Thailand concluded that there is a correlation between a developed
system that is easy to use and the intention to use mobile banking (Chansaenroj
& Techakittiroj, 2015).

Carlin et al., (2017) discovered that millennials’ behavioural intentions to adopt

FinTech are influenced by life expectancy and financial knowledge (Carlin et al.
2017). Another noted factor of perceived usefulness is that it does not require a

user to have an additional skill in utilising the technology (Tun-Pin et al., 2019).

This inherently attracts users of all background as the FinTech solution is user-
friendly, has clear instructions, and facilitates transaction (Tun-Pin et al., 2019).

2.5.1.2 Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU)

Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU) refers to the degree which an individual trusts

that utilising a system will come with ease or less effort (Davis, 1985). In this

study, the system referred to is FinTech. This is also supported by (Hu et al.,
2019) who refers to “perceived use of ease” as the effort consumers make in

order to learn to utilise FinTech (Hu et al., 2019). Researchers believe that

FinTech solutions that are easy and less complex will not be intimidating to
customers (Davis, 1985; Priya et al., 2018). Thus, PEOU result in users being

able to adopt noncomplex FinTech solutions in their daily lives (Priya et al., 2018).

Numerous researchers agree that PEOU significantly affects attitude (Chuang et
al., 2016; Ismail & Masinge, 2011; Kim et al., 2016; Pandiya & Gupta, 2015; Singh
& Srivastava, 2018). This is mainly because FinTech services have managed to

close the customer experience gap that traditional financial service providers
always had as FinTech’s ease of use is the main determinant of its adoption
(Abbad, 2013; Chau & Ngai, 2010). Kim et al. (2016) further outline that PEOU of
FinTech is more applicable in banking to check one’s account balance and fund
transfers (Kim et al., 2016).
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The positive correlation between adoption and ease of use is also demonstrated
by scholars in the research field of banking (Akturan & Tezcan, 2012; Szopinski,

2016) .The contributing factor to this is the convenience, friendly, easy to operate

nature of FinTech service (Riguelme & Rios, 2010). Globally there are a number

of positive outcomes for this factor, in Thailand, scholars investigated Taiwanese
consumers' intentions to make online purchases revealed that perceived utility

was a predictor of customers' willingness to utilise FinTech (Moslehpour et al.,

2018).The findings from previous studies demonstrate the positive correlation of
perceived ease of use in the adoption of different FinTech solutions, making this
factor an important one to drive FinTech adoption.

2.5.2 Perceived Risk Theory (PRT)
The Perceived risk theory was introduced by Bauer in 1960. This theory is used
to analyse consumer behaviour (Bauer, 1960).
2.5.2.1 Perceived risk factors for adoption/lack of
adoption

This section is an extension of section 2.4.1 and draws from several empirical
literature. Per the previous section, Perceived Risk is a deterrent to FinTech
adoption (Hu et al., 2019; Slazus, 2022; Tang et al., 2020). Perceived risk is

further discussed in this section as several sub-factors anchors this factor.

Perceived risk can also refer to the absence of trust (Hu et al., 2019). Most

scholars see Perceived risk as the key factor that deters users from adopting
FinTech (Kesharwani & Bisht, 2012; Sikdar & Makkad, 2015). Perceived risk

refers to users' privacy and financial risks when choosing FinTech solutions (Hu

et al., 2019). Financial risk refers to fears of product profit rate and Privacy risks

refers to the disclosure of privacy information when transacting using FinTech

solutions (Hu et al., 2019). FinTech services involves technologies such as big

data, the Internet of Things (loT) and Cloud Computing which brings about

security concerns when utilising the service (Zhou et al., 2010). The main reason
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this factor is deterring users from adopting FinTech is due to the fear that personal
information may be misused when using FinTech services (Bansal et al., 2010).

In the FinTech context, Ryu (2018) identified factors four factors underpinning
Perceived Risk these four factors were also adapted by Tang et al. (2020), the
factors are Financial Risk, Legal Risk, Security Risk and Operational Risk (Tang

et al., 2020).

2.5.2.1.1 Financial Risk

Financial risks refer to financial losses experienced whilst conducting a financial

transaction (Forsythe et al., 2006). In the context of FinTech, financial risks stem

from budgetary exchange framework, currency misinterpretation, moral danger
and exchange fees which negatively affects the use of FinTech (Ryu, 2018b).
Previous studies by Ryu (2018) found that users of network and mobile phones
mostly do not adopt FinTech solutions due to the perceived financial risk; thus,
financial risk is a barrier to FinTech adoption (Ryu, 2018b). This finding is
consistent with the study conducted by Tang et al. (2020), which found that
financial risks negatively affect the adoption of FinTech in Malaysia (Tang et al.,
2020). This is mainly because of the perceived financial losses such as financial
fraud, misrepresentation of money and possible downtime of the trading

frameworks (Tang et al., 2020).

2.5.2.1.2 Legal Risk

Legal risk refers to the unclear legal standing and lack of guidelines for FinTech

(Tang et al., 2020). Legal risks include customer’s data, privacy and safety of

financial systems (Tang et al., 2020). There is currently little guidance on financial

and security issues in FinTech since it is recent in the market (Tang et al., 2020).

This lack of guidance results in suspicion, fear and uneasiness in users hence

(Tang et al., 2020) found that there is correlation between legal risks and FinTech

adoption, the more legal risks increase the more the number of consumers are
less likely to use FinTech. This finding agrees with the finding by Ryu (2018),

which showed that consumers were reluctant to utilise FinTech due to legal risks.
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2.5.2.1.3 Security Risk

Security risk is the absence of control over personal information (Luo et al.,
2010). In the context of FinTech, security risk is underpinned by hacker attacks
on the security systems of FinTech services, fraud and network intrusion (Tang

et al., 2020). According to Ryu (2018) this can result in negative effects on user’s

hence this risk is a major barrier to FinTech adoption due to low levels of
confidence in technology (Tang et al., 2020). Ryu (2018) argues that security risk

is the main factor for perceived risk of FinTech usage and thus it has a negative
effect on FinTech adoption. This finding is contrary to the studies that found that
the relationship between security risk and the intention to use FinTech s
insignificant (Tang et al., 2020; Teoh et al., 2013).

2.5.2.1.4 Operational Risk

Operational risk is defined as the likelihood of product failure due to the deviation
of product design and the failure to fulfil benefits (Luo et al., 2010). In the context

of FinTech, this refers to flaws in internal processes, people and frameworks

(Barakat & Hussainey, 2013). From a customer context, this refers to transaction

errors, incomplete transactions due to system failure and hesitation in resolving

system problems (Tang et al., 2020). For this reason, Tang et al. (2020) found

that operational risks have a negative effect on the intention to use FinTech.

2.5.2.1.5 Proposition 3
Perception on the adoption of FinTech among the banked and unbanked is driven
by perceived risks underpinned by financial, legal, operational and security risks.
2.5.3 Innovation Resistance Theory models (IRT)

The (IRT) is a theoretical framework designed for customer resistance, and it

assists in understanding user’s behaviour to resistance (Ram & Sheth, 1989). For

the purposes of this paper, Innovation Resistance refers to the rational thinking
behaviour that affects the decision- making process to adopt innovation due to
changes in the status core, in this case FinTech (Hew et al., 2019). IRT proposes
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active resistance which outlines functional barriers that drive innovation
resistance, passive resistance comes to being due to conflicts with existing
beliefs which is outlined by psychological barriers as proposed by IRT (Yu &
Chantatub, 2015). The inclusivity of IRT model is relevant to this study as it

investigates users’ resistance towards innovation (Ma & Lee, 2019). Thus it

addresses the user resistance gap that the TAM model does not cover (Gupta &
Arora, 2017).

IRT appears to have been the preferred method among researchers to study
innovation resistance, as evidenced by the eight earlier empirical investigations
that used the IRT as their only theoretical framework (Borraz-Mora et al., 2017).

IRT has also complemented other theoretical frameworks such as UTAUT2 (Lian
& Yen, 2014). The IRT has also been used to look into the obstacles and

opposition to various online solutions, like internet purchasing (Lian & Yen, 2014),

m-banking (Gupta & Arora, 2017), m-commerce (Hew et al., 2019) and e-banking

(Borraz-Mora et al., 2017). IRT has also been used by researchers globally,
including Malaysia (Moorthy et al., 2017), Taiwan (Yu & Chantatub, 2015), Spain
(Borraz-Mora et al., 2017) and India (Gupta & Arora, 2017).

IRT is split into two parts (Ram & Sheth, 1989):

e Functional barriers
o Usage barrier
This refers to barriers that results due to changes brought by new

innovation versus existing systems (Ram_ & Sheth, 1989).

User barriers have been linked to users' intentions negatively in

previous studies on m-banking (Gupta & Arora, 2017), m-

commerce (Moorthy et al., 2017) and e-banking (Borraz-Mora et al.,
2017).

o Value barrier
This refers to the balance between innovation and benefits offered
(Morar, 2013). Prior literature in different contexts has also found

that value barrier and technology adoption have close association
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with mobile commerce (Moorthy et al., 2017) and mobile banking
(Laukkanen, 2016).

Risk barrier
Risk barriers refers to new technology's inherent uncertainties

(Dunphy & Herbig, 1995). Risk barriers have a negative impact on

adoption intentions in different domains, namely mobile commerce
(Moorthy et al., 2017) and mobile banking (Laukkanen, 2016).

e Psychological barriers

[¢]

Traditional barrier
Traditional barriers refer to challenges posed by adopting new

technology John & Klein, 2003). Numerous literatures found that

tradition barriers negatively affect adoption intentions in mobile
commerce (Moorthy et al., 2017) and mobile banking (Laukkanen,

2016).

Image barrier
Imagine barrier is defined as negative brand of the innovation due

to the perceived complexity (Lian & Yen, 2013). Prior research have

reported image as a barrier negatively influencing users’ behaviour
regarding different digitisation initiatives, = mobile commerce
(Moorthy et al., 2017) and mobile banking (Laukkanen, 2016).

2.5.4 Conceptual Framework

The preceding sections have prompted the construction of an enhanced
conceptual framework. As per the preceding sections, this study is anchored by
propositions drafted in the empirical literature and the theoretical framework
referred to above; TAM, PRT and IRT. There are noted limitations on the TAM
this is further supported by a few other researchers who noted that the models

do not consider risks (Shin, 2010). Therefore, enhanced conceptual framework

aims to incorporate some of the key findings of the empirical literature and the

theoretical frameworks for FinTech adoption.
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FinTech Adoption Research Model

The framework aims to answer the research questions outlined in chapter 1 of
this study. The framework enhances/extends the TAM model, Perceived Risk
Theory (PRT) and the Innovation Resistance Theory (IRT) by extending the
model with the three propositions defined in the study (as informed by literature).
This model aims to model the factors that enable the use of FinTech solutions

and the barriers to the use of FinTech solutions by lower-income earners.

Internal B
Enablers

P d
— Perceived
Usefulness

Brand Image

4

/ | 2 N
External .
Enablers . N

Adoption
of Fintech

Government support

Barriers ~—
g - B
Non-
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—

External P - /
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Figure 2:4 FinTech adoption model

From the above, it is clear that adoption is driven by enablers and barriers.
Enablers are split into internal and external enablers, where internal enablers are
anchored by the TAM model; Perceived Ease of Use and Perceived usefulness
and external enablers are anchored by the factors of adoption as per the past
literature. Barriers are anchored by the Innovation Resistance Theory (IRT),
Perceived Risk Theory (PRT) and barriers of FinTech adoption as per the past

literature.
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2.6 Conclusion of Literature Review

This chapter reviewed several empirical kinds of literature on the factors that
promote or deter the use of FinTech. The chapter started off with answering the
first sub research question: What factors that enable the use of FinTech
solutions? the researcher firsty made use of Barbara Jeanne Slazus and
Geoffrey Bick’s (2022) paper on Factors that Influence FinTech Adoption in South
Africa as the basis for the discussion and then proceeded to use the study by Hu
et al. (2019) which focused on the adoption intention of FinTech services for bank
users. The above-mentioned studies were supported by previous studies and
findings that have been done on the phenomenon. This led to the identification of
ten factors that promote the use of FinTech, resulting in the formulation of
Proposition 1.

The chapter then focused on answering research sub question two; What are the
barriers to the use of FinTech solutions? The researcher also started off this
section by basing it on the study conducted by Barbara Jeanne Slazus & Geoffrey
Bick’s (2022), two key factors namely Perceived Risk and Associated Costs were
identified from this study. The rest of the factors that deter the use of FinTech
were derived from a number of previous studies as per table 2:2. The findings
and results found in the previous studies led to the identification of six factors that

deter the use of FinTech and ultimately led to the formulation of Proposition 2.

The chapter proceeded to focus on Theoretical framework that have been
designed for technology adoption. The intent of this section is to outline the
theoretical and empirical concepts of this study. Three theories were outlined,
namely, Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Perceived Risk Theory (PRT) and
2.6.3 Innovation Resistance Theory models (IRT).

In this section, the chapter answered research question three: Perceived risk
factors for adoption/lack of adoption. This chapter was an extension of section
2.4.1, and it drawn from several empirical literature. This led to the formulation of

Proposition 3.
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As outlined in the chapter, three propositions have been formulated to answer the
research questions outlined in Chapter 1.

Table 2:3 Propositions

Proposition Proposition statement

Proposition 1 There are numerous factors that
promote the wuse and adoption

FinTech in developing countries.

Proposition 2 The factors that detract from the use
of FinTech  solutions includes
associated costs, low income and
education level, perceived risk, and
security concerns. These affect both
the banked and unbanked.

Proposition 3 Perception on the adoption of FinTech
among the banked and unbanked is
driven by perceived risks underpinned
by financial, legal, operational and

security risks.

The chapter proceeded to focus on the Theoretical framework that have been
designed for technology adoption. This section intends to outline the theoretical
and empirical concepts of this study. Three theories were outlined, namely,
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Perceived Risk Theory (PRT) and
Innovation Resistance Theory models (IRT). The researcher noted that the
theoretical models did not cater for propositions formulated and thus constructed

an enhanced conceptual framework.
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The chapter closes off with an enhanced conceptual framework for FinTech
adoption which enhances the TAM model, Perceived Risk Theory (PRT) and the
Innovation Resistance Theory (IRT) model to predict factors that enable/deter

the adoption of FinTech solutions.
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH
METHODOLOGY

This section discusses the research methods that will be followed to address the
propositions identified in the literature review as solutions to the research
guestions described in chapter 1. The chapter starts by outlining the research
approach used in the study, followed by a discussion of the chosen research
design and its advantages and disadvantages as they pertain to the research.
The chapter then discusses the data collection methods used in the study and
the rational thereof. Next, the population and sample to be used in the research
and the justification for this selection is described. The chapter will then move on
to discuss the research instrument used for the research and indicate how each
part of the research instrument addresses a specific issue in the research. The
chapter will also include a description of how data will be gathered using the
instrument and outline the data analysis and interpretation. Limitations and
possible challenges of the study will then follow. The chapter will then conclude
with quality assurance and Ethical Considerations.

3.1 Research approach

This study focused on factors that drive the adoption of FinTech by lower-income
earners; the focus is thus non-numeric as it aims to explore and understand what
drives participants to adopt/not adopt FinTech solutions. For this reason, the
gualitative research approach was adopted to give an in-depth understanding of
the participants’ understanding of FinTech, the FinTech adoption drivers and their
experiences with these drivers in the South African context.

Qualitative research is described as an investigation of phenomena, usually in-
depth and holistically, employing a flexible study methodology and acquiring rich

narrative materials (Polit & Beck, 2008). Qualitative research strives to provide

in-depth insights and understanding of real-world problems (Moser & Korstjens,

2017). According to Ludvigsen et al. (2021), a qualitative study provides high-
quality data, hence it was selected for this study (Ludvigsen et al., 2021). For this

study, the empirical qualitative technique was adopted because the study sought
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a more in-depth insight into the phenomenon. Exploratory research provides new
insights into the phenomenon, asks questions, and evaluates the phenomenon

from a different perspective (Nancy et al., 2001). This is done when little research

is done on the subject or topic. The purpose is to develop a theory or framework

(Collis & Hussey, 2013). Exploratory research explores whether existing

methodological concepts apply to the phenomenon and whether new frameworks
or methodologies need to be developed. This type of research does not provide
a definitive answer to the problem, but it does provide ideas, guidance or direction

that may be the basis for future research (Collis & Hussey, 2013). Due to FinTech

being relatively new phenomenon, there is limited information on this subject

hence this research was conducted in an exploratory manner.

As per the literature review, there is some understanding of the factors that drive
the adoption of FinTech. However, there is little understanding of this topic in the
South African context, moreover the lower-income earners. With the assumption
that there is limited understanding of this topic, prior conclusions on factors that
drive FinTech in South Africa may be limited to mobile or internet banking. With
this limited prior research and data on the topic, a qualitative study is required to
understand the relationship between lower-income earners and FinTech and the
perception of FinTech by lower-income earners. This understanding can be

enriched by probing questions in interviews.

3.2 Research design

A research design is a process of collecting, analysing, interpreting and reporting

data in research studies (Creswell & Clark, 2017). Mouton (2021) defines it as a

conceptual data collection plan in empirical studies (Mouton, 2011). Thus, a

research design sets out the design procedure for the data required, the methods
that will be used to collect and analyse the data and connects it to the research

question (Wilkerson et al., 2014). Mouton (2021) further notes that the research

design section tests the overall research question. The topology of the research

guestion is classified into two categories: empirical and non-empirical (Mouton

2011). Empirical studies result in new knowledge of data and non-empirical

50



studies makes use of literature review, modelling, philosophical and conceptual
analysis to create an understanding (Saunders et al., 2007).

As stated in the research approach, this study adopted a qualitative research
approach to understand what participants understand about FinTech and explore
participants experiences and learnings. Because qualitative is sorely based on
the immediate experience of participants, it provides the most essential and

meaningful data (Marvasti, 2018). To this end, the personal perceptions of the

study’s participants formed the core data of the study, hence the need to adopt a
method that allows for exploration. The chosen methodology was a generic
gualitative design. This qualitative research design concerns people’s subjective

attitudes, opinions and reflections of a given phenomenon (Percy et al., 2015). In

the study, the focus is to understand the perceptions of lower-income earners in
South Africa in terms of what they are experiencing, have experienced, or have
not experienced with regards to FinTech solutions. This research design was
chosen due to some of the greatest advantages of a phenomenological
methodology. One advantage of this methodology is that it aims to learn about
and comprehend a phenomenon, a process, or the perspectives and views of
participants. It is suitable to small-scale research because it is reliant on in-depth

interviews (Merriam, 1998). The disadvantage of using this method though is that

it typically contains small samples sizes making it difficult to generalise on larger
populations, it limits topics being studied as it focuses on certain contexts,
experiences and behaviours and it can easily be influenced by the bias of a

researcher as it relies heavily on subjective interpretation (Bazeley, 2020).

3.3 Data collection methods

Data collection generates and evaluates information within an existing framework
for a particular variable, which helps answer research questions (Kabir, 2016).
This study took a qualitative empirical study approach, thus semi-structured one-
on-one interviews were undertaken as means of data collection. Semi-structured
interviews were chosen as they allowed the researcher some flexibility in the way
questions is worded for each participant and allowed the researcher to probe for

more information and clarification where necessary. This method was chosen
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because of certain pros it has, the method results in objective knowledge
regarding an experience, it enables flexibility of responses and also allows for a
comparison of responses by item as all participants are asked the same question

(McIntosh & Morse, 2015). It also allows follow up on verbal and non-verbal

reactions such as laughter, sighs and facial expressions (Kakilla, 2021). The cons

of this method were also noted, this method lacks subjective knowledge, focuses

only specific areas of enquiry (McIntosh & Morse, 2015). Because it is verbal,

language barrier can cause a challenge as it pose a risk to loss of direct meaning
through translation (Kakilla, 2021) .

According to Newman (2013), a researcher needs to be able to align the research
guestions to the appropriate data collection technique; hence, the study chose to
use open-ended questions to collect data for this exploratory research (Newman,
2003). Open-ended questions were chosen because they provide respondents
the freedom to deliver a variety of responses which might also prompt follow-up

guestions (Hyman & Sierra, 2016). It was however noted that open-ended

guestion method has a few disadvantages; although audio or video recording
appears to be a great option, many people are reluctant to allow themselves to
be audio or video recorded. As a result, the only thing interviewers have of their
responses is what they can scribble down as soon as they can, which may be

inaccurate and imprecise, leading to inconsistent coding (Hyman & Sierra, 2016).

The outlined data collection methods assisted in answering the research
guestions outlined in chapter 1.

3.4 Population and sample

3.4.1 Population

A population refers to the total number of people from which a statistical sample

can be drawn in scientific analysis (Boddy, 2016). In the case of this study, the

population refers to all lower-income earners?! in South Africa.

! Lower-income earners refers to people earning between RO — R3000 in a given month, this is inclusive of those employed
in the formal employment sector, informal employment sector, Social Grant recipients
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3.4.2 Sample and sampling method

Sampling refers to a method for choosing a representative sample of people or
things from a broader population in order to draw conclusions or make inferences

about that population (Taherdoost, 2016). The study has adopted a few non-

probability sampling techniques. Non-probability sampling has an advantage of
being cost- and time-effective (Cusher et al., 2018). This is crucial in this study

as there is a very big population to work with. The downside of this sampling
technique is that it is impossible to know how well the population is represented,
calculation of confidence intervals and margins of error cannot be done as well
(Cusher et al., 2018).

The planned number of interviews was between fifteen and twenty-five. This
sample size was influenced by the scientific paradigm employed in the study
(Boddy, 2016). The selected sampling techniques were convenient sampling (the
researcher started collecting data from the participants with whom the researcher
has a relationship with), purposive sampling (the researcher used judgment in
selecting participants) and snowball sampling (the researcher requested
recommendations from initial participants). Three sampling techniques were
chosen due to the study's exploratory nature and to ensure that a balanced view
of participants can be obtained and meet needs of the research. The list of

potential participants is indicated in Table 3.1 below:
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Table 3:1 Potential participants

Number of participants | Number of participants

who have adopted who have not adopted

Age of Type of income

participant FinTech solution to be | FinTech solution to be

interviewed interviewed

Formal, informal,

18 -25 2 2
R350 grant
Formal, informal,
26 - 35 2 2
R350 grant
Formal, informal,
36 — 45 2 2
R350 grant
Formal, informal,
45 — 55 2 2
R350 grant
Formal, informal,
56 - 60 2 2
R350 grant
Social Grant
Over 60 Pension 2 2
Recipients

Total number
of 12 12

participants

3.5 Theresearch instruments

A research instrument is a tool used for data collection (Cusher et al., 2018).

Although every interview will be conducted with a different approach due to the
unstructured nature of the technique, an interview schedule was deployed to

ensure uniformity (Lievens & De Paepe, 2004). This resulted in each interview

schedule consisting of the following three major contextual parts:

i.  The opening was designed to make the participant felt welcome and at

ease. The objective of the interview was also be outlined upfront to give
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the participants an overview of what the interview was about and the
research-supplementing information to keep participants motivated to
answer the questions thoroughly was provided. Lastly, the opening
indicated the expected length of the interview.

ii.  The main part of the interview plan listed topics covering possible
guestions. The interview was moderately planned to include main and
possible exploratory questions about each section. This was done by
providing some freedom to check responses and adjust to the situation.
The unstructured one-on-one interview allowed responses to be recorded.

iii. The ending was short but not abrupt which outlined the main issues
discussed during the interview, the next actions to be taken and thank the

participants for their time.

Due to the nature of the participants, English challenged their understanding of
the questions. Thus, the interviews were conducted in the language the
participants understood and allowed them to answer in their language. The

responses were then translated into English.

The research instrument was developed, and the interview guide was used to
conduct the interviews. The questions were based on the research questions

presented in chapter 1.

As stated, semi-structured face-to-face and virtual interviews were conduct using
an interview instrument (Annexures A and B). The interviews were semi-
structured, and a list of questions were prepared ahead of time to allow for
additional input or clarification on the answers given see Annexures A and B
(research instrument). The questions were sent to the participants before the
interview to manage their expectations. This guided the participants' responses,

as they could contextualise their responses based on the questions received.

3.6 Procedure for data collection

COVID-19 protocols recommends that virtual interviews be conducted with
participants. However, due to the nature of the participants — lower-income

earners, conducting interviews virtually was a challenge as most of them did not
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have the means to be contacted virtually. Thus, virtual, and face-to-face
interviews were conducted observing all COVID-19 protocols. During the
interviews, two instruments to capture the data were used: a notepad to write
notes and a recorder. The interviews took approximately an hour to complete.
Because the study employed semi-structured interviews, open-ended questions
were asked. Appointments with the targeted audience were sent via email for
those with email addresses and SMSs for those that do not have email

addresses. The following process will be followed:

I.  The researcher called the identified participants to introduce them to the

study and outline its purpose.

II.  The researcher asked the identified participants to participate in the study

in the form of an interview.

lll.  The researcher then set up interviews with participants who agreed to form

part of the study.

IV.  The participants were then sent the questions before the interview to

ensure they were familiar with them and comfortable answering them.

V. The interviews took approximately 60 minutes each.

3.7 Data analysis strategies and interpretation

To analyse the data, a three-stage process recommended by Miles and
Huberman (1994) was used. This process involved writing the interviews,
summarising the interview, coding the answers according to participants'

keywords and testing these against the conceptual framework.

Bhattacherjee (2012) stated that qualitative research heavily relied on a
researcher’s knowledge of the subject context and analytic and integrative skills
(Bhattacherjee, 2012). Qualitative research can lead to assumptions and biases;
hence, data analysis is required to test the researcher’s assumptions, bias, and
subjectivity (Fabio et al., 2012). Data analysis refers to converting or analysing
raw data to produce information for qualitative or quantitative study (Aljerf, 2018).

The purpose of data analysis is understanding the different elements of data by
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examining the relationship between concepts or constructs and then interpreting
the data to synthesise the data into a comprehensible form (Mouton, 2011).

As stated, this study analysed qualitative data, and as per Heyink and Tymstra
(1993), the analysis of qualitative data refers to the interpretation of deter to
understand the subject (Heyink & Tymstra, 1993). In the case of this study, the
data gathered during the interview process were be grouped according to themes
and stories. This approach was relevant to this study as the study’s participants
might have different perspectives on the topic, insights and knowledge of the
factors that drive the adoption of FinTech for lower-income earners. Hence the
thematic approach was relevant for this study as it explores perception’s,
examines data to identify common themes, topics, ideas and pattens (Liu et al.,
2020).

In this study, the data analysis adopted the thematic-analysis process that was
prescribed by Braun and Clarke (2006). This approach is defined as a method
that systematically identifies, organises, and offers insights into themes per a data
set (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The thematic-analysis process aims to identify
patterns and themes in a qualitative study (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The deductive
approach was used for the formulation of certain themes as the three sub-
guestions were used for theme development. In the case of this study, the data
set obtained included factors that promote the use of FinTech solutions, factors
that deter the use of FinTech as well as the perceived risks of adopting FinTech
according to the participants. Braun and Clarke (2006) further state that there are

six steps to thematic analysis:

i. Step one: Familiarity with the data - The researcher read the interview
transcripts and notes to understand the data derived from the interviews,
this data was then interrogated and grouped into themes.

ii.  Step two: Generation of initial codes - use the research questions to code
and prepare the interview questions to organise the data systematically
and meaningfully.

iii.  Step three: Identify themes - Identify themes that come up based on the

participants responses.
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iv.  Step four: Reviewing of themes - Review and modify the themes identified
in step three and develop the themes further in the context of South Africa.

v. Step five: Definition of themes - Perform the final refinement of the themes
by naming and defining the themes name and define the themes in in the
context of South Africa.

vi.  Step six: Writing of report — write the research report.

After the interviews were conducted, the interviews were be transcribed and
collated into data. The interviews were coded using descriptive coding as

recommended by (Saldaina, 2021).

3.8 Quality Assurance

Transferability refers to the extent to which the study results can be transferred
to other settings; in the case of a qualitative study, trustworthiness includes
credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability (Lincoln Yvonna &
Guba Egon, 1985).

3.8.1 Transferability

Transferability refers to measures of how well a study's findings can be applied

in different contexts (Lincoln Yvonna & Guba Egon, 1985). It further concerns the

concept of applicability, thus a thick description of the participants and the

research process (Korstiens & Moser, 2018). In the case of this study,

transferability was achieved through the explicit explanation of the research
model, research approach, limitations, identification of the study's sample size,
sample size strategy, demographics used, and socio-economic standing of the
participants (lower-income earners). In addition, the study also outlined that the
interviews conducted would be flexible and interactive, and that an interview
guide would be used. All these explanations will enable the reader to assess
whether the findings are transferable to their setting, i.e., if the study is

transferable to other developing countries.
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3.8.2 Credibility

Credibility is defined as a measure of truth or falsity of the data obtained using
the chosen research instrument, thus it is the internal and external validity of the

measuring instrument (Saunders et al., 2007). Nancy at el. (2001) defines it as

the agreement between the research instrument and the research design
measurement (Nancy et al., 2001). As stated, the research design for this study

was informed by the research question stated in Chapter 1 and the literature
review. To this end, it can be said that the research instrument provided rich data
through the main question outlined in Chapter 1 and the secondary questions
outlined. This thus substantiates the agreement between the research instrument
and the research question. The use of the interview schedule during the interview
process also supports the validity of the research instruments and clarifies the
parameters of the interviews for the participants. Further, the researcher ensured
credibility by focusing more on the themes that persist from all the interviews and

whilst ensuring sufficient data and support on them.

Triangulation was also be used to ensure credibility. Triangulation refers the
process of enhancing qualitative research by using multiple approaches (Sim &
Sharp, 1998). Therefore, the researcher made use of different data sources i.e.,
gathering data in different times of the day, collecting data on the phenomenon
in multiple communities and gathering data from different types of people — Social
grant recipients, people employed in the formal sector, people employed in the
informal sector, the older generation, and the youth. Lastly, the findings and

report were also checked with the participants to test the theory.

3.8.3 Dependability

Dependability is the extent of consistency and quality used by a research
instrument (Mantzoukas, 2009). To ensure dependability in this study,

standardised interview questions were used for this study and the data analysed
using a thematic approach. To aid in improving dependability, an expert in the
field was engaged throughout the process for mentoring. Further, the research
provides the detail of the interview process, will provide the complete set of the

research instrument adopted (notes and recordings done during the interviews),
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reflective thoughts, sampling, emergence of the findings and information about
the data management. All this information will be made available to enable the

reader to study the transparency of the research process.

3.8.4 Confirmability

Conformability refers to the degree to which other researchers could confirm the

research study's findings (Lincoln Yvonna & Guba Egon, 1985). It is also the

objectivity applied during data collection and analysis (Eldh et al., 2020). In this

study, conformability was applied as the researcher ensured non-biased
approach to interviews by recording and transcribing the interviews throughout
the process. The research also provided the detail of the interview process,
provided the complete set of the research instrument adopted (notes and
recordings done during the interviews), reflective thoughts, sampling, the
emergence of the findings and information about the data management. All this
information will be made available to allow for the findings of the research study

could be confirmed by other researchers.

3.9 Ethical considerations

Ethics refers to the appropriateness of the researcher’s conduct of the study and

research participants (Nancy et al., 2001). Thus, ethics should be maintained

through the research process as recommended by (Abernethy et al., 2014).

Consent, anonymity, privacy and misrepresentation are all important guidelines

for ethics as prescribed by (Collis & Hussey, 2014). Ethical clearance is

inherently based on the six principles of ethics comprising beneficence, non-

maleficence, autonomy, justice, truth-telling and promise-keeping (Chiumento et

al., 2020). To this end, the researcher obtained ethical approval from all
participants; this was be done by sending an email to participants (those email
addresses) and those without email addresses were issued with a consent from

to sign.

Further, an ethical clearance was requested and approved from University of

Witwatersrand's Ethics Committee to continue with an ethical research study.
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All the above aspects are important to ensure that the data collection process
complies with the ethical clearance agreement's terms and conditions. In
addition, the researcher assured the participants that their privacy would be
maintained during the entire process. Should participants want to remain
anonymous, pseudo names were used to protect the confidentiality of
participants.

The researcher made it clear to the participants that they would be able to
withdraw from the interview at any point during the proceedings and that there is
an option not to answer all the questions. The participants were informed that the
interviews would record and transcribed, and a copy of the transcript would be
given to the participants for approval prior to data analysis to avoid

misinterpretation.
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CHAPTER 4. PRESENTATION OF
FINDINGS

4.1 Introduction

As per chapter 3; Research Methodology, a systematic approach and design of
qualitative research was used to gather insights from convenient sampling,
purposive sampling, and snowball sampling utilising semi-structured interview

guestions.

This chapter aims to present the findings of the data collected pertaining to
investigating the adoption of FinTech solutions by lower-income earners in South
Africa. The chapter starts off with a presentation of the participants'
demographics, followed by the findings based on the interviews relating to
propositions one, two and three as outlined in Chapter 2. As discussed in Chapter
3 of this report, the analysis was conducted using the thematic qualitative
approach. Microsoft Excel was utilised to code and classify data into categories
leading to emerging themes. The findings are outlined using this analysis method
relative to the propositions outlined in Chapter 2. The data is presented through
citations, which are interpreted individually or collectively to support the themes
that emerged during the interviews.

4.2 Demographics of participants

The research comprised of 24 respondents split equally between those who have
adopted FinTech solutions and those who have not adopted FinTech solutions.
As per chapters 1 and 2, of this paper, lower income earners refer to individuals
earning between RO — R3 000 per month. For this research paper, all participants
disclosed their income ranges, and it was noted that all participants earned below
R3 000 per month. This study's income levels were skewed towards the R1 500
— R2 000 range. The source of income of participants ranged from salary, social
child grants, social pension grants, social disability grants, social Covid relief

grants and allowances. The interviews were conducted through face-to-face
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interactions and online interactions using Microsoft Teams. All recordings were
recorded using Microsoft Teams. The interviews were conducted in the
participant’s home language and translated into English. The research comprised
two cohorts of participants; Cohort 1 comprised participants that have adopted
FinTech solutions and cohort 2 comprised participants that have not adopted
FinTech solutions. For purposes of this report, the participants will not be named,
the naming convention of each participant will be outlined according to the cohort
they were part of as well as a numeric number ranging from 1 to 12 i.e.,
participants that formed part of cohort 1 — FinTech adoption will be referred to as
“FinTech adoption 1” whilst cohort 2 — FinTech non-adoption will be referred to

as “FinTech non adoption 1”.

The gender of the participants of this study was not determined beforehand as
the study was neutral on gender. Cohort 1 — FinTech adoption comprised of five
males and seven females whilst cohort 2 — FinTech non adoption comprised of
four males and eight females. The two cohorts of participants comprised of
individuals who were employed, unemployed, self-employed, pensioners and
students. A correlation between employment status and adoption was noted.
Majority of those that have adopted FinTech solutions were employed whilst

majority of those that have not adopted FinTech solutions were unemployed.

From an education level perspective, most of the participants completed Grade
12; this figure is accelerated by those that have adopted FinTech solutions. On
the other side, the majority of those that have not adopted FinTech solutions have
completed below Grade 10 education level indicating a correlation between non
adoption and the education level of the participants. Only 2 participants

completed a Diploma; however, these participants are on Pension.

The study aimed to get a fair representation of participants from both urban and
rural areas. For this study, 8 out of 24 participants were from rural areas. The
correlation between the adoption and non-adoption of FinTech solutions
between rural and urban areas was also explored, and the results will be

discussed later in the chapter.
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4.3 Themes

The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of the factors that drives
financial technology (FinTech) adoption by lower-income earners in South Africa.
The study investigated the factors that enable adoption and those that deter the
adoption of FinTech solutions. The study aimed to answer the key research
guestion: What factors drive the adoption of FinTech by lower-income
earners in South Africa? This key research question was underpinned by the
sub-questions outlined in chapter 1. As stated in chapter 2, three propositions
were formulated to answer these three sub-questions. These sub-questions were
used to guide the interview of which the findings thereof resulted in the
development of themes. The deductive approach was used for the formulation of
themes as the three sub-questions were used for theme development. The study
also followed the inductive approach as it allowed for the identification of
emerging themes. The above hybrid methods (deductive and inductive approach)

of data analysis resulted in the formulation of the below five themes:
e Understanding of the core concept: Financial Technology (FinTech)
e Factors that enable the adoption of FinTech solutions
e Barriers to the use of FinTech solutions
e Perceived risks among those that have adopted FinTech solutions
e Perceived risks among those that have not adopted FinTech solutions

Table 4:1 Themes of the study

Sub-themes

Understanding of the core concept: e FinTech concept

Financial Technology (FinTech) e FinTech solutions
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Sub-themes

Factors that drive the adoption of e Trust
FinTech solutions e Socio-economic factors
e Age

e Financial Health

e Attitude

o Digital and Financial Literacy

e Innovativeness

e Government support

e Brand image

e FinTech service provider’s
influence to adoption

e Income as an enabler to
adoption

e Education levels as an enabler
to adoption

e Access to internet

e Type of mobile device used

Barriers to the use of FinTech e Perceived risks

solutions e Associated cost

e Security concerns

e Age

e Income levels

e Education levels

e Preference to Face-to-face
interactions as a barrier to
adoption

¢ Language (English) as a barrier

to FinTech adoption
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Sub-themes

to FinTech adoption (Rural)

e Mobile phone device as a
barrier to adoption

e Lack of access to the internet
as a barrier to adoption

e Digital and Financial illiteracy
as a barrier to adoption

e Dependency on cash

Perceived risks among those that ¢ Financial risks due to fraud
have adopted FinTech solutions e Financial risks due to FinTech
solution breakdown

¢ Financial risks due to product

Perceived risks among those that mis-sell

have not adopted FinTech solutions * Legalrisks

e Security concerns

e Operational risks

4.4 Understanding of the core concept: Financial Technology
(FinTech)

As part of the interviews, the study explored the understanding of financial
technology (FinTech) of all participants. This preliminary assessment was done
at the start of each interview before any prior explanation of the concept. The
purpose of the assessment was to obtain a view of the participant's understanding
of the concept and get a benchmark of where the participants are to gauge their

level of understanding.
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4.4.1 The FinTech concept
To explore their understanding of the concept, the below matrix was used:

¢ No Understanding — No form of understanding of the term.

e Basic Understanding - Accurately describes and understands the
concepts in a very succinct and functional manner.

e Intermediary Understanding - Accurately describes and understands the
concepts while also being able to provide limited contextual background

and examples.

All 24 participants from both cohorts were assessed based on the above matrix.
17 out of 24 participants indicated that they did not have any understanding of
the concept - FinTech. This lack/no understanding pertains to the two cohorts
despite 8 of the 17 participants already adopted FinTech solutions. Thus, it can
be noted that the understanding of the concept has no relation to whether a
participant has adopted FinTech solutions or not. It was also noted that age is not
a factor to understanding the concept of FinTech. The Researcher provided an
explanation to the participants and the participants only grasped the

understanding when examples of FinTech solutions were provided.

The rest of the participants (7 out of 24 participants) had basic understanding of
the FinTech concept. The participants related the concept to examples of FinTech
solutions mainly withing the banking space, see below response of one

participant:
“FinTech refers to Online Banking”. FinTech adoption participant 7

A few other respondents used the words technology and money to describe the

concept:
“Things of technology and money”. FinTech adopter 8
“Using your phone to check your money”. FinTech adopter 12
“It’s to use your phone for finance purposes”. FinTech non-adopter 4

“Its technology to bank”. FinTech non- adopter 10

67



Two of the participants referred to the concept of FinTech based on the
functionality it unlocks:

“It's things of the now, technology based that doesn’t require one to stand

on queues”. FinTech adopter 1
“It talks about saving money”. FinTech non-adopter 7

From the above it is clear that FinTech as a concept is associated with examples
of FinTech solutions, the term technology and money as well as the functionality

or benefits it unlocks.

4.4.2 FinTech solutions

The Researcher provided an explanation of the FinTech concept to aid
participants in understanding the concepts to allow them to answer the
subsequent questions. The participants could only grasp the concept once the
Researcher provided examples of FinTech solutions. The second assessment in
testing the participants' understanding of the FinTech concept was based on the
participants providing examples of FinTech solutions they are aware of. Despite
most of the participants not understanding the concept, only 2 out of 24
participants could not provide an example of a FinTech solution, whilst 22
participants were able to provide examples.

It was, however noted that only 2 out of the 22 participants that provided
examples named more than one example. 1 participant provided an example that
was not in the banking industry, while the rest provided examples related to digital
banking solutions, i.e., Mobile Banking app and USSD Banking. From the above
analysis, it was noted that participants could only reference FinTech solutions
that are withing the digital banking sphere indicating the lack of awareness of the

other FinTech solutions available.

4.5 Factors that enable the adoption of FinTech solutions

The adoption factors as outlined in Chapter 2 were used to address this theme.

This section aims to discuss the result pertaining to Cohort 1 of the participants:
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FinTech adoption. The results of these participants are linked to Proposition 1
outlined in chapter 2 (Literature review). Proposition 1 states: There are
numerous factors that promote the use and adoption FinTech in developing
countries. A number of questions themed according to the proposition were
constructed. These questions led to the below results pertaining to Proposition 1.
12 participants were interviewed for this section. The naming convention for
participants in this cohort ranges between FinTech adoption participant 1 and

FinTech adoption participant 12.

Before participants took part in the interviews, they were asked which FinTech
solution they have adopted. 10 out of the 12 participants for this cohort expressed
that they have adopted a Banking Mobile app, 1 adopted USSD banking and the

other 1 has adopted mobile money.

When asked why they only use Digital Banking solutions participants outlined that
it was mainly because the Digital Banking solutions catered for their financial
needs. Further, participants outlined that they could perform payments and
remittance services using their digital Banking solutions. Some of the responses

from the participants are outlined below:

“It makes things easy; | can buy electricity; airtime and | use it when |

shop online to confirm payment”. FinTech adopter 3

Another participant outlined that the digital banking solution that they use meets

their needs:

“My App meets my financial needs as | can monitor my products such

as funeral, savings account, life insurance”. FinTech adopter 7

It was also noted that although solutions such InsurTech and credit services are
available on digital banking platforms there is a very high reluctance from
participants to use their digital solutions for Insurtech and credit services, they

prefer face-to-face functionality for such services. As outlined by one participant

“I will never take any product on the App; | do not want to sign up for

things | do not understand”. FinTech adopter 5
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As stated, the factors identified as part of Chapter 1 were explored with
participants that have adopted FinTech solutions. The results of these are

summarised below:

45.1 Trust

Trust refers to a belief/confidence in someone or something. For this cohort of
participants, 10 out of 12 of the participants outlined that they trust the FinTech
solution they have adopted. Based on the responses, trust is associated with the
participant’s lived experiences in terms of FinTech solution’s availability, reliable

and brand of the solution.

“l trust my Banking app because it has never disappointed me unless if
there is loadshedding or | do not have network. | also do not think | can
lose my money on the APP as the bank reassured me that | cannot lose
my money as | always have to authorise everything that goes out of the
account”. FinTech adopter 5

The safety of the FinTech solution was also noted as a factor that promotes trust
of the FinTech solution. 5 out of the 10 participants stated that they trust their
FinTech solution because of the security features available on the platform.

“ trust my Banking app because the app is supported by a locking

screen/password”. FinTech adopter 2

One participant associated their trust with brand (Bank X) that provides the

FinTech solution.

“I trust my App because | trust Bank X, Bank X is one of the best ones”.
FinTech adopter 11

1 out of the 12 participants stated that they do not trust the app despite using it.

This is because it has previously failed them in executing financial transactions.

‘I do not trust the app because sometimes when you are making

payments it doesn’t go through and it doesn’t reverse payment and you
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have to go through a lot of administration with the bank to reverse certain
transactions”. FinTech adoption participant 3

45.2 Socio-Economic Influencers

Economic benefit

The majority of the participants believe that they derive economic benefit from
FinTech solution they have adopted, this conclusion is based on 10 out of 12
participants stating that the FinTech solution they are utilising saves them
money. The other 2 participants neither agreed or disagreed with the notion of
economic benefit. The dominant reason for economic benefit that participants
expressed is linked to saving money due to travelling costs. This is mainly
because in the South African context, most financial services institutions are
located in urban areas/ towns and people have to pay taxi fares to be able to
reach the establishments. 6 out of the 10 participants who see economic benefit
with the use of FinTech solutions stated that they adopted the FinTech solutions
because they do not have to pay for taxi. One of the participants said they

adopted the FinTech solution because they are able to save.

“l am saving on transport money, and banks are too far to get to the bank
and app becomes useful”. FinTech adopter 2

Based on the other responses, the economic benefit derived from the adoption
of FinTech solutions is also associated with the service or transaction cost of
utilising the FinTech solution being cheaper than visiting the brick-and-mortar

establishment.

‘I believe that my Banking App saves me money as transactions costs

less on the app compared to going to the bank”. FinTech adopter 1

“Because internet banking is free no transaction costs” hence they are

using it as opposed to going to the bank. FinTech adopter 11
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Social influence

Social influence as a factor to adoption was also tested with participants, 8 out of
12 participants adopted FinTech solutions due to the influence of their financial
services provider (Bank), 3 were influenced by their family members while 1 was
influenced by the media (television advertisement). Based on the interviews,
social influence does not play a major role in adopting FinTech solutions for this
cohort. Financial institution influenced the majority of the participants to adopt the
FinTech solution adopted. This is mainly because financial intuitions are seen as

reputable and knowledgeable with such services.

“Family and friend do not have the information that is trustworthy

because they do not work for the bank”. FinTech adopter 10.

Most participants expressed that they are unlikely to adopt FinTech solutions due
to social influences such as family member, friend, or church. FinTech adoption

participant expressed that:

“We work with money you will never know people’s intention”. FinTech

adopter 8
Another participant, expressed:

" They are not the bank; how would they know what’s best’. FinTech

adopter 12

4.5.3 Utility

Utility refers to the convenience and usefulness of the FinTech solution. 11 out of
the 12 participants felt that the FinTech solution they are using is convenient,
whilst 1 participant stated that they do not think that the FinTech solution they
are using is convenient. The convenience of the FinTech solutions adopted is
associated with the time-saving nature of the platforms. Participants felt they do

not have to queue at the bank to perform their financial services.
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“The app is convenient, at the bank there are queues, and you wait for a
long time and then they can say there is no money left”. FinTech adopter
5

This is also supported by

“Because app you use it whilst at home, no one can disturb you with your
money, no fear that someone is looking at you and can rob you, at the
ATM you can'’t be free to withdraw there is always fear that someone will

rob you”. FinTech adopter 10

The nature of the language used on the platforms was also perceived to be easy
and simple enough to understand. Participants linked the simplicity of language

used on utility.

“The language on the app is simple enough for me to understand”, whilst
other participants still felt that the language used can be difficult, they
often refer to the internet or family members whenever they get stuck”.

FinTech adopter 1

“Some of the terms are however difficult | often need an explanation on
how something works. It would be easier if the App was translated into
my languages”. FinTech adopter 2

4.5.4 Youth (age)

The interview results shows that there is no correlation between age and FinTech
adoption. 10 out of 12 participants stated that they do not think that age has an
impact on their adoption of FinTech solutions.

“Anybody can use it; they just need to be shown how to use it”. FinTech adopter
11

Another participant who is between the age of 18 — 25 stated that

“‘My age makes it easy for me to understand technology and we teach

others” FinTech adopter 1
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Whilst the peer within the same age range has a different view,
“Anyone can use the app”. FinTech adopter 2

On the other hand, one participant had a very different view from the rest, the
participant felts that such solutions are for older people as the youth does not

have the financial muscle to take part in such financial solutions.

“ think age plays a factor on adoption because | realised that my 20-
year-old daughter does not care about app; age contributes because the
more mature you are, the more activity you want to do”. FinTech adopter
7

The rest of the participants felt that the FinTech solutions they are using are fairly
simple and thus not impacted by age. For those that find it difficult, a participant
expressed that once you are shown how to use the FinTech solution, it's easy to

adopt.

455 Financial Health

Financial Health whether good or bad was not necessarily perceived as a factor
to FinTech adoption but rather as a factor to the frequency of their utilisation of
FinTech solutions. Participants stated that FinTech adoption is mainly driven by
a need, which can either be a financial activity or a non-financial activity. This was

noted from 8 of 12 participants.

“‘Because if  have money, | am able to transact and if | did not have money,
| wouldn’t be able to transact. If | was unemployed and | did not have

money | would not have the app”. FinTech adopter 1,

FinTech solutions are also perceived as a tool to assist with promoting good
financial health as participants felt that the solutions help them in managing their

money as they can monitor their financial activities.

“If I have money | would use my account money, cellphone banking would
assist me to monitor my money and how to use my money better”. FinTech

adopter 4
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4.5.6 Attitude

Attitude was measured according to how participants felt about the FinTech
solution they have adopted. Participants were asked if they like the FinTech
solution they are utilising and all 12 of the participants indicated that they do
meaning that they have a very positive attitude towards the FinTech solution they
have adopted. A matrix of measure was further used to ascertain the participants

adoption of FinTech to their attitude, the matrix is as follows:

e Bad — Participants do not rate their FinTech solution in any way.
e Good - Participants felt fairly okay with the FinTech solution they are
using.
e Very Good - Participants are extremely happy and satisfied with the
FinTech solution they are using.
Most participants (7 out of 12) stated that they were very happy and satisfied with
the FinTech solution they are using. It was noted these participants associated

their positive attitude to the convenient nature of the solutions,

“Because it’'s simple and easy to understand, it has all basic things | need
i.e., buying airtime, electricity, payments and checking balance”. FinTech

adopter 4

An exception response was also discovered from one of the participants.

“The look and felt are more appealing. When you do not see something
there is a search bar to search for what you need, because when you have
an issue about the app, there is secure chat to ask for assistance to help
you through it”. FinTech adopter 2

4.5.7 Digital literacy

Digital Literacy was also assessed using a matrix. The matrix definition is as

follows:

e No Understanding — No form of understanding digital solutions.
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e Basic Understanding — Fairly good understanding of how to operate
digital solutions, understands only their mobile device.
e Intermediary Understanding — Great understanding of how to operate

digital solutions, understand how to operate other digital devices.

It was found that 5 participants had a fairly good understanding of digital solutions
as they mainly understand how to operate their own mobile devices. These
participants expressed that their understanding of digital solutions have
contributed to their adoption of FinTech solutions. In terms of understanding the
FinTech solutions adopted, 10 out of the 12 participants expressed that are able
to navigate the FinTech platforms themselves, whilst 2 of the participants are
assisted by their family members to navigate.

From the interviews, the participants expressed that because they know how to
operate their mobile devices, their knowledge has had a positive impact on their

adoption and utilisation of their FinTech solutions.

“Because if | did not understand how my phone works, / wouldn’t be able
to use my app, learning and taking advice from friends and family also

contributes to using the app”. FinTech adopter 9

4.5.8 Financial literacy

Financial Literacy was also assessed using a matrix. The matrix definition is as

follows:

¢ No Understanding — No form of understanding of financial terms

e Basic Understanding - Accurately describes and understands financial
terms in a very succinct and functional manner.

e Intermediary Understanding - Accurately describes and understands
financial terms, while also being able to provide limited contextual

background and examples.

It was noted that 8 out of the 12 participants have been classified as having no
understanding of financial literacy terms, followed by a very small number of
participants with basic understanding. It is noted that the participants interviewed
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have adopted FinTech solutions despite their financial literacy levels indicating
no correlation between financial literacy levels and FinTech adoption.

It was however noted that financial literacy level impact the activities that they

perform on the FinTech platforms.

“The minimum understanding makes me use the app less, | do become
hesitant to do certain things, prefer face to face to do some of the complex

things on app”. FinTech adopter 8

Other participants though, did not feel disadvantaged by their financial literacy
levels as they are able to use the internet to search for words they do not
understand or visit the financial services establishment.

“f 1 do not understand | can’t do certain things on the app, but | google
certain words | do not understand.” FinTech adoption participant 9: “I still
operate the app, for things | do not understand | still go to the bank to
understand the things | do not understand”. FinTech adopter 2

459 Innovativeness

Innovativeness was measured on the participants experimental nature of
technology solutions. 5 out of 12 felts that they are very experimental in nature
however not all of them felt that their experimental nature has contributed to their

adoption of FinTech solutions.

Only 2 participants out of the 5 participants that are experimental in nature felt
that their experimental nature has contributed to their adoption of FinTech

solutions. This is supported by the answer provided.

“‘Because | am a curious person, | wanted to do online banking and they
instructed me to make payment and it required banking app confirmation
hence | got the app”. On the other hand, FinTech adoption participant 1
stated that: “I downloaded because | saw the benefits of using the app not

because of wanting to try out new things”. FinTech adopter 3

7



The 7 participants that are not experimental in nature stated they adopted
FinTech solutions mainly because of the benefits that they get from the solutions.

‘I needed to use it and the benefits of using it”. FinTech adoption

participant 11

4.5.10 Government support

Government support was explained as any form of aid received from the
government that enabled participants to adopt the FinTech solutions they are
utilising i.e., free Wi-Fi, education of FinTech solutions. As stated, this cohort
consisted of 12 participants. Based on the interviews, there was no correlation
between the adoption of FinTech solutions and the participants interviewed. This
is because none of the participants received any government support/aid that led

to the adoption of FinTech solutions.

It was also noted that although none of the participants received any support from
the government, 6 out of the 12 participants felt that government has a role to

play in driving the adoption of FinTech solutions.

“‘No government support received however government can educate
communicate communities on how to bank safely because people get
robbed for carrying cash.” FinTech adopter 4

The other 6 however have a different view, they believe that government has no

role to play in people’s finances.

“‘Government is just government; they have nothing to do with our

finances”. FinTech adopter 7
Whilst 1 participant felts that government should focus on their core mandate.

“Government can’t keep up with the things that they are meant to do, so

no they won’t do much”. FinTech adopter 9
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45.11 Brand

For purposes of this research, brand refers to the service provider of the adopted
FinTech solution. Half of the participants, 6 out of 12 stated that one of the
reasons they adopted FinTech is because of the bank they bank with. This is
mainly because they trust the bank they are with and thus associated that trust
with their FinTech solution.

“I felt comfortable with my bank and hence | chose the bank and because
| trust them, / also trusted them with cellphone banking”. FinTech adopter
4

The other reason for trusting the brand is due to the perceived price of the

services provided by the provider, one participant.

“Because | saw their bank charges and interest rates, they do not trust

exorbitant fees, so | trusted their app”. FinTech adopter 1

The other half of the participants, 6 out of 12, stated that their adoption of FinTech

solutions has nothing to do with the service provider.

‘I would’ve gotten it even if | was banking with another provider. My
adoption has nothing to do with brand”. The adoption is because of the
benefits and nothing else. FinTech adopter 3

“No, the benefits were the reasons | wanted the banking app”. FinTech
adopter 6

In addition to the sub-themes stated above, five emerging sub-themes were
identified when analysing the data of participants that have adopted FinTech
solutions. These themes also gave rise to sub-themes that are also discussed
below. The following sub-themes on the enablers of FinTech adoption will be

discussed:

e FinTech service provider’s influence to adoption
e Income as an enabler to adoption

e Education levels as an enabler to adoption
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e Access to internet

e Type of mobile device used

4.5.12 FinTech service providers as a driver to adoption

One of the key themes that have emerged in the study was the role that FinTech
service providers played in driving the adoption of FinTech solutions for the
participants interviewed. For this theme, two important aspects are discussed;
these are the role that the FinTech provider played in influencing the participants
to adopt the FinTech solution and the role played in teaching participants how to

operate the FinTech solution.

Adoption due to influence of service provider
Majority of the participants (8 out of 12) expressed that they adopted the FinTech
solutions that they are using due to the influence of the service provider, in this
case the bank. This influence was mainly because they trust the service provider
with their finances. The participants expressed how they would not adopt FinTech
solutions if they were told by another party outside their financial services

provider.

‘Il am using the Banking App because when | was at the bank, they told
me about it. If | had been told by a friend, family member or someone at
church, I do not think | would have listed because people at home would
not be able to answer me when | have questions, | do not trust them. |

always have someone to reference at the bank.” FinTech adopter 11
Adoption due to discontinued services
It was also noted that for some participants, they adopted FinTech solutions
because the financial services provider (Bank) had discontinued providing certain

services at their premises thus the participants had no choice but to adopt

FinTech solutions.
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“When you go to the bank, they can’t help you anyway they say you must use
the app. | only go to the bank when | need to put money into the ATM”.
FinTech adopter 11

Adoption due to service provider teaching how to operate

There was a consensus amongst participants that recognised the role that
FinTech service providers played in their adoption of FinTech solution. This role
specifically pertained to how the Consultants at the Financial service Provider’s
premises (Banks) aided with downloading the FinTech solutions and the time they
took to teach them how to operate. This was an emerging theme across most of
the participants as they felt that they would not have adopted FinTech solutions
had it not been for the aid of the Bank.

“Il am using the app because the bank told me about it and the Consultant
helped me download the app and showed me how to use it. Every time | do
not know how to do something | wait to get time to go to the bank so they can

teach me how.” FinTech adopter 7

4.5.13Income as an enabler to adoption

The study was focused on lower income earners earning less than R3 000 per
month. It was found that income levels also play a vital role in the adoption of
FinTech solutions as it enables one to be able to afford some of the key resources
needed to access FinTech solutions i.e., Smartphones and mobile data. It was
further noted that for those that have the resources to access FinTech solutions,
their income levels still affect their adoption of FinTech solutions in terms of how
frequent they access the platforms as well as the activities they perform on these

platforms.
Frequency of access

It was noted that although participants have adopted FinTech solutions i.e., have
downloaded the mobile app, they can spend days if not months without accessing
them because of lack of funds as they do not see the need to access the platforms

if they do not have money. They access the platforms only when they have money
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to monitor (mostly month end), have money to perform financial transactions and
have money for mobile data. Participants felt that if they earned more, they would

be able to access the FinTech platforms more.

“If I had an income in my account, | would use the app more frequently’.

FinTech adopter 2

“I can’t always use the app, | earn too little to use it frequently, once | have
depleted my money, | have no reason to use the app.” FinTech adopter
3

‘I only use the app during month end when | have money.” FinTech

adopter 10
Limitation of activities

It was noted that participants adopted FinTech solutions due to the financial
transactions that they can perform on FinTech platform. Those transactions are
mainly buying airtime, mobile data, sending money or buying electricity.
Therefore, it was noted that the limitation of funds affects the financial activities
performed thus adoption of FinTech solutions. It was further noted that when

there no funds they see no need to use the platform at all.

“I can only use cellphone banking when my husband sends me money for
errands i.e., buy electricity, make payments etc, | only use It few days a

month.” FinTech adopter 4

“If | had more money, | would be able to get certain offers on the app, |
would transact more and have more activity. It impacts frequency of

access.” FinTech adopter 8

“l use the app less because of less income, if you had more money, | would
use it more”. FinTech adopter 11
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4.5.14 Education levels as an enabler to adoption

Education as an enabler to adoption was also noted as an emerging theme.
Although education was not used as a matrix to select participants, it was
observed that most participants that have adopted FinTech solutions have
obtained Grade 12 whereas those that have not adopted FinTech solutions
mostly completed their education lower than Grade 10.

The patrticipants that have adopted FinTech solutions further articulated that their
education level played a big role in their adoption of FinTech solutions. This is
because their education levels have enabled them to be able to read, write and
understand the language used on the platforms (English) thus they are able to

understand the terms used as well as navigate the platform without much hassle.

“l am using the app because | am able to understand the language used

on the app, its simpler for someone with a Grade 12”. FinTech adopter 1

“My school levels have assisted me to use the app because | am able to

understand certain terms and navigation”. FinTech adopter 2

Education has helped me, | am able to read, without school | wouldn’t be

able to read and understand instructions.” FinTech adopter 12

4. 5.15 Access to the internet devices and Cost of mobile data

As stated, majority of the participants that have adopted FinTech solutions have
adopted Mobile Banking Applications. These applications require mobile data or
Wi-Fi to download whilst some require connectivity such as mobile data and Wi-
Fi to access. It was noted that this requirement leads to access to the internet

being a factor that drives adoption of FinTech solutions.

“Access to the internet limit what | do on the app because if | do not have
mobile data, you can’t use the app, it impacts how often | go on the app’.

FinTech adopter 7

“‘When | do not have data, / can’t login into the app”. FinTech adopter 12
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This study has established that most participants downloaded their Mobile
Banking Application using the FinTech provider’s internet. It was however noted
that for them to access the mobile Banking applications they require data of which
they do not always have the funds to acquire it. This is mainly due to the cost of
mobile data or obtaining a Wi-Fi connection. This limitation impacts the frequency
that they then access their FinTech platforms.

“Access to my Banking app is not frequent. Mobile data is very expensive.
| only have money to buy WhatsApp bundles and because the app
requires mobile data, | do not always have it and thus can’t access the app

if | do not have money for data.” FinTech adopter 8

As per the introduction of this chapter, 11 out of the 12 participants have adopted
Mobile Banking Applications whilst 1 participant has adopted USSD Banking.
Participants that have adopted Mobile Banking applications attributed their
adoption to the type of mobile phone they have i.e., smartphone. They would not
have adopted FinTech solutions if they were using any other phone that does not

enable them to download FinTech solutions.

“I downloaded the banking app because my phone allowed me to download

it, with a feature phone you can’t download an app.” FinTech adopter 2

“Adoption of FinTech solutions is dependent on the phone you use, because

if you can’t afford a phone, you will have limitations.” FinTech adopter 4

4.6 Barriers to the use of FinTech solutions

The barriers to FinTech solutions as outlined in proposition 2 were used to
address this theme. According to proposition 2 there are 6 barriers to the adoption
of FinTech solutions. In this section, the results for Cohort 2 of the participants:
FinTech non adoption will be discussed. These results relate to Proposition 2
outlined in chapter 2 (Literature review). Proposition 2 states: The factors that
detract the use of FinTech solutions includes associated costs, low income
and education level, perceived risk, and security concern. These affect both

the banked and unbanked. The proposition was used to theme and design
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interview questions. These questions led to the below results pertaining to
Proposition 2. Similar to the previous section, 12 participants were interviewed
for this section. The naming convention for participants in this cohort ranges
between FinTech non adoption participant 1 and FinTech non adoption

participant 12.

4.6.1 Perceived risks

Perceived risks were measured based on that risks participant think they are

likely to encounter should they adopt FinTech solutions.

There are a number of risks that hinder/deter participants from adopting FinTech
solutions. These risks have different classification, i.e., financial risks due to loss

of money, data theft, theft of mobile device and fear of making mistakes.

“People can take my details/personal information and defraud me and
scam me with my personal information. | do not know what might happen”.

FinTech Non adopter 1

“If I lose my phone someone can get into my app, even at home there is
someone that’s on drugs, they can easily steal my phone and go sell it and

| would lose my money”. FinTech Non adopter 2

It was however noted that the ultimate risk that they are afraid of is losing their

money i.e., financial risk.

“I can lose my money if | leave money in my phone, | only use my phone

for calls”. FinTech Non adopter 5

The non-adoption and perceived risks were also explored with the participants,
and it was found that 11 out of 12 participants have not adopted FinTech solutions
because of the perceived risks listed above with 1 participant unable to answer

as they do not understand how the app works.

“Yes, | have not adopted the app because | am weary of losing money, |

still do not trust the apps”. FinTech Non adopter 10
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Whilst another participant believes that although they are afraid of losing money,
should they get a better understanding of how FinTech solutions operate they

have hope that they would be able to prevent some of the risks.

“Yes, | have not adopted the app because | am afraid of losing money,
however if | understand better, | can do something to prevent those things
from happening”. FinTech Non adopter 12

The risk of product mis-sell was also explored and 10 out of the 12 participants
are afraid of taking products they do not understand due to their lack of

understanding of how FinTech solutions operate.

“Yes, | am afraid of product mi-sell, because my understanding is limited,
| wouldn’t know the implications of what | am signing up for”. FinTech Non

adopter 1

“Yes, | am afraid of product mi-sell, because | would click on things | do
not understand, | also do not understand financial terms like Interest, not
comfortable, | would end up taking things | do not know or understand”.

FinTech Non adopter 2

The other 2 out of 12 participants do not perceive product mis-sell as a risk that
can occur to them as they do not believe that they would sign up for things that

they do not understand.

“l doubt so, | do not think it would be difficult for me to understand the app

and how it operates”. FinTech Non adopter 3

4.6.2 Associated costs

Associated cost refers to the costs that participants believe that they will incur
should they adopt FinTech solutions. 4 out of the 12 participants believe that
utilising FinTech solutions costs money. 1 participant believes that FinTech
adoption does not cost money as it does not require one to use a taxi to travel to
the bank. The rest of the participants, 7 out of 12 did not know whether FinTech
solutions costs money or not. The 3 participants that believe that FinTech costs
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money all indicated that they have not adopted FinTech solutions because of the
costs they believe they will incur. These costs include mobile data costs.

“l have not adopted the app because | do not have money to afford data

so | can access the platform”. FinTech Non adopter 1

“I have not adopted the app because | do not have money to buy frequent
data, | will download something that | can’t use due to not having data”.

FinTech Non adopter 2

One participant expressed that they believe that FinTech solutions are for people

with money and not those who depend on government social grants.

“I have not adopted the app | do not have money; this is for people who
have money not us people depending on grants”. FinTech Non adopter
5

The other 1 participant believed that FinTech does not cost money however their
non adoption has nothing to do with associated costs.

“‘No, you save money, you can transact whilst at home, no need for

transport”. FinTech Non adopter 10

There is also a belief amongst the participants that FinTech solutions costs more
money than going to the bank.

“If | use the app, it will charge me for transactions such as app, or airtime,
its better if | withdraw a bulk at the branch/ATM and | can do my errands

without getting charged for each”. FinTech Non adopter 1
Whilst product mis-sell is also perceived to contribute to associated costs.

“Because | can take up things, | do not understand so the bank | would

take up things | understand”. FinTech Non adopter 9

A conclusive conclusion between associated costs and FinTech adoption cannot

be attained due to the above mixed views.
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463 Age

Age was also tested as a deterrent to FinTech adoption, 10 out of the 12
participants do not believe that their age has any impact on their non adoption of
FinTech solutions. Most of them related their non adoption to their lack of
understanding of FinTech solutions and that it had nothing to do with their age as
their peers are already using FinTech solutions.

“No, it’s all about being educated and explained to. Age has nothing to do

it. It’s all about understanding”. FinTech Non adopter 6

“l do not think so, it’s for everyone for as long as you understand, and

someone explain”. FinTech Non adopter 10

Lack of money was also cited as a reason for non-adoption and not necessarily

their age.

“No, what impacted me not to have an app is money, smartphones are
expensive, and | can’t afford them”. FinTech Non adopter 3

The other two participants felt that age had an impact on their adoption.

“Yes, because when you are younger you know how to read and
understand easily”. A different reason was however provided by FinTech
Non adoption participant 8 who is between age 45 — 55: “Yes, I think | am
too old to understand, if | was younger, | would understand”. FinTech Non
adopter 4

4.6.4 Security concerns

All 12 participants expressed that they have not adopted FinTech solutions
because of security concerns. These concerns are mainly due to privacy
concerns and cybersecurity. Privacy concerns is mainly due to the participants
not knowing where their data is stored when they use FinTech solutions. 2 of the
participants felt that their family members can access their device and use their

information to defraud them:
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“Yes, because | do not know where the information is stored, do not know
where the information is going, it might go to someone else”. FinTech Non
adopter 1

“Yes, because | am not sure where my information ends up, | felt like my

information can even end up on google”. FinTech Non adopter 2

“Yes, because like | said the kids at the house you do not know what they
can do, they can see things they do not need to know, | also drink so | do
not know who can take my phone or steal my money”. FinTech Non

adopter 5

Interestingly, one participant indicated that they have not adopted FinTech

solutions because of what they hear from the media.

“Yes, because you hear on the news that data/information has been

stolen”. FinTech Non adopter 6

A few participants did not know what cybersecurity means or what it refers to.
After explaining the term, they are even more anxious about adopting FinTech

solutions.

llI

did not know what cybercrimes meant this makes me anxious about the
app, it makes me appreciate my decision because it means | can lose my

money”. FinTech Non adopter 5

“Yes, alot, especially because | do not understand these things”. FinTech

Non adopter 7

Participants that were aware of cybersecurity cited that cybersecurity is a security
concern, as such they have not adopted FinTech solutions because of the risk of

getting robbed which might lead to being scammed.

“Yes, only if | get robbed, mugged, | wouldn’t get scammed because my

phone has a password”. FinTech Non adopter 4

Other security concerns that were mentioned by participants range from identity
theft, lack of adequate security feature on mobile device, family member
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accessing their phone and defrauding them. These security concerns were also
cited as having contributed to their non adoption.

“My children can also steal my money, because | do not know English”.
FinTech Non adopter 11

4.6.5 Income levels

As stated, all participants are lower income earners earning between RO — R3
000 per month. From the interviews, it was noted that majority of the participants,
9 out of 12 stated that their income levels have contributed to their lack of
adoption of FinTech solutions. The cost of mobile data costs was cited as a factor
for non-adoption as the participants felt that they do not earn a lot of money to be
able to afford mobile data. Other participants associated their lack of adoption to
their inability to afford smartphones as they do not earn a lot of money to afford

smartphones as they are expensive.

“Yes, because the phone | have does not have space so | can’t afford a
new phone with space and also data is expensive | do not afford to have
data to access the app all the time. I'd rather buy food with my money than
buy data to access the app. | do not see the need to have app whilst | do
not have money, what would | be doing with an app as | won’t have much

to track”. FinTech Non adopter 3

“Yes, what impacted me not to have an app is money, smartphones are
expensive, and | can’t afford them”. FinTech Non adopter 4

5 out of the 12 participants felt that it is not necessary for them to use any FinTech
solution as they earn too little money, and they do not need anything to help them

transact or monitor their money as it gets in and gets out.

“Yes, because the money | get paid is too small, when the government
sees me using app/cellphone banking they will think | have money and that
| do not need the money so they will stop paying me/giving me money, |
prefer to keep some of my money on me and not put it in the bank because
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the government will think | do not need the money. | only pay a little money
into the bank, or my kids send me money”. FinTech Non adopter 5

“Yes, because R350 is not a lot of money, so | do not have a lot of things

to do on an app”. FinTech Non adopter 10

“Yes, because the money is too little and there are responsibilities so |
won’t have enough money to transact and also the charges on the app

might be too much”. FinTech Non adopter 12

Lastly, 7 out of the 12 participants felt that if they earned more money, they would

have adopted FinTech solutions.

“Yes, because if | had more money, | would be able to afford data’.

FinTech Non adopter 12

4.6.6 Education levels

As seen in the demographic section, majority of the non-participant’s education
level is below Grade 10. When asked if their education level is a barrier to their
adoption of FinTech solutions, 9 out of 12 expressed that it is because FinTech
solutions are written in English, and they struggle with comprehension of certain

English words. Some participants do not know how to read English.

“Yes, because when you are educated, some things are clear, and you are
able to understand. | only know how to write my name and surname. It

becomes difficult to read”. FinTech Non adopter 5

“Yes, because when we were going to school we learned in our language,
and we were taught in Sepedi, so if you were not able to study properly

then you won'’t be able to use the app”. FinTech Non adopter 6

This group of participants also believe that if they had higher education, they
would have adopted FinTech solutions due to the likelihood of getting a better

paying job:
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“Yes, because if | had higher education | would’ve been employed and
afford a smartphone”. This is also anchored by FinTech Non adoption
participant 6: “Yes, | would cause | would get a better job, | could afford
data and Wi-Fi and be able to understand how the app works”. FinTech

Non adopter 3

The other 3 participants expressed that education has no impact on their

adoption.

“No, if you are a person when things like technology arrive, if you do not
have an interest education is not a factor because you get people that
completed higher education but still not be interested in using the app”.

FinTech Non adopter 7

“No, education has no impact as long as someone showed you and walked

the journey with you”. FinTech Non adopter 10

In addition to the sub-themes stated above, seven emerging sub-themes were

identified when analysing the data of participants that have not adopted FinTech

solutions. These themes also gave rise to sub-themes that are also discussed

below.

Preference to Face-to-face interactions as a barrier to adoption
Language (English) as a barrier to FinTech adoption
Residence location as a barrier to FinTech adoption (Rural)
Mobile phone device as a barrier to adoption

Lack of access to the internet as a barrier to adoption

Digital and Financial illiteracy as a barrier to adoption

Dependency on cash
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4.6.7 Preferenceto Face-to-face interactions as a barrier to adoption

FinTech solutions are purely digital without any human interactions. The study
found that the non-face-to-face nature of FinTech acts as a barrier to adoption
due to people’s preference for face-to-face interactions. This preference is driven
by the lack of trust in FinTech, fear of making mistakes, perception that FinTech
solutions are complex due to the language used on the platforms as well as lack

of interest in the FinTech solutions.
Lack of Trust in FinTech solutions

Lack of trust because of security concerns was identified as a barrier to adoption.
Participants believe that adopting FinTech will expose them to financial risks as
such they do not trust the solutions adopted, they prefer to have someone assist
them in a face-to-face setting so they can also hold those individuals accountable

should anything happen to their money.

“I do not trust the app, someone that get access to my phone can steal my
money and send it to someone else”. FinTech Non adoption participant
2

“l also do not trust them. | need someone to explain and how to use it. | also

do not trust that money is safe.” FinTech Non adoption participant 6
Fear of making mistakes

The study also found that there was a general fear of using FinTech solutions
hence the preference for face-to-face interactions. This fear is attributed to their
perceived view that one needs to be educated in order to be able to operate

FinTech solutions.

“l scared of making mistakes, as | am not educated, | prefer going to the bank
to transact. | am scared of security concerns, my kids can get hold of my
phone and they can get access to my money, with loadshedding and when |
do not have electricity, | often ask my kids to go charge for me somewhere

and thus they have access to my phone so they can use my money. | also do
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not know how to read so | won’t be able to understand.” FinTech adoption

participant 5

4.6.8 Language (English) as a barrier to FinTech adoption

The primary language used on FinTech platforms is primarily English. South
Africa has 11 official languages thus not everyone is able to read or write English.
It was found that participants have not adopted FinTech solutions because of

their lack of knowledge of reading and writing English.

“l do not know English so | can’t access FinTech solutions. They must have
an option of Zulu so | can read and understand what they are saying.”

FinTech Non adoption participant 2
“l do not understand how to write or read English. Using our native language
might be beneficial for us.” FinTech Non adoption participant 5
4.6.9 Lack of awareness, understanding and interest of FinTech
solutions

Lack of awareness

It was noted that a few participants (7 out of 12) were not aware of any FinTech
solutions. Therefore, their lack of knowledge is attributed to their non-adoption of

FinTech solutions.

“I do not know them or understand how to operate technology”. FinTech

Non adoption participant 8
Lack of knowledge

Of those that were aware they were only aware of Mobile Banking Applications.
This lack of knowledge hinders them to adopt FinTech solutions.

“I do not understand the things.” FinTech Non adoption participant 9

“I do not understand how it works.” FinTech Non adoption participant
12
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Lack of interest in FinTech solutions

A general lack of interest in FinTech solutions was also noted as a barrier to
adoption. The attitude towards FinTech was also noted to have been attributed
to lack of resources required to access FinTech solutions i.e., mobile data or
smartphones.

‘I am not interested, and | do not understand it properly.” FinTech Non

adoption participant 4

“l do not have a smartphone; | am not interested in FinTech.” FinTech
Non adoption participant 7

‘I have not thought of doing them now, but | see they are important.”

FinTech Non adoption participant 10

4.6.10 Residence location as a barrier to adoption (Rural)

The study was explored in both rural and urban areas in South Africa. A clear
distinction of infrastructure and exposure was noted between the two different
areas. Although the study was not pre-emptive in terms of location, it was found
that majority of those that reside in rural areas have not adopted FinTech
solutions. It was further noted during the course of the data analysis that
residence location was an emerging theme that hinders the adoption of FinTech

solutions. This is driven by the lack of network to access FinTech solutions.
Lack of Network connection

Participants that reside in rural areas attributed their non adoption of FinTech
solutions to their place of residence. Lack of network and network issues were
cited as contributors to their lack of adoption. Thus, it is not conducive to have

any FinTech solution as one will struggle to even connect to it.
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“Because there’s no network here, you have to travel to get to the network

and even travel far to get to the stores so you can buy airtime for data.’

FinTech Non adoption participant 2

“Network is a struggle; the government forgets us. There are no banks

close by”. FinTech Non adoption participant 6

“It does affect me because the network is poor.” FinTech Non adoption

participant 7
Lack of awareness

Participants also stated that because they live in rural areas, they were no aware
of FinTech solutions. Those that were aware only heard from people however

they uncertain about the trustworthiness of these solutions.

“l did not know about FinTech solutions, | heard from people
because when people are vising here, they tell us about these
things, apps do not exist here in the rural areas, we only know how
to use phones to make calls. Network also has an impact, it’s hard

for the phone to connect.” FinTech Non adoption participant 5

4.6.11 Mobile phone device as a barrier to adoption

The study also uncovered that there was a correlation between FinTech non
adoption and mobile phone device. Majority of the participants that have not
adopted FinTech solutions alluded to utilising feature mobile phones, however it
should be noted that this was not deliberately pre-empted during the selection of
participants. The data analysis also supports this finding, as most of the
participants also alluded to their mobile phone devices being a strong barrier to
adoption of FinTech solutions. This barrier is mainly driven by the type of mobile

device available as well as limitations with mobile device i.e., space or damage.
Type of mobile device available

As observed at the beginning of the chapter, most participants only refer to mobile
banking applications as FinTech solutions. The other types of FinTech solutions
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were unknown. As such, it was found that lack of smartphones was identified as

a barrier to adoption of FinTech .

“l do not have a smartphone, I've never had an interest to have cellphone
banking, | was not sure whether my phone would allow me.” FinTech Non

adoption participant 3

‘I do not have a smartphone; | am not interested in FinTech ”. FinTech

Non adoption participant 7
Limitations with mobile phone device

It was also noted that limitations with mobile phone device contributed to non-
adoption of FinTech solutions. Participants believe that Mobile Banking
applications take too much space on their mobile phones as a result they have

not downloaded them.

“l do not have data for banking app, | tried using it, | do not know how to use
it, it was using too much space on my phone, cellphone banking | do not see
the need of it | go to the branch or ATM to transact.” FinTech Non adoption

participant 1

4.6.12 Lack of access to the internet as a barrier to adoption

As stated, most FinTech solutions are accessed via the internet. Thus, one needs
to have WIFI or mobile data connection. Participants expressed that they have

not adopted FinTech solutions due to the exorbitant costs of mobile data.

“l do not have the app because it will require me to have money to buy airtime
or data. If I do not have money, it will mean | won’t be able to use them”.

FinTech Non adoption participant 6

“Because at month it means | must have money for mobile data, and | do not

always have money.” FinTech Non adoption participant 7

“The cost of data is too expensive, and | can’t afford data.” FinTech Non

adoption participant 11
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4.6.13 Digital and financial illiteracy as a barrier to adoption

The study found that digital and financial illiteracy were very strong barriers to
FinTech adoption. Participants expressed that their literacy levels were very low
as such they were unable to adopt FinTech solutions as these solutions are
dependent on one’s understanding of digital solutions as well as financial
understanding. This lack of understanding or illiteracy was mainly attributed to
their education levels, lack of exposure to such solutions as well as the perceived

complexity thereof.
Digital illiteracy as a barrier to adoption

The study found that the non-FinTech adoption cohort ascribed their non adoption
to their lack of understanding of how to operate digital solutions. There was a
general discomfort with operating digital solutions like mobile phone, laptops, and
computers and thus they felt that if they are unable to operate such, they it would
be difficult to operate FinTech solutions as they are accessed via digital
solutions/channels. This fear was also accelerated by the fact the FinTech
solutions concerns money, and they do not want to try-out anything that will put

their money at risk.

“l can’t even use WhatsApp, banking app is for educated people, we’re

talking about money now.” FinTech Non adoption participant 5

“l do not understand how to operate the phone, my brain doesn’t work

properly anymore”. FinTech Non adoption participant 8
Financial illiteracy as a barrier to adoption

As witnessed at the beginning of the chapter, financial literacy of participants was
also tested and 9 out of 12 non FinTech solution participants expressed that they
do not have any form of financial literacy. The cohort expressed that their financial
illiteracy played a big factor to their non adoption of FinTech solutions as they do
not want to sign up for things that will put their finances at risk without much
understanding.
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“l do not know anything about finances, if | had the app, | wouldn’t
understand what is written and the implications and they do not eve explain
what the terms mean, you just see “%” without much explanation, so |

prefer someone to explain”. FinTech Non adoption participant 2

“If I had the app, | would struggle to understand the terms and know what
| am signing up for so its best | do not get any of these things and go

directly to the bank.” FinTech Non adoption participant 12

4.6.14 Dependency of cash

The participants of this study were from urban and rural areas. Those that were
from urban areas were mostly from townships. It was noted that the economic
activities in these areas are not very advanced, thus there is limitations of
infrastructure that allows for people to be able to fully rely on FinTech solutions
to live and operate comfortably. The rural and township economy are noted to be
very cash heavy thus one needs to be able to have cash to be able to buy from
the spaza shop, street vendors or to even commute with public transport. This
limitation results in the dependency of cash, as such people withdraw most of
their funds from town so that they are able to transact in the township/rural
economy. This results in them not seeing the need to adopt FinTech solutions as
these solutions do not allow them to be able to transact within this economy i.e.,

taxis only allow cash and Spaza shops only allow cash.

“I use money for a lot of things to buy at the spaza shop, | use cash for
taxi, | use cash to pay burial society, so how | do these things if my money

is on my phone?” FinTech Non adoption participant 6

4.7 Perceived risks factors for the adoption of FinTech

solutions

Perceived risks outlined as per proposition 3 were used to address this theme.
According to proposition 3 Perception on the adoption of FinTech among the
banked and unbanked is driven by perceived risks underpinned by financial,

legal, operational and security risks. The purpose of this section is to present
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the findings pertaining to Cohort 1 of the participants: FinTech adoption.
Interviews were conducted with 12 participants to assess the above proposition.
The proposition was then used to draft several questions and these questions led

to the below results relating to Proposition 3.

4.7.1 Financial Risks due to fraud

Questions for Financial risks were anchored around the perceived view of
participants losing money. This was attributed to Fraud, FinTech solution
breakdown and product mis-sell. For the first cohort: FinTech adoption, 5 out of
12 participants believe that they run a risk of losing money due to Fraud whilst
utilising the FinTech solutions. These participants are quite aware of the different
fraud use cases that they might be exposed to when using FinTech solutions
however it was noted they have adopted FinTech solutions. Thus, this fear did

not deter them from adoption.

“Yes, | think | can lose money due to fraud, because there’s a lot of
criminals, we get a lot of messages instructing us to do certain things,

you do not know what to trust so it can happen”. FinTech adopter 8

Some of the participants felt that they have the responsibility to protect

themselves from such risks.

“Yes, | think | can lose money due to fraud; you just need to be aware of

what information you give out to people”. FinTech adopter 11

“Yes, | think | can lose money due to fraud, because if | lose my phone
someone can unlock it and get access to my money, when you have an

app, you need to be careful with your phone”. FinTech adopter 12

The other participants that form part of the first cohort felt different about the risk
of losing money due to fraud. 7 out of the 12 participants felt that they do not run
the risk of losing money due to fraud hence they adopted FinTech solutions.
Some believe so because it has never happened to them whilst some believe so
because of the reassurance they received from the FinTech solution service

provider i.e., Bank.
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“No, | do not believe | can lose money due to fraud because it hasn’t

happened to me, you need pin to access it”. FinTech adopter 4

“No, | do not believe | can lose money due to fraud; the bank reassured
me that | can’t lose money, the bank is responsible if | lose my money”.

FinTech adopter 5

4.7.2 Financial risks due to FinTech breakdown

For purposes of the interviews, FinTech breakdown was defined as the FinTech
solution being offline or not working in order to simply it for the participants. For
cohort 1 — FinTech adoption, 6 out of 12 participants felt that they can lose money
if the FinTech solution they have adopted is not working or is offline. The fear is
mainly because when their FinTech solution is offline, they are unable to monitor
their funds and thus are afraid that their money might not be there when the app
is back online. This fear is derived from past experiences they have had. It was
noted though that the fear that these participants have does not affect their

adoption of FinTech solutions.

“Yes, | run the risk of losing money when the app is offline, it once
happened to me. Whilst | am buying airtime, the transaction went through
and the app stopped working and they deduct the money however when
| queried it with the bank | was not be credited with the airtime, in that

event | lost money”. FinTech adopter 3

“Yes, | run the risk of losing money when the app is offline, it once
happened to me. It there was a transaction | am not comfortable with, but
it went through, and tried to stop it but the app was off already”. FinTech

adopter 6
One participant referred to a different reason as the participant is self-employed.

“Yes, | can lose money when the app is offline, because a lot of people
can pay me while the app is offline, and if they send me money but | can’t
verify on app if they indeed sent it. In that case | lose money by giving them
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the product without being sure that the money is in my account”. FinTech
adopter 9

The other 6 participants did not believe that they can lose money due to the
FinTech solution being offline. This is mainly because they believe that if the
FinTech solution is not working nothing can happen to their money. Their money
is safe with the FinTech solution provider, and should they lose money during that

period they can always query it with the provider.

“No, | do not think I run the risk of losing money when the app is offline,
because if the app is not working and | lose money | am able to query it
with the bank”. FinTech adopter 1

“No, | do not think | run the risk of losing money when the app is offline
because when the app is offline then the app is not operating at all with

no transactions”. FinTech adopter 2

4.7.3 Financial risks due to product mis-sell

Product mis-sell was explained to participants as a risk they might incur due to
taking up products that they do not understand. For cohort 1 — FinTech adoption,
8 out of 12 participants did not believe that they can lose money due to product
mis-sell. This is because they are extremely careful whenever they are
transacting on the app, the participants stated that should there be something
they do not understand they contact their service provider or use the internet to

understand.

“No, | do not think I run a risk of product mis-sell, because | can always

query it with the bank and reverse the action”. FinTech adopter 1

“No, I do not think | run a risk of product mis-sell, | am not that ignorant, |
won’t take things | do not understand, | google things | do not understand”.

FinTech adopter 3

The other 4 participants felt that they run a risk of losing money by taking up a
product that they do not understand. They expressed that although they have
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adopted the mobile banking application, they have limited understanding of how
it operates and are afraid of making mistakes. This fear is also increased by the

lack of face-to-face interaction thus there is no one to hold accountable.

“Yes, | run a risk of product mis-sell, | think if | took a loan | do not
understand, and they debit my account it could be a loss to me”. FinTech
adopter 4

“Yes, | run a risk of product mis-sell, based on my limited understanding

of my app”. FinTech adopter 6

4.7.4 Legal Risks

Legal risk was assessed based on the participants understanding of legal rules
governing the FinTech solution they have adopted. An interesting finding was
observed for cohort 1 — FinTech adoption, only 1 out of the 12 participants
indicated that they are aware of the legal rules governing/pertaining to the
FinTech solution they have adopted. The one participant that is aware of the
rules, stated they are only aware of the basic rules pertaining to how they can

protect themselves when using FinTech solutions:

“The rules that | am aware of is that do not give out the pin, be careful with
my phone, do not allow people to touch my phone”. FinTech adopter 12

The rest of the participants have successfully adopted FinTech solutions without
understanding the rules/laws governing them indicating that legal risks are not a
barrier to adoption. These participants further indicated that their lack of
knowledge of legal rules does not worry them as they are able to transact on their

platforms without any issues.

“No, I just experiment, as long as | understand what | am doing, | am not
bothered by rules. | just accept the rules, | do not read”. FinTech adopter
3

‘I use the app even if | do not understand the rules”. FinTech adopter 10
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4.7.5 Security concerns

Security concerns refers to any fears that participants have relating to the security
of their money, data, and privacy when it relates to FinTech solutions. For cohort
1 — FinTech adoption, 11 out of the 12 participants stated that they do not have
any security concerns regarding their money, data, and privacy when it comes to
the FinTech solutions they have adopted. This is largely because of the security
features they have on their mobile devices which they felt are adequate to protect

them.

“No security concerns, because the app is on my phone and when you
login on the app you need to put in password”. FinTech adopter 2

“No security concerns, because the one day | wanted to delete the app on
my phone and add it on another phone, | downloaded the app, and it asked
too many questions and that reassured me of the security measures”.
FinTech adopter 9

“No, | have not had any issues before, | have not had anyone around me
having issues before. Also, because the bank has systems in place to

ensure information is not misplaced”. FinTech adopter 4

The other participants find comfort in knowing that they can always query any

losses with the provider should they occur.
“No, | can always query with the bank”. FinTech adopter 1
“No cause the bank assured me all is well”. FinTech adopter 5

There was also concern of robbery that might occur due to the FinTech solution

being installed on their mobile devices.

“l am scared that criminals might force me to send them money without my
permission, when | go to certain places, | leave my phone because | am
scared criminals might force me to login on my app and send them money”.
FinTech adopter 12
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4.7.6 Operational risks

Operational risks refer to risks of downtime of the FinTech solution. For Cohort
1 — FinTech adoption, operational risks do not affect their adoption of FinTech
solutions however it affects the frequency of use of FinTech solutions. Based on
the participants, downtime frustrates them as they are unable to do certain
transactions that they might need to do at a point in time. The frustration is mainly

due to past experiences they had.

“Yes, it’s frustrating when | must do something, and cellphone banking Is
not working. Yes, the screen said “You are unable to complete the
transaction, please try again later” | had gone back and redo the
transaction. No, this is the only tool | must use. | have no choice since the

bank is far”. FinTech adopter 4

“Yes, it scared me, but | still downloaded the app. Mostly month end and
Friday nights, it frustrates you, | might lose money if | want to play lotto and
the numbers win but | couldn’t play because it was offline”. FinTech

adopter 7

“Yes, because | am used to the app, it makes things get on hold. It
frustrates me whenever its offline”. FinTech adopter 8

The rest of the participants felt that downtime does not affect them because if the

FinTech adopted is not working then they understand the reasons why.

“No, | understand when it’s not working”. FinTech adopter 5

4.8 Perceived risks factors for the lack of adoption of FinTech

solutions

Perceived risks outlined as per proposition 3 were used to address this theme.
According to proposition 3 Perception on the adoption of FinTech among the
banked and unbanked is driven by perceived risks underpinned by
financial, legal, operational and security risks. The purpose of this section is

to present the findings pertaining to Cohort 2 of the participants: FinTech non
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adoption. Interviews were conducted with 12 participants to assess the above
proposition. The proposition was then used to draft a number of questions and

these questions led to the below results relating to Proposition 3.

4.8.1 Financial risks due to fraud

The risk of Fraud for cohort 2 — FinTech non adoption is very prevalent in
comparison to the FinTech adoption cohort. 9 out of 12 participants states that
they felt that they run a risk of losing money due to fraud that might occur should
they adopt FinTech solutions. This is mainly due to the risk of them losing their

mobile device and someone defrauding them.

“Yes, | run a risk of fraud, because someone can get access to my phone
without my knowledge and steal my money, no one can get to the bank

and steal my money”. FinTech Non adopter 5

Another prevalent reason is the risk of not being able to protect themselves
against fraud due to their lack of understanding of how FinTech solutions operate.

“Yes, because | do not understand how these things work and if you do
not know these things a lot of criminal activities can happen which will

lead to you losing money”. FinTech Non adopter 10

“Yes, because they will call me and pretend to be the bank and answer
because it’s the bank and they will take my money. These days you do
not know who is calling you”. FinTech Non adopter 11

For the remaining 3 customers, 1 participant expressed that they do not know
because they are not using any FinTech solution. The other 2 participants felt that
they do not run the risk because they can always query it with the bank and that

such risks only occur when someone has your information.

“No, no one can defraud me, if it happens, | will go to the bank”. FinTech

Non adopter 4

“No, | do not believe that app has fraud unless if there is a person who
has your information”. FinTech Non adopter 12
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These two participants however have not adopted any FinTech solutions despite
their stance regarding fraud risks.

4.8.2 Financial risks due to FinTech breakdown

For Cohort 2 — FinTech non adoption, 9 out of 12 of the participants felt that they
do not run a risk of losing money due to the FinTech solution that they are using
not working or being “offline”. This is mainly because these participants felt that
if the solution is not working then nothing can happen to their money. These
participants expressed that their non adoption of FinTech solutions had nothing

to do with the operational issues of the FinTech solutions.

“No, | do not think it’s possible for me to lose money when the App is
offline. If it’s not working it’s not working, it’s no different to the bank if they

are offline, | can’t lose money”. FinTech Non adopter 4

Contrary to the above, 3 out of 12 participants felt that they run a risk of losing
money when the FinTech solution they have adopted is not working or is “offline”.
The participants expressed that this fear had also contributed to their non
adoption of FinTech solutions. This is largely because they do not understand
why FinTech solution would go offline, what causes it to be offline and what that

implies for them.

“Yes, because if it’s not working whilst | am logged in who is looking at me

to see what | am doing”. FinTech Non adopter 5

“Yes, I do not know what makes it to be offline, | sometimes think its offline
because criminals have gotten in”. FinTech Non adopter 11

4.8.3 Financial risks due to product mis-sell

Majority of the participants in Cohort 2 — FinTech non adoption, 10 out of 12 stated
that they believe that they are at risk of losing their money due to taking products
that they do not understand as there is no one to explain to them what they are

signing up for. This can result in them having monthly financial obligations on
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products such as credit and insurance products that they might have taken by
mistake. This is explained further by the below participants:

“Yes, | run a risk of getting products | do not want; mistakes happen so it

can happen”. FinTech Non adopter 3

“Yes, | run the risk of product mis-sell, because no one would’ve

explained to me that | have taken”. FinTech Non adopter 4

“Yes, I run a risk of losing money because if you take products by mistake
you still must pay for them, it can happen that the money can get lost.
Today | am able to find myself owing for airtime but not knowing how”.

FinTech Non adopter 5

4.8.4 Legal risks

For cohort 2 — FinTech non adoption, only 1 out of the 12 participants indicated
that they are aware of the legal rules governing/pertaining to the FinTech
solutions. The rest of the participants stated that they were not aware of any legal
risks. It was noted that the participants only expressed their concern of legal risks
once the question was posed indicating that legal risks are not barrier to FinTech

adoption for this cohort.

“Yes, the lack of understanding of rules worries me, if | do not know the
rules and what protects me when | make a mistake, | do not know who |
can complain to if | make a mistake, if | knew the rules, | will understand

better”. FinTech Non adopter 4

“I worry about using the app because | do not know what rules govern the
app and ultimately my money, | do not want to end up losing money

because | do not understand”. FinTech Non adopter 12

Two of the participants explicitly stated that they do not care much about the legal

rules their lack of adoption had nothing to do with rules.

“No, the lack of awareness of the rules of my app does not affect me”.
FinTech Non adopter 3
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“No, I do not care about the rules”. FinTech Non adopter 11

4.8.5 Security concerns

As stated under the result discussion, proposition 2 - All 12 participants
expressed that they have not adopted FinTech solutions because of security
concerns. These security concerns range from privacy, cybercrimes, and data
storage. Access to mobile devices is also a big contributor to security concerns

for this cohort of participants.

“Yes, because like | said the kids at the house you do not know what they
can do, they can see things they do not need to know, | also drink so | do
not know who can take my phone or steal my money”. FinTech Non

adopter 5

“Yes, because you hear on the news that data/information has been

stolen”. FinTech Non adopter 6

There are however participants that did not have any security concerns in respect

of data privacy:

“No, because the bank would prepare me to understand the risks and how

to protect myself”. FinTech Non adopter 3

There was also a general concern of cybercrime amongst the participants which

has resulted in their non adoption of FinTech solutions.

4.8.6 Operational risks

According to Cohort 2 — FinTech non adoption, operational risks are a barrier to
FinTech adoption. 8 out of 12 participants states that the downtime of FinTech
solutions affected their decision-making process to adoption. This is due to the
possible inconvenience they believed they might experience if they had adopted

any FinTech solution.

“Yes, what | do if | need to transact, and the app is not working”. FinTech

Non adopter 6
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“Yes, because it would mean if its offline then you can send money, you
might have to find alternatives”. FinTech Non adopter 7

“Yes, because if there is an emergency, | would not be able to transact or

use the app”. FinTech Non adopter 12

Fear of operational risks also emanated from what participants have heard from
those that have adopted FinTech solutions.

“Yes, because the lady | work for always complains that the app is down,
they can’t make transactions and sometimes they do not know how long it

will take for the app to get back”. FinTech Non adopter 1

This is very similar to cohort 1 where a number of participants expressed that
they have been inconvenienced by downtime of the FinTech solutions they have

adopted. One participant however expressed a different view.

“l do not care much because | do not use it. | also do not want to have
things that do not work if it’s there it must work”. FinTech Non adopter 2

4.9 Summary of the results/findings

Chapter 4; Presentation of findings was informed by the insights gathered during
the interviews of lower-income earners who have adopted FinTech solution and
those who have not adopted FinTech solutions. This chapter presented the
analysis and interpretation of the results of the 24 participants interviewed. The
qualitative results show that lower-income earners in South Africa do not fully
understand the world of FinTech , the concept to them is foreign despite some of
them utilising the solutions. Most participants were inadequately knowledgeable
on the subject matter, as well as core concepts. Suggesting that there is not much
knowledge and awareness of FinTech solutions amongst the lower-income
earners. Further, Lack of awareness of the different FinTech solutions available
more specifically for lower-income earners was also noted from the results. This
is mainly because all participants from both cohorts only referred to Digital
Banking FinTech solutions, of which all of them are supplied by the Big 5 banks

in South Africa. This made it difficult to allow for meaningful engagement and
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assessment of the other FinTech solutions available. The results also suggests
that location i.e., rural, or urban plays a factor in the adoption of FinTech solutions

amongst lower-income earners.

It was found that lower-income households were influenced by some of the
factors discussed in the literature. These were summarised according to the
themes; the results were themed according to the three propositions outlined in

the Literature review i.e.:

. Proposition 1 - There are numerous factors that promote the use

and adoption FinTech in developing countries.

. Proposition 2 - The factors that detract from the use of FinTech
solutions includes associated costs, low income and education level,
perceived risk, and security concerns. These affect both the banked and

unbanked.

. Proposition 3 - Perception on the adoption of the FinTech among
the banked and unbanked is driven by perceived risks underpinned by

financial, legal, and operational and security risks.

A few emerging themes relevant to the lower-income earners and the South
African context were also identified which require further research.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION OF THE
RESULTS OR FINDINGS

5.1 Introduction

As stated in the introduction of the paper, the purpose of this qualitative study is
to gain an understanding of the factors that drives financial technology (FinTech)
adoption by lower-income earners in South Africa. This is due to the imperative
need to understand the factors that enable the adoption of FinTech solutions as
well as the barriers to FinTech adoption by lower income earners in the South
African context. The study used previous literature to understand this
phenomenon. The assessed literature resulted in the formulation of three
propositions. These propositions were tested with 24 participants and the finding

of the interviews were presented in chapter 4.

This chapter aims to deploy more insightful details by testing the results of the
research against the research questions. This will be achieved by discussing and
explaining the results of the interviews within the context of the literature outlined
in the literature review section. Thus, this chapter will resemble the literature
review with the results embedded in it and central to it. This will be done with the
intention to find commonalities or differences between the body of research that
exists today, and the findings of the interviews conducted for this research. As
such, this chapter will unpack the results of the 24 participants interviewed
outlining their motivating factors to adoption or non-adoption of FinTech

solutions.

The chapter will start off with answering the main research question posed in

Chapter 1, underpinned by the sub-research questions.

Main Question: What factors drive the adoption of FinTech by lower-income

earners in South Africa?

e Sub-research question 1: What factors enable the use of FinTech

solutions?
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e Sub-research question 2: What are the barriers to the use of FinTech
solutions?

e Sub-research question 3: What are perceived risk factors for
adoption/lack of adoption of FinTech solutions among the lower-income

earners?

As per chapter 2, the study employed several frameworks to understand the
factors that drive the adoption or deter the adoption of FinTech solutions. As
noted, these frameworks had limitations thus the Researcher designed an

enhanced conceptual framework; FinTech Adoption Research Model.

The framework was also tested with the participants and the results thereof will
be presented in this chapter. The chapter will then close off with the presentation

of findings in relation to new themes that emerged from the interviews.

5.2 Discussion pertaining to sub-question 1

5.2.1 What factors enable the use of FinTech solutions?

The first sub-research question 1 aimed to understand the drivers of FinTech
adoption by lower-income earners. This question was explored with 12
participants that have adopted one or more FinTech solutions. It was noted that
all these participants have adopted Mobile Banking Applications and that they

were not aware of the other solutions available for use.

The participants that have adopted FinTech solutions indicated that they do not
understand what FinTech solutions are, this gap on the understanding of FinTech
solution was identified despite the participants having adopted FinTech solutions.
The general understanding of operating the FinTech solutions adopted was also
noted to be intermediate as most of the participants only use the FinTech
solutions adopted for basic transactions like buying airtime, data, electricity and
sending money. It was also noted that some participants depend on their family

members to assist them to operate the solutions.
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5.2.1.1Perceived ease of use as a factor to FinTech adoption

The opening question to the interviews was asking participants why they are
using the FinTech solution they are using and 8 out of the 12 participants
interviewed used the words “easy to use” to describe the motivating factors to
their adoption. This finding relates to the ease of use of the FinTech solution
adopted. This finding correlates with the findings of a number of scholars in the
research field of banking who also found ease of use (PEOU) as a factor to
FinTech adoption (Akturan & Tezcan, 2012; Szopinski, 2016). This factor was

also tested in a developing country (Thailand) to investigate Taiwanese
consumers' intentions to make online purchases and the same conclusion was
reached. It was revealed that perceived utility was a predictor of customers'

willingness to utilise FinTech (Moslehpour et al., 2018). This study found that

ease of use of FinTech solutions was also attributed to the useability of the
Fintech solutions in terms of the transactions that they can perform i.e., buy
airtime, data, and electricity. This finding aligns with a study by Riquelme and
Rios (2010) who found that the e contributing factor to FinTech adoption is the
convenience, friendly, easy to operate nature of FinTech service (Riquelme &
Rios, 2010).

5.2.1.2Perceived usefulness as a factor to FinTech adoption

The other 4 participants referred to the convenience of the FinTech solution as
the driver to their adoption i.e., being able to transact without the need to queue
as well as the ability to use the FinTech solution at any time of day even when
they are at work. These reasons refer to the “usefulness” of the FinTech solutions
adopted i.e., Perceived Usefulness (PU). The researcher noted that this outcome
agrees with the numerous empirical research that concur that PU has a
substantial impact on attitudes regarding utilising FinTech (Chuang et al., 2016;
Ismail & Masinge, 2011; Kim et al., 2016; Pandiya & Gupta, 2015; Singh &

Srivastava, 2018). The above findings also correspond with a previous study

performed in the African context, a study conducted in Ghana on the consumers'
intentions to utilise technology at Access Bank found that adoption of technology

was positively impacted by PU (Cudjoe et al., 2015).
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Thus, it can be concluded that perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness
has a positive correlation to FinTech adoption. These two factors form part of the
TAM framework designed by Fred Davis (1985). According to Davis (1985) two
direct adoption drivers impact users attitude, these are “perceived usefulness"
(PU) and "perceived ease of use" (PEOU) (Davis, 1985).

5.2.1.3Testing the factors of adoption discussed in Chapter 2

The literature review section also unpacked a few factors that have been
identified as drivers of adoption by several researchers. All these factors were

also tested with the participants.

5.2.1.31 Trust as a factor to adoption:

10 out of 12 of the participants stated that they adopted the FinTech solutions
they are using because they trust them. This trust is driven by the availability,
reliability, safety, and brand of the FinTech solution. These insights agree with
the findings by Ernst and Young (2019) and Slazus (2022) who stated that the
functional driver of trust includes data security, data privacy, device trust and

account security (EY, 2019; Slazus, 2022). The finding around safety correlates

with the finding by Ja-Chul et al. (2009) who found that Trust plays a crucial role
in the adoption of mobile banking as it helps customers overcome fears of

security, privacy and fraud in the mobile environment (Ja-Chul et al., 2009).

Brand association as a factor to trust to was also found as a key element in the
decision-making process of FinTech adoption; thus, the more a customer trusts
the service provider, the greater the chance of adopting the service (Basak et al.,
2016; Koksal, 2016).

5.2.1.3.2 Socio economic factors as a factor to adoption:
Economic benefits:

From the interviews conducted, it was found that economic benefit is a key driver

to FinTech adoption. This is mainly because 10 out of 12 participants indicated
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that they adopted the FinTech solutions due to economic benefits derived. Cost
saving from a customer perspective was also identified by Maduku (2017) in his
study of “Customer acceptance of mobile banking services” as a highly important
to foster adoption of FinTech (Maduku, 2017).

For this study, these economic benefits include saving money for traveling costs.
Therefore, saving due to traveling costs is a new driver that was identified by the
researcher as a driver to economic benefit. Ernst and Young (2019) previously
stated that FinTech are seen as disruptive because they offer financial services
for free instead of charging customers like traditional financial services providers
(EY, 2019). This is accurate because the other driver to economic benefit is

service or transaction cost of utilising the FinTech solution being cheaper than

visiting the brick-and-mortar establishment:
Social Influence

67% of the interviewed participants adopted the FinTech solutions due to the
influence of the bank whilst 25% was influenced by family members. None of the
participants were influenced by community. This finding is contrary to the findings
found by numerous scholars in their studies on the intention for use m-banking
adoption where they found a positive correlation between social influence and the
adoption of m-banking (Maduku, 2017; Makanyeza, 2017; Wentzel et al., 2013).

The participants were then asked if they would have adopted FinTech solutions
if recommended by family, friends or church mates and majority of the
participants expressed that they are unlikely to adopt FinTech solutions due to
social influences as they do not trust social influences with their finances. The
sentiments from the participants also contradicts the conclusion by Kim et al.,
(2016) who concluded that because of the uncertainty on finance related
products, first time users turn to their social clubs in their decision-making process
for pre-checks (Kim et al., 2016).
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5.2.1.33 Utility as a factor to adoption:

The results of the interviews revealed that utility is also a factor to FinTech
adoption. This was explored with 12 participants and 11 out of the 12 participants
stated that the FinTech solution that they are using is convenient. Therefore, it
can be that utility is a factor to FinTech adoption. This finding is similar to the
finding by Slazus (2022) who found that South African users are more inclined to

adopt FinTech services if it makes their lives simpler and easier (Slazus, 2022).

The same conclusion was also reached by several other local and international
researchers in their studies (Dapp et al., 2014; Ismail & Masinge, 2011; Singh &
Srivastava, 2018).

The convenience referenced by participants for this study was in relation to time
saving, simplicity and the value derived from the FinTech solutions adopted as
they can easily transact without much hassle. These findings positively correlates
with the studies by numerous Scholars who found that FinTech adoption was
driven by its utility in terms of speed (Barbu et al., 2021; Slazus, 2022), user

experience (Chiriac et al., 2018; Slazus, 2022) and specified need (Setiawan et
al., 2021; Slazus, 2022) .

5.2.1.34 Youth (Age) as a factor to adoption:

Age was used to select the sample for the interviews. The interviews were
conducted with a wide range of age groups ranging from 18 years old — over 60
years old. There was no difficulty in terms of obtaining participants that were
older. This is evidence enough to indicate that age is not a factor to adoption,
however the question was also posed to the participants and 10 out of 12
participants stated that they do not think that age has an impact on their adoption
of FinTech solutions. Therefore, it can be concluded that there is no correlation
between age and FinTech adoption. This finding is contrary to Slazus (2022) who
found that that the younger generation in South African are keen to adopt FinTech

solutions in comparison to older generation (Slazus, 2022). According to the

literature review, scholars researching adoption of mobile payments by age also
found that younger customers have a higher likelihood of adopting mobile

payments than older consumers concluding that that individual aged 20 year is
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about 10 times more likely to adopt FinTech than adults aged 75 years old (Li et
al., 2020). This was not found to be the case for this study as the appetite for
FinTech adoption for older and younger generation seemed to be the same from

the participants.

5.2.135 Financial health as a factor to adoption:

It was found that Financial Health is not necessarily perceived as a factor to
FinTech adoption but rather as a factor to the frequency of their utilisation of
FinTech solutions. Participants stated that FinTech adoption is mainly driven by
a need, which can either be a financial activity or a non-financial activity. The
above is contrary to the findings by scholars in the context of Indonesia who found
that there is a positive relationship between financial health and FinTech

adoption in Indonesia (Setiawan et al., 2021).

Participants also credited their adoption to the non-financial activities such as
money management tools and tips available on the FinTech solutions. This
finding is similar to the recent study from Korynski (2019) that found that FinTech
has beneficial effects on financial health by providing users with easy access to
information related to money management, including managing income and

expenses (Korynski, 2019).

5.2.1.3.6 Attitude as a factor to adoption:

The study also found that Attitude is a factor to FinTech adoption. This finding
was concluded on the basis that all 12 participants indicated that they like the
FinTech solution adopted as such indicating a positive attitude towards the
FinTech solution they have adopted. The likeness of the FinTech solution was
found to have been driven by the benefits derived from it in terms of convenience
and the simplicity thereof. This finding is in line with the findings from other studies
that found that users adopted FinTech solutions due to the advantages derived
from the solutions, including its utility, user-friendliness, timesaving, and

convenience (Al-Fahim et al., 2016; Chuang et al., 2016).
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When comparing this finding with other countries, it is noted that the findings of
this study correlate with other studies. A study in Indonesia found that there is a
positive relationship between attitude and FinTech adoption in Indonesia

(Setiawan et _al., 2021). In addition, this finding agrees with the conclusion

reached by Chuang et al., (2016) on the study who stated that attitudes toward
on using have a significantly positive effect on behavioural (Chuang et al., 2016).

5.2.1.3.7 Digital literacy as a factor to adoption:

For purposes of this paper, it can be concluded that the participants of this study
have been classified as having basic understanding of digital solutions as they
mainly understand how to operate their own mobile devices. This conforms to the
definition of digital literacy outlined by Carlin et al. (2019), who defined digital
literacy as the knowledge and abilities to use digital devices such mobile phones,
smart phones, and tablets, as well as the ability to conduct digital financial
transactions (Carlin et al., 2017). For this study, 10 out of the 12 participants

expressed that they are able to navigate the FinTech platforms themselves and
that this was enabled by their knowledge and familiarity of their mobile devices.
This leads to the conclusion that there is a positive correlation between FinTech
adoption and digital literacy with the exception of 2 of the participants are assisted

by their family members to navigate their FinTech platforms.

The above findings correspond to the that was conducted in Ukraine on the
relationship between digital literacy and FinTech adoption the study found that
there is a relationship between the level of financial and digital literacy and the
depth of promotion of innovative FinTech products among users (Vartsaba &
Zaslavska, 2020).

5.2.1.3.8 Financial literacy as a factor to adoption:

Financial literacy of the participants was also measured. The study explored
understanding of financial terms i.e., compound interest, inflation, and risk
diversification as outlined by (Jinger & Mietzner, 2020; Lusardi, 2019) and it was

found that 67% of the participants have no financial literacy whilst 33% of the
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participants expressed that their financial literacy is basic. These statistics
indicate that in the context of lower-income earners in South Africa, there is no
correlation between financial literacy and FinTech adoption. This is mainly
because the participants interviewed have adopted FinTech solutions despite
their financial literacy levels. This conclusion is contrary to a study conducted in
a developing country; Vietnam, which found that found that a higher level of
financial literacy has strong and positive effects on an individual’s awareness and

use of FinTech products (Morgan & Trinh, 2020). The above findings conflicts

with previous studies by who explained that financial literacy positively correlates
with FinTech adoption (Junger & Mietzner, 2020; Morgan & Trinh, 2020).

It was however noted that financial literacy levels impact the activities they
perform on the FinTech platforms. Further cementing that financial literacy does
not necessarily drive adoption but rather unlocks certain functionalities and
activities on the platform. This agrees with the finding by Liu et al., (2021) who
added that financial literacy also aligned with user innovativeness (Liu et al.,
2021).

5.2.1.3.9 Innovativeness as a factor to adoption:

Innovativeness was tested according to the definition provided in the literature
review section, it refers to the degree in which an individual experiment with new

technology is referred to as Innovativeness (Lu et al., 2005). Only 5 participants

out of the 12 participants indicated that their experimental nature has contributed
to their adoption of FinTech solutions. This is similar to other previous literatures
that found that Innovativeness is a positive factor to the adoption of FinTech (Hu
et al., 2019; Morosan & DeFranco, 2014; Zhang et al., 2018).

For this study, it was found that majority of the participants, 7 out of 12 did not
attribute their adoption to their innovativeness nature. Their adoption was mainly
due to the convenience and usefulness of FinTech platforms. Thus, it was found
that Innovativeness did not play any role in the adoption of FinTech solutions of
the interviewed participants. This finding is contrary to past study that focused on

perspective towards the intention to use loan aggregator platforms which found
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that the attitude toward using the online platform and the behavioural desire to
use it were both highly influenced by user innovation (Shahzad et al., 2022).

5.2.1.3.10 Government Support as a factor to adoption:

Contrasting to the finding by Setianwan et al. (2021) who concluded that
Government assistance and FinTech adoption in Indonesia have a positive link
that is mediated by financial literacy (Setiawan et al., 2021). It was found that

none of the participants for this research received any government support/aid in
their adoption of FinTech solutions. Participants had differing views around the

role of government with regards to the adoption of FinTech solutions.

5.2.1.3.11 Brand as a factor to adoption:

Half of the participants, 6 out of 12 stated that one of the reasons they adopted
FinTech was because of the bank they bank with. This is mainly because they
trust the bank they are with and thus associated that trust with their FinTech
solution brand. This is in agreement to a study performed in Indonesia that clearly
found a positive relationship between brand image and FinTech adoption in

Indonesia (Setiawan et al., 2021). This finding also agree with other empirical

studies that states that Brand Image has the power to influences user’s
perception of quality (Riyadh et al., 2010) ,value (Shapiro et al., 2019) and
satisfaction (Saleem & Rashid, 2011).

5.3 Discussion pertaining sub-question 2

5.3.1 What are the barriers to the use of FinTech solutions?

The second sub-question aimed to understand the barriers to the adoption of
FinTech solutions by lower-income earners. This question was explored with 12
participants who have never adopted any FinTech solutions. The opening
guestion to the interviews was asking participants why they are not using any

FinTech solutions. The literature review section also detailed a few factors that
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detract the use of FinTech solution by several researchers. All these factors were
also explored with the participants.

The participants that have not adopted FinTech solutions indicated that they were
not aware of FinTech solutions, this awareness gap was identified despite some

participants being banked.

5.3.1.1Perceived risks as a barrier to FinTech adoption

The correlation between non adoption and perceived risks was also exploed and
it was found that 11 out of 12 participants have not adopted FinTech solutions
because of the perceived risks. Some of the perceived risks identified include
Data theft, Loss of mobile device, financial risks, and cyber risks. The same
conclusion was found by Barbara Jeanne Slazus & Geoffrey Bick’s that found
that the perceived risk that customers deem to be inherent with FinTech Identity

theft, phishing, hacking, malware, data breaches and SIM swaps (Slazus, 2022).

5.3.1.2Associated costs as a barrier to FinTech adoption

A constructive conclusion on this factor acting as a deterrent to FinTech adoption
could not be reached as 7 out of 12 do not know whether FinTech solutions costs
money or not. This reinforces the lack of knowledge of FinTech s within the South
African context. It was however noted that 4 out of the 12 participants believe that
utilising FinTech solutions costs money. The associated costs referenced for

these participants was mobile data costs as well as the cost of smartphones.

There is also a belief amongst the participants that FinTech solutions costs more
money than going to the bank. This was also quoted by Ismail and Masinge
(2011) who stated that FinTech costs can include service fees for transactions,
data rates from mobile networks, and expenditures associated with purchasing a

mobile device, such as a smartphone or a basic feature phone (Ismail & Masinge,

2011). Contrary to what other scholars found internationally who found that cost

is a barrier to FinTech adoption, Brazil (Cruz et al., 2010), Iran (Hanafizadeh et

al., 2014) and India (Pandiya & Gupta, 2015), a conclusive conclusion cannot be

reached on whether associated costs deters the adoption of FinTech solutions.
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5.3.1.3Age as a barrier to FinTech adoption

Participants strongly expressed that age was not a barrier to FinTech adoption,
10 out of the 12 participants do not believe that their age has any impact on their
non adoption of FinTech solutions. Their non adoption is mainly due to their lack
of understanding of FinTech solutions and that has nothing to do with their age
as their peers are already using FinTech solutions. These findings are contrary
to what Das and Das (2020) who found. Das and Das (2020) found that only
26.9% of individuals aged 50 and above were utilising FinTech services (Das &

Das, 2020) whereas with this study there was an equal split between participants

that are younger and those older.

Li et al. (2020) concluded that older individuals turn to be anxious whenever they
are utilising technology as they turn to have lower Perceived Ease Of Use and
thus this contributes to their resistance to utilising FinTech solutions (Li et al.,
2020). The finding by Li et al (2020) was explored on participants aged 56 - over
60 years and all participants reiterated that age is not a factor to their non

adoption of FinTech solutions.

5.3.1.4Security concerns as a barrier to FinTech adoption

It was found that security concerns are a major barrier to FinTech adoption. This
is mainly because all 12 participants expressed that they have not adopted
FinTech solutions because of security concerns. The security concerns span
across cybercrimes, privacy concerns and data losses. Other studies also
identified cybercrimes as a security concern which created an obstacle for
FinTech (Kim et al., 2018; Ogbanufe & Kim, 2018). Security concern as a barrier

to FinTech adoption was also found in a study that focused on mobile payment,
this study found that security concerns were a major barrier to the adoption of
mobile payments (Tseng et al., 2017). Previous research showed that the

perception of information loss is unfavourable and prevents the adoption of new

technology (Ogbanufe & Kim, 2018). This was also the case with the participants

that took part in this study.
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5.3.1.5Income levels as a barrier to FinTech adoption

Li et al. (2020) conducted an empirical study on mobile payments adoption and
this study supports the finding that stated that utilising mobile payments depends
on income levels, the lower the income the less likely is an individual to adopt

FinTech solutions (Li et al., 2020). From the interviews conducted for this study,

it was noted that majority of the participants, 9 out of 12 stated that their income
levels have contributed to their lack of adoption of FinTech solutions. Thus, acting
as a barrier. The cost of mobile data and inability to afford smartphones were
cited as the main contributors to non-adoption due to income levels. This finding
is further supported by a study by Das and Das (2020) who demonstrated that
the adoption of FinTech services is dependent on customers income (Das & Das,
2020). The findings also correlates with the findings of the study where the
researchers found that income levels were a barrier to adoption mainly due to the

perceived cost associated with technology (Mallat, 2007).

5.3.1.6Education levels as a barrier to FinTech adoption

Szopinski (2016) found that education level has a positive link with the adoption

and use of online banking (Szopinski, 2016). This finding was explored with the

participants, and it was found that there is indeed a positive link between the
adoption of FinTech solutions and education levels. 9 out of 12 participants for
this study expressed that they have not adopted FinTech solutions because of
their education levels. This is because FinTech solutions are written in English,
and they struggle with comprehension of certain English words. Some

participants do not know how to read or write English.

Similar to the findings by Das and Das (2020), when comparing the education
levels of 12 participants who have adopted FinTech solutions and 12 participants
who have no adopted FinTech solutions, one notes that the non-adoption
participants have lower education levels than those that have adopted FinTech
solutions (Das & Das, 2020).
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5.4 Discussion pertaining to sub-question 3

5.4.1 What are perceived risk factors for adoption/lack of adoption of

FinTech solutions among the lower-income earners?

Sub-question 3, aimed to understand the perceived risks associated with FinTech
solutions. As per chapter 2, Perceived risk is anchored by several sub-factors,
namely: Financial, security, operation risk and security concerns as informed by
the Perceived Risk Theory (IRT). To answer sub-question 3, 24 were interviewed

split according to:
Cohort 1: FinTech adoption participants.

Cohort 2: FinTech non adoption participants.

5.4.1.1Financial risks

Financial risks were measured in accordance with the definition Forsythe et al.,
(2006) who referred to financial risks as financial losses experienced whilst

conducting financial transaction (Forsythe et al., 2006).

Cohort 1: FinTech adoption participants

For this study, it was noted that financial risks are not a barrier to FinTech
adoption for those participants that have already adopted FinTech solutions. This
is because 7 out of the 12 participants felt that they do not run the risk of losing
money due to fraud hence they adopted FinTech solutions. The key financial risks
identified stem from fraud, platform malfunction and product mis-sell. This finding
contradicts with the findings of the study that was conducted in Malaysia which
found that financial risks negatively affect the adoption of FinTech in Malaysia

(Tang_et al., 2020). Other participants expressed that financial risk affect the

frequency of accessing the FinTech solutions, confidence levels of the FinTech

solutions adopted as well as accessing other key features of FinTech solutions.
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Cohort 2: FinTech non adoption participants

The finding for this cohort is consistent with the findings outlined in the literature
review. 9 out of 12 participants states that they have not adopted FinTech
solutions because they felt that they run a risk of losing money i.e., financial risks.
This was also found by Ryu (2018) who found that users of network and mobile
phones mostly do not adopt FinTech solutions due to the perceived financial risk

and thus financial risk is a barrier to FinTech adoption (Ryu, 2018a).

In the study, Perceived Risk Factors Affect Intention to Use FinTech , Tang et al.
(2020) tested financial risk on the basis of perceived financial losses such as
financial fraud, misrepresentation of money and possible downtime of the trading

frameworks (Tang et al., 2020). These were explored with the participants, and it

was found that financial losses resulting from fraud, FinTech platform malfunction
and product Mis-sell are considered as financial risks. From the above it is clear
that financial risks is a very strong barrier to the adoption of FinTech solutions as

previously found by Tang et al. (2020) also that that found that financial risks have

a negative effect on the adoption of FinTech in Malaysia (Tang et al., 2020).

5.4.1.2Legal risks
Cohort 1: FinTech adoption participants

Similar to the findings on financial risks, it was noted that legal risks are not a
barrier to FinTech adoption for this cohort. This is mainly because all 12
participants adopted FinTech solutions without understanding the rules/laws
governing them indicating that legal risks are not a barrier to adoption. Further,
the participants expressed that legal risk are not a concern to them whenever
they consider FinTech solutions. This finding is contrary to what Ryu (2018) found
in his study that consumers were concerned with legal risks and therefore
reluctant to use FinTech (Ryu, 2018a). Unlike the findings by Tang et al. (2020)
participants were not bothered by the maturity of the Legal fraternity when it

pertains to the FinTech industry.
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Cohort 2: FinTech non adoption participants

For cohort 2 though, the participants expressed that they do not know the legal
rules governing FinTech solutions. This is also contrary to the finding that

consumers are concerned with legal rules (Ryu, 2018a).

The participants only expressed their concern of legal risks once the question
was posed; thus, it can be concluded that legal risks are not barrier to FinTech
adoption for this cohort. This finding is very different to the findings on previous
studies, who found that Legal risk have a negative effect on FinTech use intention

(Ryu, 2018a; Tang et al., 2020). The Researcher attributes this conclusion to the

observed general lack of awareness of FinTech solutions of the participants.

5.4.1.3Security Risks

Security concerns were analysed in relation to the matrix used by Tang et al.
(2020) who refers to security concerns as hacker attacks on the security systems
of FinTech services, fraud and network intrusion (Tang et al., 2020).

Cohort 1: FinTech adoption participants

For cohort 1 — FinTech adoption, 11 out of the 12 participants stated that they do
not have any security concerns regarding their money, data, and privacy when it
comes to the FinTech solution they have adopted. The above finding agrees with
the study by Teoh et al.,, (2013) that found that security is not significantly
associated with consumers’ perception toward e-payment (Teoh et al., 2013).

For this study, the comfort around security was attributed to security features
available on their mobile devices as well as the FinTech platforms. This finding is
contrary to Ryu (2018) who argues that security risk is the main factor for

perceived risk of FinTech usage and thus it has a negative effect on FinTech

adoption (Ryu, 2018a).

Cohort 2: FinTech non adoption participants

All 12 participants expressed that they have not adopted FinTech solutions

because of security concerns. These security concerns range from privacy,
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cybercrimes, and data storage. Access to mobile devices is also a big contributor

to security concerns for this cohort of participants.

The reasons provided by participants around security concerns indicate that
participants have very low levels of confidence in FinTech solutions. This was
also stated by Ryu (2018) that concluded that security concerns can result in
negative effects on user’s hence this risk is a major barrier to FinTech adoption
due to low levels of confidence in technology (Ryu, 2018a). Correspondingly,
Tang et al., (2020) found that security risk has a negative effect on FinTech use

intention (Tang et al., 2020). This finding was also found on other spheres of

FinTech solutions mobile payments (Tseng et al., 2017) and e-commerce

(Taherdoost, 2017).The above finding is contrary to what was found in the study

by Teoh et al., (2013) that found that security is not significantly associated with

consumers’ perception toward e-payment (Teoh et al., 2013).

5.4.1.40perational Risks
Cohort 1: FinTech adoption participants

Operational risks according to this cohort does not affect their adoption of
FinTech solutions as downtime does not take long. It was however noted that
affects the frequency of use of FinTech solutions. Based on the participants,
downtime frustrates them as they are unable to do certain transactions that they
might need to do at a point in time. This finding is contrary to Tang et al. (2020)
who found that operational risks have a negative effect on the intention to use
FinTech (Tang et al., 2020).

Cohort 2: FinTech non adoption participants

For this study, it was found that operational risks are a barrier for FinTech
adoption. 8 out of 12 participants states that the downtime of FinTech solutions
affects their adoption. This is due to the perceived inconvenience they believe
they might experience if they had adopted any FinTech solution. It was also noted
that this risk is reinforced by what the participants hear from those that have

adopted FinTech solutions. This finding agrees with the finding by Tang et al.
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(2020) who found that operational risks have a negative effect on the intention to
use FinTech (Tang et al., 2020).

5.5Discussion of the findings in relation to the conceptual framework

As per chapter 2, the FinTech Adoption Research Model was designed to answer
research sub-question one, two and three. The framework enhances/extends the
TAM model, Perceived Risk Theory (PRT) and the Innovation Resistance Theory
(IRT) by extending the models with the factors identified in the literature review.
The purpose of this model is to model the factors that enable the use of FinTech
solutions, the barriers to FinTech adoption as well as the perceived risks of

FinTech solution by lower-income earners.

The below section will only focus on the two variables of the TAM model. These
variables were explored with the participants and the findings are summarised

below:
Perceived Ease of use (PEOU)

Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU) refers to the degree which an individual trusts
that utilising a system will come with ease or less effort (Davis, 1985). For
purposes of this paper, it was measured based on the participants experience of
the FinTech solutions. Based on the responses received, participants referred to
the below factors to describe ease of use: Easy to use, friendly to use and

understandable.

As stated, 8 out of the 12 participants interviewed used the word “easy” to
describe the motivating factors to their adoption. These findings were also
reached by several other researchers who found a correlation between adoption

and ease of use in the research field of banking (Akturan & Tezcan, 2012). The

contributing factor to this is the convenience, friendly, easy to operate nature of
FinTech service (Riguelme & Rios, 2010).
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Perceived Usefulness (PU)

Slazus (2022) describes PU as the extent to which someone believes they will

gain from employing technology is known as perceived usefulness (Slazus, 2022)

This was tested with participants based on whether they felt that the FinTech
solutions adopted meet their needs or whether they believe is saves them time.
All participants indicated the FinTech adopted meets their financial needs and
that it saves them time. All participants indicated that these contributed to the
adoption of the FinTech solutions they are using. Several other studies concur
with these finding, PU has a substantial impact on attitudes regarding utilising
FinTech (Chuang et al., 2016; Ismail & Masinge, 2011; Kim et al., 2016; Pandiya
& Gupta, 2015; Singh & Srivastava, 2018) (Chuang et al., 2016; Ismail & Masinge,
2011; Kim et al., 2016; Pandiya & Gupta, 2015; Singh & Srivastava, 2018).

The below section will only focus testing the (IRT) that was designed to

understand understanding user’s behaviour to resistance (Ram & Sheth, 1989).

This model unpacks Functional Barriers and phycological barriers to Innovation
(Ram & Sheth, 1989).

As stated, the enhanced conceptual framework also caters for the Innovation
Resistance Theory (IRT). This theory was also explored with participants and the

findings are summarised as follows:
Innovation Resistance Theory (IRT)

Innovation Resistance Theory was tested on participants that have not adopted
FinTech solutions to explore whether the barriers that are outlined by the theory

held true to the participants.
Functional Barriers as a deterrent factor to adoption

For purposes of the interviews, functional barriers were explored against the

below three barriers: usage, value, and risk barrier.
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Usage Barriers

Usage Barrier was explored based on the perceived difficulty or complexity of
utilising FinTech solutions (Ram & Sheth, 1989). 7 out of 12 participants alluded

that they have not adopted FinTech solutions because they believe that they are
very difficult to use: indicating usage as a barrier. The difficulty of usage is mainly
due to the language used on the platforms. The platforms are mainly written in
English and the participants do not understand English. Usage also acted as a

barrier in previous studies focusing on m-banking (Gupta & Arora, 2017) and m-

commerce (Moorthy et al., 2017). The same conclusion was reached on the study

where usage barrier conceptualised through complexity was a barrier to the

adoption of electronic banking (Borraz-Mora et al., 2017).

Value barriers

Value as a barrier was measured based on the definition provided by Morar
(2013) who refers to value as the balance between innovation and benefits

offered (Morar, 2013). In the case of this research value was measured against

price/saving money. 4 out of 12 participants expressed that they think they could
derive value from adopting FinTech solutions however this perceived value has

not resulted in their adoption.

Some of the participants expressed that they do not see any value in adopting
FinTech, they do not see how it would save them money whilst others stated that
the cost of mobile data is too expensive so they do not think they will save money.
This is mainly due to their lack of understanding of how FinTech solutions work.
For this reason, it can be concluded that value is a barrier to FinTech adoption.
The findings concur with those by Laukkanen (2016) who concluded that Value
barrier negatively mobile banking non-adopter's intention to use the innovation
as well as Internet banking non-adopter's intention to use the innovation
(Laukkanen, 2016).

Risk barriers

The definition provided by the study states that risk barriers refer to new

technology’s inherent uncertainties (Dunphy & Herbig, 1995). For purposes of
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this study, risk barrier was tested around the uncertainty of making mistakes
whilst using FinTech solutions. 10 out of the 12 interviewed participants
expressed a strong concern around the fear of making mistakes whilst using
FinTech solutions which might result in them losing money. This fear is as a result
of their lack of understanding of how FinTech solutions operates. Thus, it can be
concluded that risk is a barrier to FinTech adoption. Similar findings were found
by other studies on the adoption of using different domains such as mobile

commerce (Moorthy et al., 2017) and mobile banking (Laukkanen, 2016). Thus

this study concluded that risk barriers have a negative impact on adoption the
adoption of FinTech solutions.

Psychological Barriers as a deterrent factor to adoption

Psychological barriers are anchored on Traditional and Image barriers.
Psychological barriers were measured the participants views on their preference
of going to the brick-and-mortar establishment for financial services. This
measure is consistent with the definition that states that tradition barrier comes
into play when an innovation is incompatible with an individual's existing values

and past experience, as well as social norms (Ram & Sheth, 1989).

Traditional barriers as a deterrent to adoption:

From the interviews conducted, all 12 participants stated that they prefer going to
the brick-and-mortar establishment for financial services. This is mainly because
they prefer face-to-face interactions. The findings are consistent with several
other studies. Laukkanen and Hiltunen (2016) found that tradition barrier explains

the rejection of Internet banking in Finland (Laukkanen, 2016). Similarly, a study

done in Malaysia also found that there is a negative relationship between tradition
barrier and adoption of mobile commerce among generation X in Malaysia
(Moorthy et al., 2017).

Image barriers

Imagine barrier is defined as negative brand of the innovation due to the

perceived complexity (Lian & Yen, 2013). This definition was used to test image

barriers with the participants. 7 out of 12 participants alluded that they have not
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adopted FinTech solutions because they believe that they are very difficult to use.
The difficulty of usage is mainly due to the language used on the platforms. The
platforms are mainly in enabling and the participants do not understand English.
Laukkanen (2016) also conducted similar research to identify factors behind
resistance towards online banking in Finland. They interviewed 30 customers; the
results showed that perceived image is a barrier with the adoption of innovation
(Laukkanen, 2016).

5.6 Conclusion

The study has revealed findings that demonstrates the factors that enable the
adoption of FinTech solutions as well as the barriers of FinTech adoption. This
was done by showcasing the differences and similarities of the findings of
previous by other researchers. From the findings it is clear that this study serves
the South Africa context fully.

Most of the findings in this study aligns with the literature as demonstrated above.
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS &
RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Introduction

The purpose of this qualitative study was to gain an understanding of the factors
that drives financial technology (FinTech) adoption by lower-income earners in
South Africa. This purpose was driven by the dire need to close the gap on
understanding the adoption of FinTech solutions by lower-income earners in
South Africa. To address this purpose, key research questioned underpinned by
three sub-research questions was outlined in Chapter 1 of this paper. An
extensive literature review was conducted to understand previous literatures on
the factors that drive the adoption of FinTech solutions in an attempt to answer
the key research gquestion as well as the sub-research questions. The paper then
progressed to test the three sub-research questions with participants that are

lower-income earners in South Africa.

The literature review resulted in the formulation of three propositions that
contributed to answering the three sub-research questions outlined. The
researcher also explored three theoretical frameworks (TAM, PRT and IRT) that
addressed individual’s acceptance of technology to predict the factors that
promote the use of FinTech solutions. A few limitations were noted on the
theoretical frameworks deployed for the study and thus, an enhanced conceptual
framework was formulated to incorporate some of the key findings of the empirical

literature and the theoretical frameworks for FinTech adoption.

The study employed a qualitative research method using semi-structured
interviews as an instrument to collect data in order to address the research
problem. The coding and categorisation of data enabled the analysis of the
emerging themes. The study employed saturation and triangulation leading to the
systemic interpretation and presentation of data. Data presentation employed a
combination of words and tables to support the three propositions. The chapter
then concluded with findings confirming propositions using the utmost ethical

standards thus ensuring credibility and transferability of the study.
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This chapter aims to present the conclusions found in this study, to make
recommendations, outline future studies that should be carried out for this topic
as well as present the limitations of this study. The chapter will start off with
integrating the findings about the propositions into the original sub-research
guestions stated in Chapter 1 and answer each question in turn. It will then
proceed to make recommendations to each of the stakeholders identified in
chapter 1 under the heading “Significance of the research”, the chapter will then
proceed to discuss suggestions for further research — these will be suggestions
that occurred during the course of writing up the research as well as some of the
delimitations identified for this study. Lastly, the chapter will close of with listing

all the limitations of the study.

6.2 Conclusions regarding research question 1

Conclusion regarding research question 1. What factors enable the use of

FinTech solutions?

The qualitative findings indicate that not all the factors identified in literature
review held true to the adoption of FinTech solutions by lower income earners in
the South African context. It was found that Trust remains a main contributing
factor to adoption of FinTech solutions due to the safety of the FinTech solutions
adopted as well as the service provider (brand) of the FinTech solution. Utility
was tested against “perceived ease of use" (PEOU) in the form of convenience,
and it remains that the perceived ease of use is a contributing factor to adoption.
This is mainly due to the absence of needing to queue due to the availability of
FinTech solutions. It is concluded that Economic value is a factor that drives the
adoption FinTech solutions due to the perceived cost saving pertaining to
FinTech solutions. The cost of mobile data was identified as an inhibiting factor
to the frequency of accessing FinTech solution more specifically to the cohort
interviewed due to their income levels. Social influence does not seem to be a
factor to adoption of FinTech solutions, adoption is rather mainly driven by the

service providers of FinTech solutions i.e., Banks.
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In alignment with the literature review, Attitude remains a pivotal factor that drives
the adoption of FinTech solutions. It was established that the understanding of

mobile devices i.e., digital literacy is a contributing factor to FinTech adoption.

Age was not identified as a factor to FinTech adoption. The adoption of FinTech
solutions is mainly driven by a user’s willingness as to adopt as well as their
understanding of FinTech solutions. It was also noted that FinTech solutions
covers a range of financial as well as non-financial activities, to this end financial
health was not identified as a factor to adoption of FinTech solutions. The different
views gathered was mainly because in the South African context, one is able to
access FinTech solutions without mobile data and perform activities or
transactions that are non-financial in nature. Financial literacy measured
according to understanding of basic financial terms was noted not to be a
contributing factor to FinTech adoption. For this study, it was noted that FinTech
solutions are used despite lack of understanding of financial term. Innovativeness
of users was also not linked to the adoption of FinTech solutions. Government
support was not identified as a factor that drives the adoption of FinTech solutions
by lower-income earners in south Africa. It is also concluded that the brand of
FinTech solution’s service providers drives the adoption of FinTech solutions.

Based on the findings from the study, it can be concluded that the factors that
drive the adoption of FinTech solutions by lower income earners in South Africa
are trust, economic benefit, utility, attitude, digital literacy and brand
anchored by “perceived usefulness” (PU) and "perceived ease of use”
(PEOU).

6.3 Conclusions regarding research question 2

Conclusion regarding research question 2: What are the barriers to the use of

FinTech solution?

Similar to the findings for question 1, it was also found that not all factors identified
in literature review held true as barriers of adoption of FinTech solutions by lower
income earners in the South African context. According to the findings, it was

found that Perceived risk was a major barrier to the adoption of FinTech solutions
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in South Africa. The major risks that underpinned perceived risks were found to
be financial risks, data loss risk, mobile device risks, product mis-sell risk and the
risk of making mistakes whilst performing financial transactions digitally. This
finding is similar to the findings by numerous researchers as per the literature

review.

With regards to associated costs as a barrier to FinTech adoption, it was noted
that the cost of mobile data is associated with FinTech solutions. This is because
some participants expressed that the cost of mobile data has resulted in their non
adoption of FinTech solutions. According to the research conducted, it was found
that income-levels were also a big barrier to FinTech adoption. This was mainly
because participant expressed that their income was very little as such, they
cannot afford to buy mobile data and smartphones required to operate FinTech

platforms.

There was also consensus that the level of income was very low and as such
they did not need any technology solution to assist them in monitoring or
operating their finances. Education levels were found to also be a barrier to
FinTech adoption. This is mainly because FinTech solutions are mostly written in
English and participants felt that if they adopted FinTech solutions they would not
be able to read or comprehend the platforms as they do not fully understand
English whilst some cannot read English. This lack of understanding of English
was attributed to their education levels. The research also found that there is a
general belief that FinTech solutions were meant for educated individuals.

It can thus be concluded that barriers to FinTech adoption by lower income
earners in South Africa are Perceived risks, Income levels, Security concerns

and Education levels.

6.4 Conclusions regarding research question 3

Conclusion regarding research question 3: What are perceived risk factors for

adoption/lack of adoption of FinTech among the lower-income earners?
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Research sub-question 3 was anchored on by the Perceived Risk Theory, thus
the risks outlined by the theory were tested with participants, financial risks, Legal
risks, Security Risks and Operational risks. As stated in Chapter 4, the findings
for research question 3 are split between participants that have adopted FinTech
solutions and those that have not adopted FinTech solutions. When testing
financial risks, it was noted that participants that have adopted FinTech solutions
have done so despite the concern of potentially losing money. The concern of
losing money was mostly due to the risk of fraud that might occur. A general fear
of financial risks due to FinTech solution breakdowns was also noted due to the
inability to monitor funds due to downtime. For the participants that have not
adopted FinTech solutions, it was found that financial risk contributed to their non
adoption of FinTech solutions. This risk is underpinned by loss of money as well
as fear of not being able to protect themselves should they be exposed to the risk
of fraud. Financial risks due to product mis-sell was also noted to be a major
anchor to perceived risks. This is due to lack of understanding of how FinTech

solutions work which might result in unintended financial obligations.

Legal risks were not seen as a perceived risk for both the participants that have
adopted FinTech solutions and those that have not adopted FinTech solutions.
Participants have successfully adopted FinTech solutions without understanding
the rules/laws governing them indicating that legal risks are not a barrier to

adoption.

Comparing the results of cohort 1 and 2 as it pertains to security concerns, cohort
1; FinTech adoption indicated that they do not have any security concerns due to
the security features available on their mobile devices as well as the FinTech
platforms. Contrary, FinTech non adoption cohort attributed their non adoption to
security concerns, these include privacy, cybercrimes, and data storage

concerns.

The last perceived risk identified was operational risks. It was found that for
participants that have adopted FinTech solutions, operational risks do not affect
their adoption of FinTech solutions however it affects the frequency of use of

FinTech solutions. On the other hand, participants that have not adopted FinTech
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solutions indicated that downtime of FinTech platforms affects their decision-
making process this operational risk acts as a barrier to their adoption.

The findings resulted in the review of proposition 3, as such proposition 3 states
that Perceived risks differ for those that have adopted FinTech solutions and
those that have not adopted FinTech solutions, for those that have adopted
FinTech solutions Perceived risks are underpinned by financial risks while legal
risks, operational risks and security risks are not risk factors for FinTech
adoption. For those that have not adopted FinTech solutions, Perceived risks
underpinned by Financial, operational risks and security risks are a major
deterrent to FinTech adoption whilst legal risks are not a factor to non-adoption

of FinTech solutions.

The above findings and conclusions have led to the review of the enhanced

FinTech adoption model as drawn in Chapter 2.
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Figure 6:1 FinTech adoption model
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6.5 Recommendations

This research paper has outlined findings with regards to enablers to and barrier
of FinTech adoption. These findings will also act as insights for financial services
sector, policy makers, FinTech players and the government in order for them to
get an understanding of the relationship between the South African lower-income
earners as well as their adoption/non adoption of FinTech solutions. The findings
can further be used by financial services providers, policy makers to encourage
customer to use FinTech solutions. Furthermore, a number of recommendations
have been identified to assist the financial services sector, policy makers,
FinTech players and the government to better cater for lower-income earners in

relation to the adoption of FinTech solutions.

The study resulted in the design of an enhanced conceptual framework; FinTech
adoption model. This framework provides all stakeholders with the foundation
needed to effectively solve for the adoption of FinTech solutions by lower-income
earners. The model is rooted on human behavioural theories, as such FinTech
providers can use the framework to understand the enablers of FinTech adoption
and some of the key barriers to adoption whilst policy makers can use the models
as cornerstone to understand the interactions between lower-income earners and
FinTech solutions. This will result in a more informed approach to policies and
regulations that is informed by a fuller understanding of some of the first-hand
experiences of lower-income earners with the FinTech solutions that are available

today.
Financial Services sector inclusive of FinTech players

Financial sector refers to all players i.e., banks, investment houses, lenders,

finance companies, real estate brokers, and insurance companies.
Awareness:

The study found that lower-income earners were only aware of FinTech solutions
provided by Banks i.e., Mobile Banking Applications and USSD Banking. It is thus
recommended that all players in the financial services sector must invest in a

practical strategic approach that raising awareness of their FinTech solutions in

140



order to attract lower-income earners. The awareness must range from basic

transactional banking, credit solutions and Insurance solutions.

Utilise partnerships: One efficient way to spread the word about FinTech solution
is to collaborate with institutions that support populations of lower income, such
as non-profits organisations. The reach and reputation of these groups can be
used by FinTech to engage with potential clients and earn their trust.

Educate and Empower: Giving prospective clients access to educational
materials and tools will assist to demystify FinTech and foster trust. Customers
who want to better manage their finances might benefit from financial literacy
courses, webinars, and online tutorials that can explain the advantages of

FinTech solutions.
Awareness of security controls in place

It was also noted that there were general security concerns around FinTech
solutions, these ranged from privacy concerns and cybersecurity. Thus, more
deliberate efforts such as awareness campaigns are needed to inform lower-

income earners about safe online behaviours and how to protect themselves.

Emphasise security measures: With marketing materials and client
communications, FinTech should draw attention to the security measures in
place. Information on encryption, two-factor authentication, biometric
authentication, fraud monitoring, and other security controls that are in place to
safeguard users' accounts and data are examples of the kind of information that
can be included in this.

Educating clients: Customers' knowledge of the security controls in place can be
effectively increased by offering them instructional resources. FinTech
businesses may provide tutorials, webinars, and other tools that explain the value

of security.

Customers can be engaged by FinTech companies to better understand their
security concerns and receive advice and support. This can entail granting
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access to customer service departments that have received security-related

guestions and concerns handling training.

Collaborate with security professionals: Working together, security specialists
can help FinTech companies stay on top of new risks and offer the most up-to-
date security solutions to clients. This may entail collaborating with cybersecurity
businesses, ethical hackers, and other specialists to find and fix security flaws.

Accelerate Marketing efforts to raise awareness

FinTech providers must invest in marketing efforts that are contextual to lower-
income earners and ensure greater reach than just urban areas. These must
include all mediums of communication in different languages to ensure that the
message is clear to those that have adopted FinTech solutions and those that

have not adopted FinTech solutions.

Use social media and digital marketing: These channels might be useful for
reaching lower-income earners. Social media platforms can be used by FinTech
businesses to advertise to certain audiences and promote their solutions through

influencer marketing and other forms of online advertising

Workshops and training programmes for lower-income

earners in their communities

As per the findings, most of the FinTech solution users adopted FinTech solutions
because of the influence of the service provider. It was also noted that whenever
assistance is required, users need to travel to the FinTech establishment in order
to unlock certain functionalities of the FinTech solution adopted. It is therefore
recommended that FinTech providers invest in conducting workshop, training
programmes and roadshows in lower-income communities. This will assist with
raising awareness of solutions, increase knowledge of the different FinTech
solutions, demystify the perceptions that exists and also understand the

challenges experienced by this group of users.
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Promotion of other functionalities

The study found that users perceive FinTech solutions as solutions that are only
meant for financial transactions such as buying airtime, sending money. It is thus
recommended that FinTech providers raise awareness of the full range of
services available on FinTech platforms that will assist in improving the financial
health of users, these include Money Management tools that will assist users with
tracking and managing financial transactions, making informed savings
decisions, and creating budgets and saving plan. These services are even more

relevant to lower-income earners.
Improved user Experience

The study found that users highly valued "ease of use" when it came to FinTech.
Therefore, FinTech providers need to ensure that they design the interfaces with
care and clear navigation that is simple and clear for users with any education

level.

Simplify the user interface for lower-income users who might not be accustomed
to complicated user interfaces or financial language. By developing user-friendly

interfaces and clear language, FinTech companies can enhance acceptance.

Enable easy access to solutions through tailoring design to

accommodate lower-income earners

The study found that there are some FinTech platforms that do not require users
to pay for mobile data in order to access them. These platforms are zeroized, this
erases the barrier of needing to spend money on mobile data in order to access
FinTech solutions. It is therefore recommended that FinTech providers explore
such solutions in order to accommodate the financial standing of lower income

earners given the nuances that exists with this market.
Preference to face-to-face

It was noted that a general preference to face-to-face interaction was key for this
market. Therefore, FinTech providers must create a strategic balance of face-to-

face and non-face-to-face interaction. This can be achieved through enablement
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of Interactive functionality such as chat, phone and email functionalities on
FinTech platforms to enable live interactions as users are transacting and video
functionality for complex queries. Users may contact this support at any time of

the day or night for assistance with their questions.

FinTech can also provide financial education by helping their customer manage
and understand their money. Videos, blogs, and other interactive content can be
used for this. The objective is to educate consumers on how to successfully

manage their funds and the services they are utilising.

Use Local Agents: FinTech can collaborate with regional representatives who can
give users in-person support. These representatives can be taught to help

platform users and provide financial education.

Community-Based Organisations: In order to provide services to people with
lower incomes, FinTech’s can collaborate with community-based organisations.
These groups can aid with outreach to potential customers, account setup help,
and financial management advice. By adopting these techniques, FinTech’s can
assist lower-income earners and educate them as needed without having to
interact with them in person. By enabling access to affordable financial services,
this can aid in closing the financial inclusion gap.

Need for more languages other than English

The primary language used on FinTech platforms was noted as a barrier to
adoption. Therefore, FinTech solution providers must review the language
functionality available on their platforms. Expanding on the list of languages
available on FinTech platforms will open up for more users whose first language
is not English. This will enable users to easily grasp the terms and conditions of
financial products and services, offering services. This attempt will also assist to

increase financial literacy and financial inclusion.

Multilingual service provision will also be advantageous for FinTech companies
themselves as well. FinTech firms will be able to enter into new markets and
reach a wider spectrum of potential clients by providing services in languages

other than English.
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Building Trust

Building trust through good reputation is an imperative given the security
concerns expressed by participants. Participants that have adopted FinTech
solutions attributed their adoption to the provider's brand. Therefore, FinTech
firms must always ensure data security and focus on providing clear
communication to their users, obtain regulatory accreditation and social

endorsement and make use of user testimonials to gain trust from the public.

Transparency: By being open and honest about their services, costs, and
policies, FinTech can win user’s trust. This is being up front about any potential
fees or charges and giving clear, understandable information about their products

and services.

Education: FinTech may assist clients better understand financial services by
offering information and tools. This helps to increase customer trust. These can
include webinars, financial literacy classes, and other tools to support customers

in making wise financial decisions.

Security: As was already said, many lower-income individuals have serious
concerns about their safety. By investing in strong security measures like multi-
factor authentication, encryption, and fraud detection systems, FinTech’s may
increase customer trust. Customers can be informed properly about the security

measures in place, and they can be given tools to aid in their own protection.
FinTech start-ups to partner up with big banks

As witnessed, all participants adopted FinTech solutions of the big 5 banks in
South Africa. This was driven by their trust in these service providers. Therefore,
to benefit from the banks' complementing strengths and abilities, including as
trust, scalability, client access, and regulatory compliance, fintech start-ups must

collaborate with large providers.
Policy makers

Policy makers play a very crucial role in the FinTech industry as they define the

rules and regulations that governs the industry. Thus, it is important that they are
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aware of the driver or barriers to FinTech adoption by lower income earners to
influence the industry by instituting rules and regulations that favour this income

group.
Govern the cost of resources

As per the preceding chapters, the study found that the cost of the required
resources needed to access FinTech solutions i.e., mobile data as well as the
cost of smartphones are very exorbitant to lower-income earners. As such, cost
is a major barrier to FinTech adoption. It is therefore imperative that policy makers
intervene in the regulations that govern the costs associated with accessing the
internet as well as smartphones in order to ensure that all income levels/groups
are fully catered for. To make internet connection accessible for everyone, data

charges should be regulated and decreased.
Foster financial literacy

Adoption of FinTech solutions is heavily reliant on digital and financial literacy.
Thus, policy makers must take it upon themselves to introduce rules and
regulations that enforces digital and financial literacy into the public education
system. These regulations must be further extended to the financial services
sector; compel all financial services providers to include basic digital and financial
literacy as part of their onboarding processes of customers with favourable

nuances to lower-income earners.
Financial inclusion policies

The financial services sector remains favourable to middle-income to higher
income earners despite the recent efforts by policy makers. Therefore, introduce
stringent policies and regulations that reforms the status quo to be more
favourable to catering for the needs and nuances of lower-income earners when
it pertains to FinTech solutions. Introduce digital financial inclusion measures that

favour lower-income earners.

Policymakers can create national policies to encourage financial inclusion, which

may encourage lower-income earners to utilise FinTech’s. These can be
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achieved by setting goals for financial inclusion and creating regulatory

frameworks to foster financial innovation.

Encourage investment in FinTech’s for financial inclusion by providing tax
incentives, grants, or other types of financial assistance. Policymakers can
encourage investment in FinTech that are committed to helping low-income
people. This may assist FinTech companies that are committed to financial

inclusion draw more investment.
Awareness of FinTech, laws and security policies

A general lack of awareness of FinTech solutions was noted. Policy Makers are
as responsible and the government and the financial sector to increase
awareness of FinTech solutions most specifically to those that are traditionally

left out i.e., rural areas.

The study also found a very big gap between the knowledge of laws and
regulations pertaining to FinTech solutions as well as users thereof. Therefore,
policy makers must make deliberate efforts to raise awareness around the
different rules and regulations that pertain to FinTech solution, inclusive of how
people must protect themselves from cyber risks, what the responsibilities of
FinTech providers are as well as the responsibilities of users.

Network connectivity Interventions

Network coverage was noted as barrier to adoption policy makers must institute
regulation that compels telecommunication providers to provide equal
connectivity strength across all locations i.e., rural, and urban areas. The quality
of service offered to consumers must also be closely monitored by regulatory
agencies, who must also put in place incentives for compliant service providers

and sanctions for noncompliance.
Foster Interoperability and testing

Encourage interoperability and data sharing by increasing competition, cutting
costs, and enhancing access to financial services for low-income earners,

interoperability, and data sharing across different FinTech providers can help. By
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creating guidelines and rules that support teamwork and information sharing,
policymakers may advance these practices.

Institute sandboxes, in a controlled environment, a regulatory sandbox allows a
FinTech company to test new goods and services without being fully regulated.
To promote FinTech innovation and experimentation, particularly in the field of

supporting low-income people, policymakers can set up regulatory sandboxes.
Government:

Improve the informal ICT infrastructure in both urban and rural locations. For
digital financial services, digital financial literacy, and sustained financial
inclusion, digital inclusion is a prerequisite. Sustainable financial inclusion will
depend more and more on well-designed ICT systems and the extent to which
those ICT systems reach all consumers, especially the lower-income market, as
the world becomes more digital, various processes become digitised. In the South
African context, a few processes require this government intervention. These are,
investing in infrastructure, fostering regulations, encouraging financial literacy,
digitising government payments, digitising cash and ICT infrastructure needed to

support the adoption of FinTech solutions such as free WIFI.
Investing in infrastructure

By investing in infrastructure such mobile networks and high-speed internet
access, particularly in rural regions, governments may encourage the uptake of
FinTech services. By doing this, it may be possible to guarantee that even low-

income individuals in remote locations have access to financial services.
Fostering regulations

Establishing advantageous regulatory conditions for FinTech businesses is
another way that governments may encourage innovation and cut costs for users.
This may entail establishing precise rules of conduct for FinTech businesses,
assisting initiatives to promote financial inclusion, and offering tax breaks to

FinTech businesses that cater to low-income customers.
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Encourage financial literacy

Governments can benefit low-income users by funding financial education
programs, which can increase financial literacy and make it simpler for users to
comprehend and use FinTech services. This can involve collaborating with
FinTech firms to create instructional materials and giving money to charitable

organisations that run financial literacy initiatives.

Governments can provide low-income consumers with subsidies or incentives to
assist offset the cost of utilising FinTech services, which can increase adoption.
This can involve providing tax credits to low-income customers who invest in

specific FinTech products or providing subsidies for mobile data subscriptions.
Collaboration with FinTech firms

Finally, governments can work with FinTech firms to create solutions that are
affordable for customers with low incomes. This may involve collaborating with
financial businesses to produce new financial services or products, or fund
FinTech businesses that prioritise servicing low-income people. Governments
can encourage lower-income users' adoption of FinTech services and advance
financial inclusion by investing in infrastructure, fostering a supportive regulatory
environment, promoting financial education, offering subsidies or incentives, and

partnering with FinTech firms.
Digitise government payments

While we have come a long way in recent years, there is still a big opportunity to
further digitise government payments to help promote financial inclusion. This will
in turn assist the financial services sector to position FinTech solutions available

to recipients so that they can manage their money at the comfort of their homes.
Digitise cash

One big barrier to FinTech adoption is the dependency of cash in lower-income
communities. Communities where lower income resides rely heavily on cash, as
such it becomes very difficult for them adopt FinTech solutions as the rural and

the informal urban communities require cash to transact. These include taxis,
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street vendors and Spaza shops. To address this, government must foster
collaboration between policy makers, financial services industries, taxi industry,
informal trade industry to find ways of effectively tackling the issue of digitising
cash. Should this become successful, lower-income earners residing in rural and
urban informal residents will not see the need to withdraw all their cash from their
bank accounts in order to transact at home. They will be able to digitally transact

with service providers digitally through FinTech solutions.

Collaboration between all three stakeholders

It is strongly advised that the need for improved cooperation amongst participants
in the FinTech ecosystem be properly addressed. This would make it easier to
find solutions to the problems that the South African FinTech sector is facing.
Therefore, cooperation between public sector and private sector FinTech
ecosystem stakeholders will greatly enhance South Africa’'s FinTech ecosystem.

All interested parties can benefit from workshops and training programs to better
grasp the dynamic present in the FinTech industry. This is essential since both
the technology and financial services of contemporary economies are developing.
As a result, this would ensure that those who were previously underprivileged
benefit and contribute to the overall development of the South African FinTech

sector.

6.6 Suggestions for further research

The research focused on investigating on the factors that drive the adoption of
FinTech solutions by lower-income earners in South Africa. This was prompted
by the gap identified in the literature available in the South African context which

focused on practical experiences of lower-income earners in South Africa.

The study examined the participants' experiences with this phenomenon in order
to better understand the factors influencing the adoption of FinTech in South
Africa. There is currently a gap in literature on the FinTech phenomena in South
Africa that concentrates primarily on the participants' present real-world

experiences within South Africa. This study aims to close the gap identified within
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South Africa. It has also contributed to the body of work that focuses on drivers

and barriers of FinTech solution by lower income earners.

The additional elements identified by study participants in more detail may be the
subject of future research. The study's findings will be given more weight if the
sample size is increased from the present 24 individuals to a bigger group.
Additionally, if the investigation was long-term, it would enable the analysis of
FinTech over a longer period of time, enabling the assessment of lower-income

earners and other influences on or non-adoption.

Further research could be conducted with respondents that earn a bit more than
the income level threshold used for this study. A mixed-methods study consisting
of a more representative and diverse sample of respondents could be utilised. A
guantitative, cross-location study to measure FinTech adoption in different
locations can also be explored. Future research should consider various
geographical area and across country. Thus, study can be explored further in
urban and non-urban areas characteristic to explain the issue of FinTech

products and services adoption various generations individual level.

A further study is required to further unpack the emerging themes identified.
Emerging theme for those that have adopted FinTech solutions:

e FinTech service provider’s influence to adoption
¢ Income as an enabler to adoption

e Education levels as an enabler to adoption

e Access to internet

e Type of mobile device used
Emerging theme for those that have not adopted FinTech solutions:

e Preference to Face-to-face interactions as a barrier to adoption
¢ Language (English) as a barrier to FinTech adoption
e Residence location as a barrier to FinTech adoption (Rural)

e Mobile phone device as a barrier to adoption
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e Lack of access to the internet as a barrier to adoption
¢ Digital and Financial illiteracy as a barrier to adoption

e Dependency on cash

6.7 Limitations

A few limitations were noted, the samples were only taken from three provinces
in South Africa due to the timeline of the study and budgetary constraints. Thus,
the results of this study cannot be fully generalised to low-income households in
South Africa.

Income is a dynamic variable that requires frequent assessment, therefore, the
measure that was used to categorise income levels had a limited degree of

precision.

This study used qualitative research techniques, therefore some of the inherent
limitations of those techniques may have been present. Participants presumably
have more control over the content of the data obtained in qualitative research

because it is open-ended.
Several limitations have been identified as follows:

I.  The study had a limited sample size due to the time allocation of the study.
II.  The study is limited to the South African context; thus, findings apply to the
case study in question.
lll.  The study was qualitative this by nature, a qualitative study has inherent
limitations.
IV.  There were challenges with the availability of participants.
V. The language barrier challenges with the participants due to the literacy
levels of the participants.
VI.  The researcher were challenges with conducting all the interviews virtually

due to possible lack of resources by participants to hold virtual interviews.

Some interviews were conducted virtually. To this end, the researcher was not

able to identify non-verbal cues or read people’s body languages
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APPENDIX (A) Research Instrument — FinTech Adaptors

SECTION 1: PARTICIPANT BACKGROUND AND DEMOGRAPHIC
INFORMATION

Age and Gender

Years Range 18 -25 26 -35 36 -45 46 -55 56 -60 Over 60

Age Range

Gender

Male

Female

Education History

Education level
Below Grade 10

Below Grade 12
Grade 12

Certificate

Diploma

Bachelor’s degree

Honours Degree

Master’s Degree

Doctoral Degree

Employment

Employed Unemployed
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Type of Income

Salary

Social Grants (child)

Social Grants (Pension)

Social Grants (Disability)

Other

Income

R1 - R500

R500 — R1500

R1500 — R2000

R2000 — R2500

R2500 — R3000

N/A

Location — Urban or rural

Urban

Rural

Which of the below devices do you own? You may select more than one

answer.

SmartPhone

Feature phone

Laptop/computer

Tablet

None

Which of the following categories of Apps do you make use the most?

You may select more than one.
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Social media

Search for information

Entertainment

Mobile banking

Gaming

Online shopping

Transport

SECTION 2: FINANCIAL SERVICES NEEDS AND UNDERSTANDING OF
FINTECH

Understanding of FinTech:

1. What is your understanding of Financial Technology (FinTech)?

2. Which Financial Technology (FinTech) solutions are you aware of?

SECTION 3: FACTORS OF ADOPTION:
Why are you using the Fintech solution you are using?
Trust:

e Do you trust the Fintech solution you are using and why?

e Did your trust/lack of trust contribute to your adoption of Fintech solutions?
Socio economic factors:

e Economic benefit
o Do you believe the use of the FinTech platform saves you money? If
yes how? If no, how?

¢ Did the cost saving contribute to your adoption of Fintech solutions?
e Social influence

o Who influenced you to use the financial technology solution?
o Areyou likely to use a fintech solution if it has been offered because of
a suggestion your friend, family member or institutions, such as

temples/church has made?
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Family member | Friend Church

Likely

Less likely

Unlikely

Utility:

e Is using the Fintech platform more efficient/convenient than visiting the big
and mortar premises of the financial service provider? If yes how?

¢ Did the convenience/ lack of convenience contribute to your adoption of
Fintech solutions?

e Has the language and terminologies used by the FinTech providers impacted
your adoption of the Fintech solution? Yes, No, how?

Age:

e Do you think age has an impact on you using the fintech solutions?
e |If yes, what impact is that?

e If no, why not?
Financial health:

e Do you think your financial health has an impact on you adopting the Fintech

solution you are using? If yes how, if no, how?
Attitude:

e Do you like Fintech solutions? Why? Why not?

e How do you feel about using the fintech solution you’re currently using?

Very Good

Good

Bad
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Digital literacy

e What is your understanding of digital solutions?

e How has your understanding of digital solutions contributed to your usage of

FinTech solutions?

e Do you understand how to navigate the platform or does someone assist you

with navigating the FinTech platform If so, who and why?

Financial Literacy

e What is your understanding of basic financial management information, like
basic terms such as compound interest, inflation, and risk diversification?
e Do you think the understanding/lack of understanding of the above has an

impact on your use of financial technology solution? What impact is that?

Innovativeness

e Are you a person that likes to experiment with new technology? Yes, or no

and why?

¢ Do you believe that you’re your experimental nature has resulted in you
using the Fintech solution? Yes, No and why?

Government support

e Did government support., free Wi-Fi, education of Fintech solutions

contribute to you adopting the Fintech solution? Why?

Brand image

e What is your view of the Fintech provider you are using?

¢ Does the brand that provides the fintech solution have anything to do
with you trusting/ adopting the fintech solution? How?

Conceptual Model:

Perceived usefulness:

¢ Did you adopt the Fintech solution because it meets your financial needs?
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¢ Which needs are those?
e How does using Fintech solutions save you time?

¢ Did this contribute to your adoption of fintech solutions?
Perceived ease of use:

e Do you find it easy to use Fintech services? How?
e Do you believe the operation interface of Fintech is friendly and
understandable? How?

e Do the above benefits contribute to your adoption of fintech solutions?
Emerging themes:
Income levels:
e How has your income level impacted the use of Fintech solutions?
Access to the internet:

e How do you feel about the cost of Internet connectivity?

e Does the cost of data or Wi-Fi affect your use your fintech solution? How?
Education level:

e How has your education level assisted you in understanding and
navigating the FinTech platform?
e Who do you think is responsible for helping you understand the financial

technology solution you're using?

e Did you download the App yourself? If not, who assisted you?

¢ Do you understand how to navigate the platform or does someone assist you
with navigating the FinTech platform If so, who and why?

e What benefits do you get on the financial solution platform that you wouldn’t
otherwise get from the big and mortar premises of the financial service
provider?

¢ Did the type of phone you have affect whether you adopt a fintech solution or
not? Why?
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SECCTION 4: PERCEIVED RISKS:
Financial risks:

e Do you think you run a risk of losing money due to fraud whilst using the
Fintech solution? Yes, no and why not?

e Do you think you run a risk of losing money whilst using the fintech solution
because of the App not working? Why? Why not?

e Do you think you run a risk of losing money because you have taken a
product that you do not understand? Why? Why not?

Legal risks:

e Are you familiar with any legal rules pertaining to the usage of fintech
platforms?

e Does this awareness/lack of awareness of these rules affects your
adoption/lack of adoption of fintech solutions?

Security risks:

e Do you have any security concerns regarding the use of Fintech? Yes, no,
why, if yes what are those concerns?

e Do you think that your data is private or when using the fintech solution?
Operational risks:

e Does the fintech downtime affect your adoption of fintech solutions?
e Has your fintech solution ever failed you when completing a transaction

and did this affect your usage of the platform?
Emerging:

e Tell me about a time you were not able to complete a transaction because of
a security concern?
e |s using the Fintech platform safer than visiting the big and mortar premises

of the financial service provider? If yes how?
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Tell me about a time where you or someone else lost money on a FinTech
platform?
Are you more comfortable doing transactions or buying products when using

fintech? Why? And which transactions/ products?
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APPENDIX (B) Research Instrument — FinTech non-
Adaptors

SECTION 1: PARTICIPANT BACKGROUND AND DEMOGRAPHIC
INFORMATION

Age and Gender

Age Range

Gender

Male

Female

Education History

Education level
Below Grade 10

Below Grade 12
Grade 12

Certificate

Diploma

Bachelor's degree

Honours Degree

Master’s Degree

Doctoral Degree

Employment

Employed Unemployed
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Type of Income

Salary

Social Grants (child)

Social Grants (Pension)

Social Grants (Disability)

Other

Income

R1 - R500

R500 — R1500

R1500 — R2000

R2000 — R2500

R2500 — R3000

N/A

Location — Urban or rural

Urban

Rural

Which of the below devices do you own? You may select more than one

answer.

SmartPhone

Feature phone

Laptop/computer

Tablet

None

Which of the following categories of Apps do you make use the most?

You may select more than one.
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Social media

Search for information

Entertainment

Mobile banking

Gaming

Online shopping

Transport

SECTION 2: FINANCIAL SERVICES NEEDS AND UNDERSTANDING OF
FINTECH

Understanding of FinTech:

3. What is your understanding of Financial Technology (FinTech)?

4. Which Financial Technology (FinTech) solutions are you aware of?

SECTION 3: BARRIERS TO ADOPTION:
Why have you not adopted any Fintech solution? |
Perceived risks:

e What risks do you think you stand to run when using Fintech solutions?

¢ Did these risks affect your decision to not have a fintech platform?

e Do you think that you run a risk of product mis-sell from Fintech
solutions?

¢ Do you believe it's easier for money to be stolen when using Fintech or

when going to the brick-and-mortar establishment?
Associated costs:

e Do you think that using FinTech costs money? Yes/no and why? Yes,
e What costs do you think those are?
e Do these costs affect whether you adopt the fintech solution or not?

How?
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e Do you believe you would be charged more to use Fintech solutions than

brick and mortar establishment? Yes, no, why?
Age:

¢ Do you think your age has an impact on you using the fintech solutions?
e |If yes, what impact is that?

e If no, why not?
Security concerns?

e Do you have concerns about your privacy when using Fintech? Yes, no
and why?

¢ Do you have concerns about cybercrimes such as hacker, scams when
using Fintech solutions?

e What other security concerns do you have for adopting Fintech
solutions?

e Did these security concerns affect your decision to not have a fintech

platform?
Income levels:

1. Do you think your salary level has an impact on you not using Fintech
solutions? How?
2. Do you feel if you earned more, you would be able to adopt the fintech

solutions? How?
Education levels:

1. Do you think your education level has any impact on your adoption of Fintech
solutions? Yes/no and why?

2. Do you think if you had higher education, you would’'ve adopted fintech
solutions?

3. Who do you think is responsible for helping you understand the financial

technology solution?
Emerging:
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¢ Do you believe that the area in which you live in l.e., rural or urban has
an effect on your lack of adoption of FinTech’s?

¢ Do you think if the government had provided infrastructure such as free
wifi, education of FinTech you would’ve adopted it?

e Does your current phone allow you to download the FinTech solution?
Language used:

e Do you think the language and terminologies the FinTech providers use
on their digital platforms are easy to understand?

Digital illiteracy

e What is your understanding of digital solutions?
e How did your understanding/ lack of understanding of digital solutions
contributed to your usage of FinTech solutions?

Financial illiteracy

e What is your understanding of basic financial management information, like
basic terms such as compound interest, inflation, and risk diversification?
e How did your understanding/lack of understanding of the above impact your

use of financial technology solution?
Lack of access to the internet:

e How do you feel about the cost of Internet connectivity?

e Does the cost of data or Wi-Fi affect your use your fintech solution? How?

e Does the type of phone you are using affect whether you use Fintech solutions
or not? Why?

Conceptual Framework:
Usage Barrier:

e Do you believe Fintech solutions are difficult to use? Yes, no, why? Has
this contributed to your non adoption of the solutions? Yes, no, why?
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Value:

Do you believe Fintech solutions will save you money? Yes, no, why? Has
this contributed to your non adoption of the solutions? Yes, no, why?

Do you believe Fintech solutions increases the ability to control financial
matters? Yes, no, why? Has this contributed to your non adoption of the

solutions? Yes, no, why?

Risk Barrier:

Are you afraid of making mistakes in the process of using fintech
solutions? Yes, no, why? Has this contributed to your non adoption of the
solutions? Yes, no, why?

Are you afraid of entering wrong information in the process of using fintech
solutions? Yes, no, why? Has this contributed to your non adoption of the

solutions? Yes, no, why?

Traditional:

Do you prefer going to the brick-and-mortar establishment for financial
services? Yes, no, why? Has this contributed to your non adoption of the
solutions? Yes, no, why?

Do you prefer to engage in face-to-face interaction when performing
financial transactions? Yes, no, why? Has this contributed to your non

adoption of the solutions? Yes, no, why?

Image barriers:

Do you believe that Fintech solutions are difficult to use? Yes, no, why?
Has this contributed to your non adoption of the solutions? Yes, no, why?
See above

SECCTION 4: PERCEIVED RISKS:

Financial risks:
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e Do you think you run a risk of losing money due to fraud whilst using the
Fintech solution? Yes, no and why not?

¢ Do you think you run arisk of losing money whilst using the fintech solution
because of the App not working? Why? Why not?

e Do you think you run a risk of losing money because you have taken a
product that you do not understand? Why? Why not?

Legal risks:

e Are you familiar with any legal rules pertaining to the usage of fintech
platforms?
e Does this awareness/lack of awareness of these rules affects your

adoption/lack of adoption of fintech solutions?
Security risks:

¢ Do you have any security concerns regarding the use of Fintech? Yes, no,
why
e If yes what are those concerns?

¢ Do you think that your data is private or when using the fintech solution?
Operational risks:

¢ Does the fintech downtime affect your adoption of fintech solutions?
Emerging:

e Is using the Fintech platform safer than visiting the big and mortar premises
of the financial service provider? If yes how

e Tell me about a time where you or someone else lost money on a FinTech
platform?

e Are you more comfortable doing transactions or buying products when using

fintech? Why? And which transactions/ products?

184



APPENDIX (C): Participant Information Sheet

Research title: Factors driving the adoption of financial technology
solutions (FinTech) by lower-income earners in South Africa.

Researcher: Nthabiseng Manamela

| am a student at Wits Business School (WBS). As part of my studies of Master
of Management in the field of Digital Business, | am conducting research on the
factors driving the adoption of financial technology (FinTech) solutions by lower-

income earners in South Africa. | am under the supervision of Ayanda Magida.

The aim of this research is to gain an understanding of the factors that drives

FinTech adoption by lower-income earners in South Africa.

The focus of the study is on lower-Income earners that are either permanently or
temporarily employed in the formal or informal sector or are recipients of social
grants (SASSA).

You are invited to take part in this research study. Participation in this study is
voluntary and you are allowed to withdraw at any point in the study without any

prejudice or penalty.

The interview will take about an hour to complete. The interview can be
conducted online via Zoom, Microsoft Teams and they will be audio recorded and
transcribed for record keeping purposes. For participants that do not have the
means to conduct the interviews online, a face-to-face interview will be arranged,
and it will also be recorded and transcribed. The interview will be held in a
language that the participant understands, and you will also be allowed to
respond in your own language. This recording will be stored in an electronic form
and only the researcher will have access to this recording. It will be deleted after

5 years.

Please be aware that you have the option to opt out of being recorded. All data
will be kept confidential as | will not be asking for your name or any identifying
information, and the information you give to me will be held securely and not

disclosed to anyone else. | will be using a pseudonym (false name) to represent
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your participation in my final research report. If you experience any distress or
discomfort at any point in this process, we will stop the interview or resume

another time.

There will be no personal costs to you if you participate in this project, you will
not receive any direct benefits from participation but there are no disadvantages
or penalties if you do not choose to participate or if you withdraw from the study.

This study will be written up as a research report which will be available online
through the university library website. If you wish to receive a summary of this
report. If you have any concerns or complaints regarding the ethical procedures
of this study, you are welcome to contact the University Human Research Ethics
Committee (Non-Medical), telephone +27(0) 11 717 1408, email:

hrecnon-medical@wits.ac.za

Student: Nthabiseng Manamela

Email address: 2390227 @students.wits.ac.za
Supervisor: Ayanda Magida

Email address: Ayanda.magida@wits.ac.za

Participant’s Name:

Signature:

Date:
Researcher’'s Name: Nthabiseng Manamela
Signature:

Date: 26 June 2022
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Appendix (D): Consent Form

Title of project: Factors driving the adoption of financial technology solutions
(FinTech) by lower-income earners in South Africa.

Problem statement: The low adoption of FinTech solutions by lower-income

earners in South Africa.
Name of researcher: Nthabiseng Manamela

Ly , agree to participate in this research
project. The research has been explained to me and | understand what my

participation will involve. | agree to the following:

(Please circle the relevant options below).

| agree that my participation will remain YES NO
anonymous
| agree that the researcher may use YES NO

anonymous quotes in his / her

research report

| agree that the interview may be audio YES NO

recorded
Name of participant ............ccooviiiiiiiiiinnnn.

SIGNALUIE ..o
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