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Abstract  

The rapid expansion of financial technology (fintech) has transformed the global financial services landscape, promoting 

financial inclusion and expanding access to digital financial products, particularly in emerging economies. Despite these 

benefits, concerns regarding cybersecurity, data privacy, consumer protection, and regulatory oversight continue to influence 

consumer confidence in fintech services. Trust has therefore emerged as a critical factor shaping adoption intentions and long-

term usage behavior. This study examines consumer trust in fintech services relative to traditional banking institutions and 

investigates the moderating role of regulatory awareness in this relationship. Drawing upon the Technology Acceptance Model 

(TAM), the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), and trust-based adoption frameworks, the 

research evaluates five dimensions of consumer trust and their influence on adoption intention. The study aims to develop a 

comparative trust profile of fintech and traditional banking services, identify the most significant trust determinants, and assess 

whether regulatory awareness strengthens consumer confidence. By integrating technological, behavioral, and regulatory 

perspectives, the study addresses an important gap in the fintech literature. The findings are expected to provide valuable 

insights for policymakers, regulators, and financial service providers seeking to enhance trust, improve consumer protection, 

and encourage sustainable fintech adoption. 
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Introduction 

Global fintech investment reached $164 billion in 2022, 

with digital payment platforms, neobanks, and embedded 

finance services collectively serving over 3.5 billion users 

worldwide [1]. In emerging economies, fintech has played a 

transformational role in financial inclusion, extending 

access to savings, credit, and insurance services to 

previously unbanked populations [2]. 

However, the rapid growth of fintech has outpaced 

regulatory frameworks in many jurisdictions, creating 

governance gaps that expose consumers to cybersecurity 

risks, data breaches, and predatory digital lending practices 
[3]. Trust, defined as the willingness to accept vulnerability 

based on positive expectations of another's behavior, 

emerges as a critical mediating variable between fintech 

capability and consumer adoption [4]. 

The academic literature on fintech adoption has grown 

substantially since 2015, yet comparative analyses of trust 

dimensions across fintech and traditional banking services 

remain underexplored [5]. Most studies apply TAM or 

UTAUT in isolation without integrating trust and regulatory 

dimensions [6]. This represents a significant theoretical and 

practical gap [7]. 

This study contributes to the literature by: [1] providing a 

comparative trust profile of fintech vs. traditional banking 

across five dimensions; [2] testing regulatory awareness as a 

moderator; and [3] identifying the most influential trust 

predictors of adoption intention using structural equation 

modelling [8]. 

Literature review 

1. TAM and Trust-Based Models 

Davis's (1989) Technology Acceptance Model identifies 

perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use as primary 

adoption drivers [1]. Extensions by Gefen, Karahanna, and 

Straub (2003) incorporated trust as a third foundational 

construct, arguing that trust mediates the relationship 

between perceived risk and adoption intention in online 

transactional contexts [9]. 

The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 

(UTAUT2), developed by Venkatesh et al. (2012), added 

hedonic motivation, habit, and price value as additional 

drivers, making it particularly applicable to consumer-

oriented fintech services [10]. 

 

2. Consumer trust in digital financial services 

Suh and Han (2003) demonstrated that consumer trust is a 

more powerful predictor of internet banking adoption than 

either perceived usefulness or ease of use [11]. In mobile 

payment contexts, Liébana-Cabanillas et al. (2018) found 

that security perceptions and privacy protection were the 

dominant trust antecedents [12]. 

The regulatory environment plays an increasingly important 

moderating role. Arner, Barberis, and Buckley (2016) 

argued that appropriate regulatory frameworks such as open 

banking standards, PSD2 in Europe, and the RBI fintech 

sandbox framework can simultaneously protect consumers 

and promote innovation [13]. 
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3. Research gap 

While trust in internet banking has been extensively studied, 

comparative trust analyses contrasting fintech startups with 

established traditional banks — particularly in emerging 

market contexts — remain sparse. The moderating role of 

regulatory awareness in this relationship has received 

minimal empirical attention. 

 

Methodology 

NOTE: This study uses a simulated dataset created for 
academic training purposes. A simulated sample of 350 
adult consumers was generated, reflecting urban 
demographic profiles (M age=31.4 years; 54% male; 82% 
smartphone owners) from a hypothetical emerging market 
context. 

1. Instruments 

Trust dimensions: 25-item multidimensional trust scale 

adapted from McKnight and Chervany (2001) across five 

dimensions (Cronbach alpha α range: 0.81-0.89). Adoption 

intention: 4-item scale from Venkatesh et al. (2003). 

Regulatory awareness: 6-item knowledge assessment 

(α=0.77). SEM analysis: AMOS v24 with maximum 

likelihood estimation. 
 

2. Analysis Strategy 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) established construct 

validity. Discriminant validity was confirmed via average 

variance extracted (AVE > 0.50) and composite reliability 

(CR > 0.70). Structural equation modelling tested 

hypothesized paths. A multi-group moderation analysis 

examined regulatory awareness as a moderator. 
 

Results and discussion 
 

Table 1: Comparative Consumer Trust Scores: Fintech vs. Traditional Banks (Scale 1-5) 
 

Trust Dimension Fintech (M) Trad. Bank (M) t-value p-value 

Payment Security 3.62 4.10 t=−6.2 <.001 

Data Privacy 3.41 3.90 t=−5.8 <.001 

Customer Service 3.88 4.05 t=−2.1 .037 

Transparency 3.75 3.55 t=2.4 .017 

Innovation 4.30 2.90 t=18.4 <.001 

Source: Simulated consumer survey data, 2026. n=350. Independent samples t-test. 
 

Table 2: SEM Path Coefficients — Predictors of Fintech Adoption Intention 
 

Path β SE CR (t) p-value 

Data Privacy → Adoption Intention 0.41 0.06 6.8 <.001 

Payment Security → Adoption Intention 0.38 0.07 5.9 <.001 

Innovation → Adoption Intention 0.29 0.08 3.6 <.001 

Regulatory Awareness (mod.) 0.19 0.07 2.8 .003 

Perceived Ease of Use → Adoption 0.22 0.06 3.4 <.001 

CFI=0.95; RMSEA=0.047; SRMR=0.051 — — — — 

Source: Simulated SEM analysis using AMOS v24, 2026. CR = Critical Ratio. 
 

Table 3: Regulatory Compliance Landscape — Key Fintech Regulatory Instruments 
 

Regulation / Framework Jurisdiction Key Consumer Protection Feature 

PSD2 (Payment Services Directive 2) European Union Open banking, strong authentication 

GDPR (General Data Protection Regulation) European Union Data consent, right to erasure 

RBI Fintech Regulatory Sandbox India Controlled innovation environment 

MAS Fintech Regulatory Sandbox Singapore Regulatory experimentation framework 

FCA Open Banking Initiative United Kingdom Consumer data portability 

Source: Compiled from regulatory authority publications, 2026. 
 

 
Source: Simulated consumer survey data, 2026. 

 

Fig 1: Consumer Trust Comparison: Fintech vs. Traditional Banks Across Five Dimensions 
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Source: Simulated market trend analysis, 2026. 

 

Fig 2: Global Fintech Adoption Rate Trend (2015-2025) 

 

 
Source: Simulated regulatory analysis data, 2026. 

 

Fig 3: Distribution of Primary Regulatory Concern Areas in the Fintech Sector 

 

Discussion 

The finding that data privacy (β=0.41) and payment security 
(β=0.38) are the strongest adoption predictors aligns with 
the extant literature and underscores the cybersecurity 
imperative for fintech firms. The innovation trust advantage 
of fintech (M=4.30 vs. M=2.90) reveals a clear competitive 
niche, while the security trust deficit (M=3.62 vs. M=4.10) 
identifies the primary barrier to broader adoption. The 
significant moderating effect of regulatory awareness 
(β=0.19) suggests that consumer education about fintech 
regulatory safeguards can meaningfully enhance adoption 
willingness. 
 

Conclusion 
This study provides empirical evidence that consumer trust 
— particularly in data privacy and payment security — is 
the decisive determinant of fintech adoption intention. 
Fintech companies hold a significant innovation advantage 
but must close the trust gap in security dimensions to 
compete effectively with established banks. Regulatory 
frameworks play a constructive moderating role and should 
be communicated more effectively to consumers. 
Limitations include the simulated dataset and focus on a 
single hypothetical market context. Future research should 

employ longitudinal designs with real consumer data across 
multiple national regulatory environments. 
 

Ethical statement 
This article uses a fully simulated dataset for academic 
training purposes. No real consumer financial data, personal 
information, or banking records were used. All author fields 
are placeholders. Real-world replication requires informed 
consent protocols and appropriate data protection 
compliance. 
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