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ABSTRACT
This research seeks to determine what factors and combinations of banking
features drive the choice of a financial service provider. Two studies have been devised
to explore the research question. The initial study, uses factor analysis and logistic
regression to examine the importance of perceived cost, convenience, and relational trust
in the choice of a financial services provider. An additional study uses choice-based
conjoint analysis to conduct an exploratory study to identify combinations of banking
features that potential customers perceive as most attractive. The study simulates realworld buying situations that ask research participants to trade one financial services
attribute for another.
Results from the first study suggest that a consumer’s choice of banks, prepaid
cards, online lending, and the US Postal Service for financial services is associated with a
preference for convenience while relational trust and perceived cost drives the choice of
“street” AFS providers.
In the second study, results from the choice-based conjoint analysis suggest that
fees are significantly more important than convenience and level of customer contact
across all categorical variables (age, gender, race/ethnicity, employment, income, and
education). Additionally, in-person customer service contact is considered more
important than convenience.
Understanding these factors, optimal combinations and proportions, and trade-offs
through the eyes of the consumer, may be of value to both policy makers and industry
officials alike when grappling with options to strengthen financial inclusion.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In recent years, financial inclusion, defined as access to and use of financial services from
formal financial institutions, has gained increasing attention from policymakers and researchers
worldwide due to its benefits to economic advancement (Allen et al. 2016). Financial inclusion
means that individuals and businesses have access to useful and affordable financial products
and services that meet their needs – transactions, payments, savings, credit and insurance –
delivered in a responsible and sustainable way (“Financial Inclusion”, 2018). Financial exclusion
refers to lack of access to useful, affordable, responsible financial products and services. When
speaking of financial exclusion, commentators often use terms such as “financially underserved,”
“underbanked” and “unbanked.” (Mastercard, 2013 & FDIC, 2015).
Financially excluded or financially underserved populations are terms used
interchangeably to describe those who have little access to many of the financial services that
others take for granted, including the everyday bank account. They may have access to more
basic financial services, but they nonetheless remain excluded from more advanced offerings
(MasterCard, 2013). The financially underserved may be classified as unbanked or underbanked,
the distinction being whether they have a checking or savings account and have accessed
alternative financial products during the last 12 months (FDIC, 2015). This population meets
their financial transaction and credit needs strictly using cash or engages the growing nonbank
financial services providers (“providers”) such as check-cashing outlets, payday lenders,
pawnshops, rent-to-own stores, and auto title lenders – cumulatively referred to as the alternative
financial services (AFS) sector.
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In 2014, an estimated 3 billion people could be considered to be financially underserved
worldwide (Yaworsky, 2017). This includes approximately 33 million households in the United
States, representing approximately 35% of the population. The staggering numbers represent a
lost opportunity for economic advancement among affected individuals and communities, and
has led to financial inclusion rising to the top of global and U.S. domestic public policy agendas.
In the U.S., there are multiple provider options under consideration to increase financial
inclusion. These options include expanding traditional bank practices and products to attract
financially underserved populations, alternative financial services tailored to underserved needs,
and most recently, U.S. Postal Service financial services capabilities have been offered for
consideration.
This research seeks to determine what factors and combinations of banking features drive
the choice of a financial service provider. Two studies have been devised to explore the research
question. The initial study, described in Chapter 2, uses factor analysis and logistic regression to
examine the importance of perceived cost, convenience, and relational trust in the choice of a
financial services provider. Additional research in Chapter 3 uses choice-based conjoint analysis
to conduct an exploratory study to identify combinations of banking features that potential
customers perceive as most attractive. The study simulates real-world buying situations that ask
research participants to trade one financial services attribute for another. Understanding these
factors, optimal combinations and proportions, and trade-offs through the eyes of the consumer,
may be of value to both policy makers and industry officials alike when grappling with options
to strengthen financial inclusion.
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The Financially Excluded
Most Americans conduct their ﬁnancial affairs using retail banks or similar mainstream
ﬁnancial institutions, which gives them ready access to some of the most efﬁcient and
sophisticated ﬁnancial services in the world (Sawyer & Temkin, 2004). However, as of 2017,
6.5% of the American population (8.4 million households) were considered unbanked. An
additional 18.7% of the population was estimated to be underbanked, representing 24.2 million
households (FDIC, 2017). While unbanked households are those that do not have an account at
an insured banking institution, a household that is characterized as underbanked may have a
checking or savings account, and has used one of the following products from an alternative
financial service provider in the past 12 months: money orders, check cashing, international
remittances, payday loans, refund anticipation loans, rent-to-own services, pawnshop loans, or
auto title loans (FDIC, 2015).
The unbanked and underbanked miss opportunities to access lower-cost financial
products and services and are less able to take advantage of opportunities to build credit and
wealth in order to gain a financial foothold toward a better financial status (Birkenmaier & Fu,
2016). In 2014, the average income for an unbanked family in the United States was $25,500,
and about 10 percent of that income, or $2,412, went to fees and interest for gaining access to
credit or other financial services (Baradaran, 2014). To meet their short-term credit needs, these
individuals and families relied on payday lenders, check cashers, or other fringe banking
institutions. Such lenders are often usurious, sometimes predatory, and almost always much
worse for low-income individuals than the services offered by traditional banks to their
customers (Despard, et al., 2017).
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Why Financial Inclusion Matters Now
As financial exclusion has been identified by policy makers as a key barrier to
development globally, expanding banking services to all has been prioritized by governments to
make financial inclusion a reality (Demirgic-Kunt, et al, 2013). During the past few decades,
advancements in financial technology have resulted in a reduction in the number of excluded
households; however, millions remain in this category, suggesting there is more work to be done.
In May 2018, U.S. Senator and 2020 Presidential candidate Kirsten Gillibrand, D-N.Y.,
introduced the Postal Banking Act, proposing the U.S. Postal Service offer small-dollar loans,
checking and savings accounts, debit cards, ATMs, check cashing, bill payment and mobile
banking (Grover, 2018) as a means of increasing financial inclusion domestically. Given the
renewed attention by policymakers, a study of consumer choice preferences may offer insight to
USPS readiness and measures to reduce the financial inclusion gap.

Options to Close the Financial Inclusion Gap
Traditional Banks
There are several opportunities available to address the needs of the U.S. financially
underserved, including the expansion of traditional bank practices, alternative financial services,
and, potentially, the U.S. Postal Service. Reductions in the numbers of underbanked have been
observed in recent years, but opportunities for further reduction remain in some demographic
areas where there does not appear to be any movement toward traditional banking platforms,
which are considered the best means of establishing a solid financial footing. Additionally, while
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some traditional banks have established specific programs to target un(der)banked populations,
most mainstream banks believe that providing financial services to the poor, who make up a
large percentage of the un(der)banked community, is unprofitable (Baradaran, 2014). As a result,
alternative financial services such as “street” AFS, prepaid cards, and online lenders are seeing
tremendous growth as they move in to fill unattended needs.

Alternative Financial Services
The population of U.S. consumers using alternative financial services (AFS) grew from
7.9% to 9.8% from 2013 to 2015. This growth was seen broadly across socioeconomic and
demographic groups (FDIC, 2015). Analysts have offered both demand- and supply-related
explanations for the explosive growth in the alternative ﬁnancial services sector (Sawyer &
Temkin, 2004). Demand-side explanations hold that consumers of the alternative market prefer
to conduct their ﬁnancial transactions with non-banks. These customers are willing to pay
relatively high fees for the conveniences of location, hours, and ability to conduct several
transactions at the same time—such as cashing checks, paying bills, and wiring money (Sawyer
& Temkin, 2004). Further, beneficiaries of federal benefits, such as SNAP (formerly food
stamps), various cash payments including unemployment benefits, and Social Security benefits,
are now required to receive their benefits electronically and are given the option to have their
benefits delivered through specially designed prepaid debit cards (an AFS product) if they are
unable to receive a direct deposit into a bank account (Barr, et al., 2009). Low-paid workers are
being offered or even required to receive their pay on payroll or prepaid debit cards. Thus,
millions of people access public benefits and their paycheck through an AFS product
(Birkenmaier & Fu, 2016).

5

In contrast, supply-side explanations argue that alternative providers, especially payday
lenders, are ﬁlling a market void that was created when conventional providers reduced their
services to these customers. As one analyst puts it, “the vacuum in consumer credit created by
the recent withdrawal of the majority of mainstream lenders from the small loan market is being
ﬁlled largely by companies offering payday loans (Goodstein & Rhine, 2017).” That is, public
policy has facilitated the growth through lack of federal regulation of the AFS industry combined
with the bank deregulation that led to branch closings that left many low- and moderate-income
communities without convenient access to banks (Birkenmaier & Fu, 2016). More recently, the
sector has matured through the creation of trade associations and model business practices
leading to increased marketing to consumers (Stoez, 2014).
With AFS providers charging exceptionally high interest rates (322%–500%),
unnecessary hidden costs, and prepayment penalties often trap consumers in cycles of debt
(Despard, et al., 2017). However, some advocates suggest AFS offers a much-needed alternative
to the traditional banking industry and while AFS fees are high, they can be lower than
commercial bank fees for low income consumers due to bounced check and late payment fees
(Servon, 2013). While the scope of this research is focused on financially underserved
populations, it is worth noting that some moderate income households use AFS for various
purposes, including gambling, addictions, and other problems. Additionally, a 2017 study found
that 63 percent of Americans don’t have enough saved to cover even a $500 financial setback
(bankrate.com, 2017). And just half of higher income study respondents (defined as $75,000 or
more in annual earnings) said they have enough cash to handle such an emergency. Supporters of
AFS note that customers are often treated “like family” and with a degree of respect not found in
banks. They recommend limiting overdraft fees, rethinking the use of private databases like
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ChexSystems that currently keep more than a million low income Americans from being able to
open traditional bank accounts, and reminding tellers that every customer is more than the
number of digits in his account balance and deserves service and respect (Servon, 2013).
In today’s technology-driven marketplace, where many Americans earning less than
$30,000 a year are “smartphone-only” internet users – meaning they own a smartphone but do
not have broadband internet at home, multiple financial services alternatives are available (Pew,
2017). However, many of these alternatives are accompanied by fee structures that contribute to
increasing the financial inclusion gap and barriers to socio-economic advancement (Pew, 2017).
Table 1.
Summary of Underserved Consumer Core Financial Service Needs.
Consumer Need
(From FDIC
MFS study)
Control

Access to
Money

Convenience

Affordability

Security
Customer
Service
Long-Term
Financial
Management

Dimensions of Need
• Knowing exactly when and why money is deposited and made available, and
withdrawn from accounts • Confidence that transactions are processed quickly •
Absence of unexpected fees • Choice in payment methods • Ease of long–term record
keeping
• Access to funds as soon as they are received by financial provider • Short hold times
from financial provider • Short hold times from merchants • Quick resolution of
account problems (such as suspected fraud) that lead to suspension of account access •
Quick return of money debited from accounts in error
• Saves time or effort • Financial providers have locations close to work or home •
Financial providers have hours outside of normal business hours • Access to online
and mobile tools
• Low/no fees for account maintenance, individual transactions, check cashing, money
order, bill paying, deposits, cash withdrawal, speaking with a customer service agent •
Predictability in fees • Help minimizing “avoidable” fees
• Broad term used for protection from threats • Safety against theft, both physically
and digitally • Protection against identity theft, data breaches and unauthorized account
access • Privacy • Safeguards against financial institution failure or mistakes
• Representatives available through consumers’ preferred channel (varies by
consumer) • Representative available at convenient time to consumer (varies by
consumer) • Lack of excessive wait times to connect with representative
• Advice on longer-term financial planning • Access to personal financial management
tools • Access to longer-term credit products (mortgage, auto loans, etc.) • Access to
investment products

Qualitative research conducted in 2016 by the FDIC on the potential for mobile financial
services to increase economic inclusion among the financially underserved identified the
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following seven core financial services needs: 1. control over finances; 2. access to money; 3.
convenience; 4. affordability; 5. security; 6. customer service; 7. long-term financial
management (FDIC, 2016). Table 1 provides a summary of dimensions of each of these core
needs.
The present study uses “street” AFS (payday lenders, pawnshops, check cashers, etc.),
prepaid (GPR) cards, online lenders, and the US Postal Service as primary alternative financial
services categories. The definition of “street” AFS excludes illegal banking, money lending,
borrowing from friends and family, and similar activities.
While “street” AFS providers are well known for their convenience factor to those in
need, prepaid cards, also known as general purpose reloadable (GPR) cards may not be as
familiar to the broader population. As advances in AFS technology continue to be developed,
underserved consumers increasingly turn to general purpose reloadable (GPR) prepaid cards to
access electronic payment methods and address their financial transaction needs (Hayshi, et al.,
2015). GPR prepaid cards provide a wide range of functionality. They are branded by at least one
major payment card network, like American Express, Discover, MasterCard, or Visa, and allow
cardholders to make purchases and cash withdrawals anywhere those card brands are accepted.
GPR prepaid cards also allow cardholders to make bill payments and receive direct deposits,
such as payrolls and government benefits. Fees associated with overdrafts are viewed as some of
the most unpredictable bank account fees and many GPR prepaid cardholders avoid these fees by
having a GPR prepaid card that does not offer overdraft capability (Hayshi, et al., 2015).
In addition to more traditional forms of AFS lending, online marketplace lending (“online
lending”) has emerged as an industry offering faster credit for consumers. Online marketplace
lending refers to the segment of the financial services industry that uses investment capital and
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data-driven online platforms to lend either directly or indirectly to consumers and small
businesses. Over the past ten years online marketplace lending companies have evolved from
platforms connecting individual borrowers with individual lenders, to sophisticated networks
featuring institutional investors, financial institution partnerships, direct lending, and
securitization transactions (U.S. Treasury, 2016).

Postal Banking
Another potential financial service provider option is that of postal banking. This option
may seem radical to many in the United States, but it is a mundane part of life for the rest of the
world where postal banking is the norm, not an aberration (Baradaran, 2015). In the absence of
bank interest in banking the unbanked, in recent years policymakers have proposed expanding
US Postal Service offerings to include banking services.
In January 2014, the USPS published a whitepaper entitled “Providing Non-Bank
Financial Services for the Underserved.” This paper identifies specific opportunities for the
Postal Service to offer non-bank financial services, including reloadable prepaid cards with
features that encourage people to save money, mobile transactions, and products that help the
underserved take part in e-commerce. The publication was an important step in detailing how the
existing Postal Service infrastructure could be used to meet the banking needs of underserved
consumers. The whitepaper describes three types of potential products. First, it proposes a “Postal
Card” that could make in-store purchases, access cash at ATMs, pay bills online, or transfer
money internationally. Customers with paper checks could cash them at the post office or deposit
them through their cell phones, loading them onto their Postal Card. Second, the USPS could
offer an interest-bearing savings account, again through the Postal Card, encouraging savings
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from communities with little in the way of a personal safety net. Finally, the Postal Service could
offer small-dollar loans, effectively an alternative to costly payday lending. The fees on all these
services would be drastically lower than anything in the marketplace today.
Since publication of the 2014 whitepaper, there have been multiple efforts to promote the
USPS as a financial services provider to the underserved. In June 2014, U.S. Senator Elizabeth
Warren (D-MA), espoused the USPS as a financial services option to expand families’ access to
lower-cost banking (Warren, 2014). In July 2014, Rep. Cedric Richmond (D-LA), sponsored the
Providing Opportunities for Savings, Transactions, and Lending (POSTAL) Act. The legislation
was designed to enable post offices to provide both checking and savings accounts, offer smalldollar loans and prepaid “postal cards,” distribute money transfers worldwide, and sell other yetto-be-defined features “as the Postal Service determines appropriate in the public interest.”
Without the necessary support, the bill was unable to move forward (Owens, 2014). However, in
May 2018, Senator and 2020 Presidential candidate Kirsten Gillibrand, D-N.Y., introduced the
Postal Banking Act, proposing the U.S. Postal Service offer small-dollar loans, checking and
savings accounts, debit cards, ATMs, check cashing, bill payment and mobile banking (Grover,
2018). The Postal Banking Act would place a retail bank branch in each of the Postal Service’s
30,000 locations – branches that would provide “low-cost, basic financial services to all
Americans” (Heltman, 2018). A close non-partisan examination of USPS banking history,
infrastructure, and capabilities may prompt strong consideration.
Post offices play a leading role in advancing financial inclusion. Out of 1.5 billion users
of postal financial services in the world, 400 million are holders of a postal bank account
(Manhas, 2017). Postal banking has operated in many Western countries since the 1800s, and
currently, 51 countries use postal banking as their primary method of financial inclusion.
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Approximately 1.5 billion people (28% of the world’s population), have access to some form of
financial services (remittances, government payments, insurance, current accounts, savings, etc.)
through a postal operator. Among these, 1 billion people – or 19% of the world's adults – hold a
current or savings account with a Post (Clotteau & Measho, 2016). Put in perspective, only 6%
of postal carriers worldwide do not offer banking services. In fact, the U.S. is one of the only
developed countries in the world without a postal banking network (Baradaran, 2015).
A variety of postal banking models exist worldwide – some focus on the poor and others
offer postal banking services to the entire population. Global postal operators have been key
players in financial inclusion in small and large countries alike (Clotteau & Measho, 2016). The
Universal Postal Union (“UPU”), the UN specialized agency for the postal sector, and the
Campaign for Postal Banking (Campaign for Postal Banking, n.d.) have cited successful
examples including:
•

Namibia, a country with 2.2 million inhabitants where 39% of the adult population
(600,000 people) has an account with the Post.

•

China (People’s Rep.), where 43% of the adult population (490 million people) has an
account with the Postal Savings Bank of China.

•

New Zealand’s Kiwi Bank was created in 2002 and attracted 500,000 customers in its
first five years.

•

Japan’s Post Bank is the largest publicly owned bank in the world and is the holder of
one-fifth of the nation’s debt.

•

India’s postal bank opened 30 million new postal savings accounts in 2012.

•

In Italy, 80 percent of the postal service’s revenue comes from financial services,
with 5.8 million customer accounts.

•

La Poste in France offers an account, with no opening fee, a very low initial deposit
requirement (about $2), and affordable services and features.
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Recent studies of global postal services also suggest they are comparatively better than other
financial institutions in banking underserved populations, such as women, the poor, the less
educated, and those in the informal economy (Clotteau & Measho, 2016). For example, Indian
Post has been considered the backbone of India’s communication network for the last 150 years.
Through its network of post offices, it reaches every citizen by way of mail, insurance, money
transfer, savings, banking or retail financial services. According to the Report of Expert
Committee on Harnessing the Indian Post network for Financial Inclusion, 2010, the role played
by the postal department in financial inclusion is commendable and is twice as large as the
outreach of all the commercial banks (Manhas, 2017).
There is also historical precedent for postal banking in the United States. In 1910, under
President Taft, a government-backed postal savings system was established for new immigrants
and the poor. From 1911 to 1966, the United States government operated a savings bank at local
post offices. The banking fraternity aggressively opposed efforts that workers and farmers made
to expand postal savings. The failure of more than one-fifth of the nation’s banks during the
early Great Depression placed the private banking system’s future survival in doubt. The
extension of postal savings was a distinct possibility. However, New Deal programs responded
to the banking crisis by guaranteeing bank deposits and providing affordable credit to
homeowners and farmers. These reforms reduced popular interest in extending postal savings
(Shaw, 2018). Postal savings deposits grew for many years, particularly during World War II
when the postal system was paying higher interest than banks. In 1946, 68 percent of the nation’s
towns and cities had both postal savings depositories and banks (Baradaran, 2014). The system
hit its peak in 1947 with nearly $3.4B in savings from more than 4 million customers.
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Throughout the early 20th century, grassroots agitation to expand the Postal Savings
System served as an oppositional political force to the power of bankers. Working people
advocated a postal bank that would prioritize financial security, affordable credit, and
macroeconomic stability. After the war, banks raised their interest rates and offered the same
governmental guarantee as the Postal Service (United States Postal Service, 2014). In 1965, the
postmaster generals started to endorse ending postal banking and in 1966 it was officially
abolished as part of President Johnson’s streamlining of the federal government. Postal banking
was America’s most successful experiment in financial inclusion—a problem faced again today.
As we contemplate whether postal banking has a place in our future, we must recall the vital role
it played in our past (Baradaran, 2014).
While there is limited research on the consumer desirability of USPS banking, the USPS
is regularly listed as one of the top 10 most trusted companies by the Ponemon Institute’s (2015)
annual study of the most trusted companies for maintaining consumers’ privacy (Despard et al.,
2017). Additionally, the USPS is believed to be well positioned to: (1) offer credit at lower rates
than fringe lenders by taking advantage of economies of scale as well as its position in the
federal bureaucracy; (2) leverage its extensive branch network with more than 30,000 retail
locations, many of which are located in low-income neighborhoods that have been long deserted
by commercial banks; and (3) capitalize on the familiarity and more welcoming environment it is
known for by most of society, far exceeding that of more formal banking institutions (Baradaran,
2014). The well-trained postal workforce is already experienced at handling complex
transactions and watching out for related fraud and other risks (Davidson, 2015).
In a recent 2017 University of Kansas study designed to examine the US Postal services
as an option for improving the availability of safe and affordable financial products and services
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in lower-income and minority communities, financial services and community demographic data
was obtained for 31,489 zip codes across the U.S. (Despard, et al., 2017) and compared to the
concentrations or densities of bank and credit union branches, AFS, and post offices. Key
findings from the study showed:
1. Rural communities could benefit the most where the densities of post office for every
1000 people in zip codes are the highest.
2. Communities that are banking deserts also have the potential to benefit from postal
banking; however, these banking deserts are primarily located in rural areas.
3. Some lower-income communities and communities of color may benefit from postal
banking where the density of post office locations is higher on average.
The most important argument in favor of postal banking is its potential to bank the
unbanked. First, the postal service, with public trust earned over generations and 35,000 outlets in
the best real estate in practically every city in America (59 percent of all post offices are in “bank
deserts” with only one bank branch or less), is well-positioned to deliver simple financial services
(Dayen, 2014). Second, postal banking has the potential to provide small loans and other services
to the creditworthy among the low and middle-income at lower cost in terms of fees and interest.
Post offices could offer these services at a much lower cost than banks and the fringe industry
because (1) they can use natural economies of scale and scope to lower the costs of the products,
(2) their existing infrastructure significantly reduces overhead costs, and (3) they do not have
profit-demanding shareholders and would be able to offer products at cost (Baradaran, 2015).
While there is well-established support for using the USPS to meet underserved banking
needs, there are also a number of arguments against it. Of greatest significance, the American
Bankers Association (“ABA”) opposes USPS delivery of financial services, noting in a recent
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letter to the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform that it could present
“significant competitive issues for private sector entities” (Bhattacharyya, 2017). The ABA has
questioned whether the Postal Service would be subject to the same regulations as private-sector
banks, said that many Americans who lack bank accounts do not want them, and argued that the
fast rise of mobile banking undermines the logic of offering banking services in post offices
(Wack & Broughton, 2014).
In addition to the ABA, some analysts who watch the industry worry that with the
transformation of banking service delivery to digital and mobile channels and questions around
profitability, postal banking could be an unwise move for the USPS. Other analysts cite
prohibitive costs associated with building a banking security infrastructure as a major deterrent
to USPS banking (Bhattacharyya, 2017). The politics of having the Post Office serve as a banker
would also be tricky. A 2006 law forbids the Postal Service from getting into any non-postal
businesses, and Congress in its current form is unlikely to grant special permission. The Postal
Service thinks it would not have to get congressional approval, though, since it could describe
any new financial services simply as an expansion of its current money-order business (Brustein,
2014).
A 2014 survey by Pew Charitable Trust (Pew, 2014) indicated little interest in postal AFS
from the general population; however, if lower-priced AFS are offered at postal branches, most
current AFS customers say they are likely to use them. Figure 1 depicts survey results.
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Figure 1. Pew Charitable Trusts 2014 Postal Banking Study.

Table 2 provides a summary of perceived benefits and drawbacks of everyday financial
products based on the FDIC’s survey of the underserved (FDIC, 2015).
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Table 2.
Summary of Consumer Perceptions of the Benefits and Drawbacks of Everyday
Financial Products (FDIC, 2015).
Product

Benefits

Drawbacks

Cash

• Widely accepted • Quick access to money and
information about funds • Limits overspending (can
only spend cash on hand) • No risk of identity theft

Checks

• Easy and convenient way of payment

Money
Orders

• Easier to spend • Large amounts
draw attention • Must physically
go to get cash or pay in cash •
Lack of records • Can be lost or
stolen with little recourse
• Costs money to purchase checks
• Takes time to reach recipient •
Not universally accepted • Can
have long hold time • Can be a
delay if payee does not deposit
immediately • Checks can bounce
• Fees to use • Must physically go
to pick up money order • Cost to
cash out if no longer needed

• Widely accepted • No threat of bouncing a money
order • Payee cannot take more than expected as
payment • Creates a record and is traceable • Can be
replaced if lost or stolen
Debit cards are intrinsically linked to banks in consumers’ minds. Their perceptions of
debit card transactions are tied to their opinions of bank checking accounts.
• Perceived lower fees than bank accounts • Funds
• Funds not insured the same way
cannot be overdrawn/no overdraft fees • Perceived
as bank funds • Cannot be used
faster and easier access to money • Bank account
with vendors that require
numbers not used in transactions making it safer
additional holds (hotels, rental
from identity theft • Can be used when customers
cars, etc.) • Inadequate customer
prefer not to disclose bank account numbers
service
• Easy to use • Focused on mobile technology • Can
• Funds not insured the same way
hold money like a bank account • Minimal
as bank funds • Some consumers
information needed for peer–to– peer transfers
not comfortable with technology
and lack of physical locations

Debit Cards
Prepaid
Cards

Peer–to–
Peer
Payments

A study of the influence that proximity to financial service providers has on a
household’s decision about banking (Goodstein & Rhine, 2017) suggests that a multi-pronged
approach may be appropriate to help expand access to mainstream financial services. Gateway
financial services such as money orders and check cashing services are deemed a strategy to help
build trust and develop relationships with unbanked and underbanked households. In addition,
offering low-cost transaction and savings accounts and making deposit accounts available to
consumers who otherwise are ineligible to open an account because of past account
mismanagement can be useful to consumers seeking to regain their footing in the financial
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mainstream (Goodstein & Rhine, 2017). In order to solve the problem of financial inclusion, it is
prudent to begin by understanding how choices are made among the alternatives.

Research into the Factors that Affect Choice of Financial Services
This research is motivated by a desire to contribute to efforts to reduce the significant
numbers of financially underserved residents of the United States of America. I aim to provide
valuable insights as to which features are important to a consumer’s choice of a financial
services provider and whether the USPS can readily deliver those features to close the financial
inclusion gap. More specifically, this research seeks to answer the question of what factors and
combinations of factors drive the choice of financial service provider alternatives.
I have devised two studies to help answer this question. The initial research described in
Chapter 2, How cost, trust, and convenience drive financial services provider choice, uses survey
data collected from 177 consumers to evaluate cost, convenience, and relational trust factors in
the choice of “street” AFS providers, general purpose reloadable cards, online lenders, the US
Postal Service, and traditional banks/credit unions (“banks”).
The research in Chapter 3, The Fees, Convenience, and Customer Service Package – Can
the USPS Deliver seeks to identify combinations, proportions, and trade-offs of banking features
to optimize the packaging of select financial services attributes. The study is an extension of
Chapter 2 and uses choice-based conjoint analysis to simulate real-world buying situations that
ask research participants to trade one financial services attribute for another. Results will
estimate the value of various combinations of fee, convenience, and customer contact attributes
and may aide policy makers and the USPS in evaluating its capacity to expand financial services
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capabilities toward reducing the financial inclusion gap. The final chapter provides conclusions
on the expected research contribution.
I begin research in the next chapter with an assessment of how cost, trust, and convenience
drive financial services provider choice.
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CHAPTER 2
HOW COST, TRUST, AND CONVENIENCE DRIVE FINANCIAL SERVICES PROVIDER
CHOICE
Introduction
Available literature has paid significant attention to financial inclusion and potential ways
to close the inclusion gap; however, I posit that not enough attention has been paid to consumer
preferences and what features drive consumer choice between banking options. The economics
and marketing literature suggest that cost, convenience, and relational trust are important choice
criteria, but do not specify whether such criteria affect the choice of various financial service
options. To explore this question, I use survey data collected from consumers to evaluate
perceived cost, convenience, and relational trust factors in the choice of banks/credit unions,
“street” AFS providers, GPR cards, online lending, and the US Postal Service.
Given that consumers may be constrained in their choices by poverty and access, I look
to economic theory to explore the impact of convenience and of perceived reasonableness of
cost. Furthermore, given the importance of trust in the exchange between a consumer and
financial services provider, I also evaluate relational trust as a driver of choice. Based on these
theoretical elements, I offer the following hypotheses:
H1: Perceived reasonableness of cost has a positive effect on the choice of financial
services provider.
H2: Convenience has a positive effect on the choice of financial services provider.
H3: Relational trust has a positive effect on the choice of financial services provider.
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I engaged Qualtrics to administer an online survey to 200 participants of diverse racial,
age, educational and employment backgrounds with annual incomes less than $50,000. Surveys
consisted of three statements for perceived cost, convenience, and relational trust variables using
a five-point Likert scale to capture responses across the five types of financial services providers
(“street” AFS, general purpose reloadable cards, online lending, and USPS). Additionally,
participants were asked if they were likely to use each of the five banking options. After
performing an assessment of data quality, I eliminated 23 instances where responses were
deemed unreliable, resulting in a sample of 177 responses. JMP software was used to perform
statistical analysis, including a logistic regression of the sample.
When excluding demographic factors, results of the data analysis show: (1) perceived
cost is statistically significant in the selection of ”street” AFS; (2) convenience is statistically
significant in the selection of banks, prepaid cards, online lending, and USPS; and, (3) trust is
statistically significant in the selection of “street” AFS providers.
When controlling for demographic factors, results of the data analysis show: (1)
convenience continues to be the statistically dominant driver for selection of banks, prepaid
cards, online lending, and USPS; (2) trust continues to be significant as a driver of “street” AFS
choice; age is statistically significant in the selection of prepaid cards and “street” AFS.
Results from the study demonstrate H2: Convenience has a positive effect on the choice
of financial services provider in the case of banks, prepaid cards, online lending, and USPS.
Similarly, H3: Relational trust has a positive effect on the choice of financial services provider is
supported for “street” AFS. However, H1: Perceived reasonableness of cost has a positive effect
on the choice of financial services provider, is supported by the data only in the case of “street”
AFS, when excluding demographic factors. Exploratory factor analysis results indicate cost is
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critical, yet further statistical analysis and theory suggest convenience and trust explain at least
some of the variance in the data. Logistic regression assumes a large sample size, thus results
may have been impaired by the sample size of 177.
Results from this study could contribute to both practice and theory by providing
evidence that the choice of alternatives varies by the emphasis given to convenience vs. trust or
perceived cost; and, in so doing, contribute to the effective design of more beneficial alternatives
to traditional financial services.
The next section of this chapter presents a summary of literature and hypotheses,
followed by a conceptual model. The succeeding section introduces the methods, including data,
variables, and measurements. This is followed by results of the analysis and how they answer
questions about drivers of financial service provider choice, the implications for theory and
practice, and study limitations.

Literature Review
A focus group study of consumers at check cashing outlets, commissioned by the Union
Bank of California and carried out by Andre Associates (2001), revealed five ways that check
cashers are potentially viewed as superior alternatives to banks by select consumers: (1) easier
access to immediate cash; (2) more accessible locations; (3) better service in the form of shorter
lines, more tellers, more targeted product mix in a single location, convenient operating hours,
and Spanish-speaking tellers; (4) more respectful, courteous treatment of customers; and (5)
greater trustworthiness (Stegman, et al., 2003). This group study highlights the importance of
convenience and trust to consumers. However, it remains unclear to what extent cost is also a
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factor. To address this concern, we look to neoclassical economic theory to help situate utilitymaximizing behaviors.

Perceived Cost
Definitions of neoclassical economics vary as it means different things to different people
(Kaufman, 2007). For the purposes of this study, I will use The MIT Dictionary of Economics
(Pearce, 1999, p. 301), which defines neoclassical economics as,
A body of economic theory which uses the general approach, methods, and
techniques of the original nineteenth century marginalist economists. In particular,
they studied the possibility of a set of market prices which ensured the equality of
supply and demand in all markets. The idea of a perfectly competitive economy in
equilibrium, which may be attributed especially to Walras, is central the neoclassical scheme.
Boyer and Smith (2001) offer a similar definition but add the concept of rational behavior,
stating, “Neoclassical theory [is] a sparse model of maximizing behavior in the face of
competition and constraints.” As applied to banking, neoclassical economic theory holds that
consumers will engage in utility-maximizing behaviors based on full information with regard to
costs, constraints, and alternatives in the market (Robb, et al., 2015). Thus, this theory would
predict that individuals utilizing AFS are doing so as a choice and that their actions reveal
underlying preferences for AFS instruments. That is, utility maximization theory would suggest
that, before utilizing an AFS product, an individual would exhaust other less costly options, such
as drawing from personal savings or using less costly methods of borrowing (Robb, et al., 2015).
However, the rationality assumption is problematic, given there is never full information. Hence,
this study will focus on the perceived reasonable costs.
Consumer cost consists of direct price and non-price elements, which I assume to be
independent (FDIC, 2016). In this study I define cost as those fees associated with transactions
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such as check cashing, money orders, bill payments, deposits, cash withdrawals, and account
maintenance – and I ask questions about the perceived fairness and reasonableness of these fees.
This definition of cost aligns with the description in the FDIC’s 2016 qualitative study whereby
it was noted that consumers expect low/no fees for: account maintenance, individual
transactions, check cashing, money order, bill paying, deposits, cash withdrawal, speaking with a
customer service agent; predictability in fees; and help minimizing “avoidable” fees. Based on
these theoretical concepts, H1 focuses on the perception of fairness and reasonableness rather
than actual cost; that is, those costs perceived as reasonable or fair will result in a positive
association with provider choice:
H1: Perceived reasonableness of cost has a positive effect on the choice of financial
services provider.
Convenience
Convenience has been conceptualized as consumers’ time and effort perceptions related
to buying or using a service (Berry, et al., 2002). Time and effort are considered nonmonetary
costs consumers must bear to receive a service. An overall model of service convenience has
been proposed in the extant literature whereby perceived time and effort expenditures encompass
five defining types of convenience – decision, access, transaction, benefit, and post-benefit,
which mirror the activities consumers undergo to purchase or use a service. Another concept,
convenience orientation, refers to a person’s general preference for convenient goods and
services (Berry, et al., 2002). A convenience-oriented consumer is defined as one who seeks to
‘accomplish a task in the shortest time with the least expenditure of human energy’
(Morganosky, 1986). Researchers agree that convenience orientation has a major impact on
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consumers’ buying decisions. However, many convenience orientation studies have reported
inconclusive findings (Berry, et al., 2002) and it is not examined as a factor in this research.
Banking literature defines convenience as agility, accessibility, and availability of a
service, which is flexible in time and location (Okazaki & Mendez, 2013). It may also be
considered a factor in utility-maximizing behaviors which are key aspects of neoclassical
economic theory, thus impacting the choice of financial services providers. In a 2014 study
measuring the customer experience in banks, the results of the study demonstrated that out of 14
factors, convenience emerges as the most important factor of customer experience in banking
sector (Garg, et al., 2014). In the FDIC’s 2016 study, it was noted that consumers value features
of a financial product or relationship that save time or effort when conducting transactions.
Additionally, consumers expect to have the ability to access live help through their preferred
banking channel and expect financial providers to make their funds available quickly which can
be reflected in a suitably sized network to meet access and timeliness needs. As noted by Garg
(2014), convenience acts as one of the main constituents in building the experiences of
customers due to the fact that customers require an ease at their every single contact point with
the organization. Given consumer convenience expectations of AFS providers, I hypothesize:
H2. Convenience has a positive effect on the choice of financial services provider.

Relational Trust
Cost and convenience often have an inverse relationship as consumers may be willing to
pay more for a service, recognizing their time is also of value. Yet, as studies have shown, they
are not the only factors that affect choice of financial services. As the Union Bank study noted,
trust is a critical consideration. Of the many sorts of trust discussed in the literature, relational
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trust is most closely associated with the relationship between a financial services provider and its
customer base. Relational trust is defined as “a belief that one relationship partner will act in the
best interests of the other partner” (Čater and Čater, 2009) or “a willingness to rely on an
exchange partner in whom one has confidence” (Moorman et al., 1992). Relational trust is
characterized by “the conﬁdent belief that a ‘trustee’ will act beneﬁcially because the trustee
cares about the trustor’s welfare” (Saparito, et al., 2004).
Researchers have found that trust, in the sense of confidence in a partner’s reliability and
integrity plays a very important role in relationships between banks and their clients, particularly
long-term relationships, since not all aspects can be determined by a contract (Camén et al.,
2011). Indeed, respondents in the Union Bank study reported feeling that the potential for being
cheated was higher at banks and that the pricing policies of banks was less transparent than at
check cashing outlets (Dunham, et al. 2015). Prior research suggests that relational trust leads to
a preference to remain in a relationship rather than seek a potentially economically favorable
alternative. Because of a stronger sense of identification and attachment, customers having
greater relational trust in their banks are more likely to be satisfied with the status quo of their
relationships (Barnes, 1997) and are more likely to resolve emerging problems within the current
relationships. Such customers are also less inclined to actively scan the environment, an activity
that may generate information that triggers switching. Relational trust thus represents a heuristic
whereby individuals and organizations act, without calculating, in accordance with their positive
beliefs regarding other parties and the relationships with them (Saparito, et al., 2004).
When considering the AFS choice, the 2001 Andre Associates survey reported that
consumers identified trustworthiness as a factor influencing AFS choice with determinants
including the perceived potential for being cheated and transparency of pricing policies. Based
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on this definition, mere public relations efforts could decrease a customer’s trust; however,
consistent customer-oriented activities such as availability, helpfulness, and openness in
communication create the perception that the bank acts out of genuine care and concern, hence
generating relational trust (Butler, 1991). Given that there is never full information and relational
trust is known to be important to relationships with a financial services provider, generally based
on the individual trust capital of a representative which may be extended to the institution
(Castelfranchi and Falcone, 2010), there is both room and perhaps a need for trust. I expect that:
H3. Relational trust has a positive effect on the choice of financial services provider.

Conceptual Model
Figure 2 summarizes the hypotheses as a simplified model of the commonly identified
perceived cost, convenience, and relational trust factors that consumers evaluate when choosing
a financial services provider. In this model, I expect consumers to consider economic factors
such as perceived cost and convenience and, at the same time, because of the known importance
of trust in banking, I expect consumers to also consider relational trust in the choice process.
Previous literature suggests that relational trust leads to a preference to remain in a relationship
rather than seek a potentially economically favorable alternative (Saparito, et al., 2004). Indeed, I
wonder if a preference for relational trust might, in some instances, even outweigh short-term
economic considerations when choosing an alternative services provider over a bank.

27

Economic factors
Perceived Cost

Convenience

Relational trust

H1. Perceived cost has a
negative effect on the choice of
financial services provider.

Choice of Financial Services
Provider

H2. Convenience has a positive
effect on the choice of financial
services provider.

H3. Relational trust has a
positive effect on the choice of
financial services provider.

Figure 2. Conceptual Model.

Methods
To test these hypotheses, I engaged Qualtrics to administer the survey (see Appendix A)
to an online panel of 200 respondents with annual household income of less than $50,000 and
representing diverse race, age, and educational backgrounds (see Table 4 for a summary of
Statistics for Categorical Demographic Data). Qualtrics also included checkpoints to ensure
responses were reasonable and met minimum completion times. The survey includes statements
describing perceived cost, convenience, and relational trust factors for four major AFS categories
and banks/credit unions. It also requests responses to questions regarding frequency of use for
each financial services provider and a final section requests optional demographic data. The data
collected was analyzed using a logit regression.

Survey
The survey instrument (see Appendix A) consists of seven sections. The first five
sections capture responses to statements describing perceived cost, trust, and convenience factors
for each independent variable (“street” AFS, prepaid cards, postal service, online lending, and
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bank/credit union). Survey Section VI surveys frequency of use for various types of financial
services providers, and section VII captures respondent demographics including age, residence,
employment status, education, gender, race, salary, and country of origin.
Selection of survey items was made based on a review of relevant literature. All items
from the questionnaire were drawn from previous research. Some wording was adapted to fit the
context of the alternative financial service. The research employed the multi-item approach and
three items measured each latent variable. For example, convenience is measured by three
statements: (a) it is easy to use; (b) helpful service is available whenever I need it; (c) there is a
large enough network to meet my financial needs. These standard statements are used across all
five independent variables: “street” AFS, prepaid cards, banks and credit unions, postal service,
and online lending. In addition, respondents are asked if they are likely to use or continue to use
each service. These variables were dummy coded to create five unique variables signifying any
reported use of each of these instruments in the last year prior to the survey as either a Yes (“1”)
or No (“2”) response. The full list of items used in this study are listed in the survey instrument
located in Appendix A.

Dependent variables
This paper examines the choice to use five of the most commonly cited solutions to meet
the financial services needs of underserved consumers: (1) banks/credit unions; (2) “street” AFS
consisting of payday lenders, check cashing stores, care title lenders, pawnshops, rent-to-own
shops, and income tax loan providers; (3) prepaid or General Purpose Reloadable cards; (4)
online lenders; and (5) US Postal Service.
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Independent variables
The convenience, relational trust, and perceived cost independent variables are measured
by three statements developed for each construct. Likert scales (1–5), with anchors ranging from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” were used for all questions.
Perceived cost is measured by participant responses to the statements: (1) fees are
reasonable for the services provided; (2) fees are clearly explained to me; (3) there are no hidden
fees. Scale factors were adapted from items associated with price including competitive service
charges, competitive prices, and good value for the money (Chahal, et al., 2017).
Convenience is measured by the participant’s response to the statements: (1) it is easy to
use; (2) helpful service is available whenever I need it; (3) there is a large enough network to
meet my financial needs. Measures were adapted from an established convenience scale where
availability of service, large ATM network were identified as items supporting the convenience
factor (Chahal, et al., 2017) combined with literature describing the importance of ease of use at
every single contact point (Garg, et al., 2014).
Relational trust is measured by the participant’s response to the statements: (1) they have
my best interests in mind; (2) if there is a misunderstanding or disagreement, they will resolve it
in my favor; and (3) I believe they are truthful with me. Statements were adapted from scales
associating items of “I have trust in the bank I cooperate with” and “I have trust in information
and advice the bank provides” (Marinkovic and Obradovic, 2015).

Control Variables
It was important to clearly identify the relationship between the economic and relational
drivers of perceived cost, convenience, and relational trust in the choice of financial services
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provider. Hence, I devised two models, one excluding demographic factors and a second one
controlling for potential demographic influences on a customer's propensity to select a financial
services provider. The control variables included the respondent’s self-reported gender, age, level
of education, employment status, annual salary, and race.

Data
This study uses data collected online from consumer surveys to explore perceived cost,
convenience, and relational trust as factors in determining the choice of financial services
provider. Data from 200 respondents earning $50,000 or less, annually, was obtained via
Qualtrics. I used JMP software to evaluate the sample of 200 surveys. After close examination of
survey responses, twenty-three surveys were excluded from the population due to: (1) survey
completion times that were deemed too short to be reliable (i.e., less than 180 seconds) and, (2)
unrealistic responses to survey questions (e.g., 100 visits to a bank in a 30-day period). The
remaining 177 surveys were input to the data analysis process.

Results of Analysis
A first inspection of summary statistics (Table 3) shows the importance of the various
criteria involved in financial services provider choice remained consistent across the sample.
Kurtosis values range from -.028 to 1.36, and given that they lie between -2 and +2, are deemed
acceptable to prove normal univariate distribution (George & Mallery, 2010). Skewness ranged
from -.37 to .23, also falling within the acceptable range of -0.5 and 0.5, and indicating the
distribution is normal. Additional inspection of demographic, categorical data (Table 4) shows
that surveys were received from approximately the same number of men (86) as women (88),
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and spanned all age groups. However, the largest percentage of respondents were in the 55-64
year old age category and ages 35 and older represent 72% of the sample population. Most
respondents were employed full-time with 49% earning $30,000 or less annually and 51%
earning $30,000-$50,000. Respondents were predominantly White (68%) with at least some
college (65%). Kurtosis values for categorical data range from -1.23 to 1.08 and are deemed
acceptable to prove normal univariate distribution. Skewness ranged from -0.67 to .84, with
employment data and income falling outside the acceptable range of -0.5 and 0.5. Employment
data displays some degree of skewness at .84 due to the fact that 95% of those surveyed are
employed. Income displays skewness at -.67 as a result of income greater than $15,000 for 85%
of survey respondents. The fact that respondents were predominantly White and educated may be
attributed to the digital divide which is a term used to describe the gap between those who have
access to powerful technology tools and know how to use them and those who don’t (Wiburg,
2018). According to Pew’s Internet/Broadband Fact Sheet (Anderson, 2017), racial minorities,
older adults, rural residents, and those with lower levels of education and income are less likely
to have broadband service at home.
Tables 5 and 6 show participant categorical demographic data compared to U.S.
population data. There are similarities between racial composition of the sample population and
U.S. totals for Whites and African Americans as well as percentage of participants without a
college education; however, results could be strengthened with a participant sample which is
more representative of U.S. gender, age, and employment demographic percentages.
The correlation table (Table 7) reflects relatively high correlations between most of the
perceived cost, convenience, and trust criteria, indicating a significant degree of
multicollinearity. This is to be expected to the extent the items are designed to measure similar
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concepts; and, in performing the factor analysis I observed that factors work well together,
accounting for the collinearity. However, the correlation table reflects relatively low correlations
between categorical demographic data, which is consistent with the variation among concepts
measured.
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Table 3.
Definitions and Summary Statistics for “Street” AFS, Prepaid Cards, Online Lending, USPS,
and Bank/Credit Union Survey Data.
Standard
Deviation

Skewness

Kurtosis

A.

Mean

Variable name and definition

Rated from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly
disagree
Rated from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly
disagree
Rated from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly
disagree

2.22

.69

.23

.44

2.31

.70

.23

.77

2.29

.72

.23

.25

Rated from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly
disagree

2.72

.75

-.28

.55

If there is a misunderstanding
or disagreement, they will
resolve it fairly.

Rated from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly
disagree

2.61

.71

-.05

1.36

I believe they are truthful with
me.
C. Perceived Cost

Rated from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly
disagree

2.58

.71

-.09

.59

Rated from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly
2.70
disagree
Rated from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly
2.55
disagree
2.72
Rated from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly disagree

.76

-.37

-.03

.72

-.31

.06

.77

-.32

.18

A. Convenience
It is easy to use.
Helpful service is available
whenever I need it.
There is a large enough
network to meet my financial
needs.

B.
C.

D.

B. Relational Trust
They have my best interests in
mind.

Fees are reasonable for the
services provided.
Fees are clearly explained to
me.
There are no hidden fees.
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Table 4.
Summary Statistics for Categorical Demographic Data.
Male

Female

Other

Responses

86

88

3

Total
Responses
177

Percentage

48.6

49.7%

1.7%

100%

Gender

Age

18

31

34

30

52

12

10.2%

17.5%

19.2%

16.9%

29.4%

6.8%

100%

Responses
Percentage

FT
(full-time)
103
58.2%

<$15,000
27
15.3%

Some High School

Responses
Percentage

9
5.1%

55-64

PT
(part-time)
66
37.3%

$15,000$30,000
60
33.9%

Education

Race

45-54

0.22

Percentage

Income

35-44

-1.23

Responses

Responses
Percentage

25-34

Skewness

Total
Responses
177

Employment

18-25

Kurtosis

$30,000$50,000
90
50.8%

High School
Grad or GED
53
29.9%

Over 65

UE
(unemployed)
8
4.5%

$50,000$75,000
0
N/A

Some
College
50
28.2%

Over
$75,000
0
N/A

College Grad
65
36.7%

Total
Responses
177
100%

Total
Responses
177
100%

Skewness

-1.10

-0.21

Kurtosis

Skewness

-0.28

0.84

Kurtosis

Skewness

-0.86

-0.67

Total
Responses
177
99.9%

Kurtosis

Skewness

-1.09

-0.31

Kurtosis

Skewness

1.08

-0.08

Hispanic

White

Asian

Other

Responses

Black/African
American
24

18

121

3

11

Total
Responses
177

Percentage

13.5%

10.2%

68.4%

1.7%

6.2%

100%

35

Kurtosis

Table 5.
Demographic Comparison Table (Percentages) - A
SOURCE
GENDER
RACE/ETHNIC
Female
Male White
African
Hispanic
American
Study Results
75.5
24.5
70.5
15.8
6.5
U.S. Total*
50.5** 49.5* 66.2
14.1
12.9
*
Underbanked*
N/A
N/A
14.1
30.4
26.9
Table 6.
Demographic Comparison Table (Percentages) - B
SOURCE
EMPLOYMENT
Unemployed Employed Employed
total
FT
Study Results
48.2
51.8
37.4

Asian/
Other
7.2
6.9

Under
25
7.2
5.1

45.5

29.3

Age
25-44
45-64
49.7
32.9

34
18

Over
65
8.6
25

45.3

37.1

11.6

EDUCATION
HOUSEHOLD INCOME
No college
Some
College Under $15k $15k-$30k
$30k-$50k
College Graduate
32.4
40.3
27.3
20.9
41
38.1

(includes
14.4% parttime)

U.S. Total*

38.6

61.4

N/A

35.4

25.8

35.7

12.4

15.3

19.8

20.4

N/A

44.6

20.8

14.4

20.9

22.4

22.8

(includes
unemployed and
not in labor
force)

Underbanked*

39.3

*2017 FDIC National Survey All Households – Characteristics as of 2017
**Kaiser Family Foundation, n.d.
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Factor Analysis
In order to assess overall model fit, I applied exploratory factor analysis to
identify independent combinations of criteria that maximized the total variance explained
and, presumably, reflected deeper preferences. The results of the analysis are summarized
in Table 8. First, I evaluate eigenvalues, noting that Factor 1, perceived cost, has an
eigenvalue of 2.64, accounting for 88% of the variance in the data. It collects perceived
cost data reflecting respondent views on: reasonable fees, fees explained, and no hidden
costs. While convenience and trust have eigenvalues of only .24 and .11, respectively,
there is logical coherence between the factors indicating there is value to use them in the
analysis. I interpret Factor 2 as convenience because it collects data associated with: ease
of use, helpful service, and large network. This factor explained 8 percent of the variance
in the data. Factor 3 can be interpreted as relational trust because of its high loadings on
best interests in mind, fair resolution, and truthfulness. The incremental variance
explained by this factor was lower at 3.8%. Although convenience and trust only
contribute to 8% and 3.8% of variance, respectively, there is a logical coherence and it is
therefore worthwhile to include all factors in the analysis. A larger sample size may
reveal a change in the proportion of each factor’s contribution to variance.
The exploratory factor analysis using scale items resulted in factors aligned to
perceived cost, convenience, and trust as expected. Table 8 presents results of the
exploratory factor analysis with red text used to highlight items that load onto each
factor.
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Table 7.
Correlations between Financial Services Provider Criteria.

ease of use
helpful service
large network
best interest
fair resolution
Truthful
reasonable
fees
fees explained
no hidden fees

Age
Education
Race
Income

ease of
use
1.00

Age
1.00

helpful
service
0.87
1.00

large
network
0.79
0.84
1.00

Education
0.08
1.00

Race
0.05
0.07
1.00

best
interest
0.63
0.77
0.69
1.00

fair
resolution
0.66
0.75
0.75
0.82
1.00

Income
0.05
0.32
0.07
1.00

The correlations are estimated by Row-wise method.
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truthful
0.69
0.82
0.76
0.88
0.89
1.00

reasonable
fees
0.60
0.70
0.67
0.86
0.77
0.81
1.00

fees
explained
0.71
0.80
0.78
0.80
0.79
0.81
0.86

no hidden
fees
0.63
0.72
0.69
0.81
0.76
0.80
0.83

1.00

0.89
1.00

Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient score was used to determine if the internal
consistency of items is satisfactory. Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient normally
ranges between 0 and 1. The closer Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is to 1.0, the greater the
internal consistency of items in the scale (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). Table 9 reflects a
Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient of .95, .94, and .95 for perceived cost, convenience, and
trust, respectively. This suggests a high degree of reliability and consistency in measuring
each of the three factors.

Table 8.
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results
Eigenvalues
Factor
Eigenvalue
1 – Perceived Cost
2.64
2 - Convenience
.24
3 - Trust
.11

Percent
88.12
8.06
3.82

Exploratory Factor Analysis
Factor 1
(Convenience)

Factor 2
(Cost)

Factor 3
(Trust)

ease of use

.89

.28

.23

helpful service

.79

.37

.40

large network

.77

.35

.38

best interests in
mind
fair resolution

.33

.59

.66

.41

.40

.77

truthful with me

.44

.46

.73

reasonable fees

.29

.78

.46

fees explained

.50

.76

.33

no hidden fees

.36

.81

.36

Note: Numbers in red text indicate the items that load onto each factor .
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Table 9.
Cronbach’s Alpha.
Perceived Cost
Reasonable fees
Fees explained
No hidden fees
Convenience
Ease of use
Helpful service
Large network
Trust
Best interests in mind
Fair resolution
Truthful

.95
.94
.91
.93
.94
.91
.88
.93
.95
.94
.93
.90

Regression Analysis
To address the three hypotheses directly, I examined the probability that each of
the three factors (perceived cost, convenience, and trust) have on the choice of a financial
services provider (banks, “street” AFS, GPR cards, online lending, USPS) and applied a
logistic regression model (Tables 8 and 9) using the following assumptions from
Statistics Solutions (Statistics Solutions, n.d.):
•

The dependent variable, likelihood of use, is binary (0, 1) and ordinal, meeting the
requirement that a binary logistic regression must be binary and ordinal.

•

The data collection process was performed such that observations are independent
of each other and did not result from repeated measurements or matched data.

•

Logistic regression uses a maximum likelihood to get the estimates of the
coefficients. Many of the desirable properties of maximum likelihood are found as
the sample size increases. The behavior of maximum likelihood with small
sample sizes is not well understood. According to Long (1997, pages 53-54), 100
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is a minimum sample size and there should be at least 10 observations per
predictor.
The initial sample size of 200 was reduced by 23 survey responses due to invalid
responses. This resulted in a sample size of 177 for the regression. The sample size may
have created an unstable factor analysis and impacted regression outcomes.
A logit functional form is used to estimate the probability and is modeled in two
ways: first as a function of the three factors, excluding demographics such as age,
employment, education, income, and race; and, second as a function of the three factors
(based on the underlying criteria), controlling for demographic variables. Tables 8 and 9
reflect results of each model. The first column contains the financial services provider
choice, followed by the factors in the second column, and results of the statistical tests
are shown in the last two columns. R-squared data is included for each choice and red
text is used to highlight significant factors. R-squared results indicate that perceived cost,
convenience, and trust each explain at least some of the variability in the response data.
Further study suggests the reference to R-squared in this regression is actually a pseudo
R-squared. When analyzing data with a logistic regression, an equivalent statistic to Rsquared does not exist (UCLA Digital Research & Education, n.d.). Logistic regression
does not generate an R-squared statistic but a pseudo R-squared can be calculated to
indicate the amount of variability accounted for by the model. The model estimates from
a logistic regression are maximum likelihood estimates arrived at through an iterative
process. They are not calculated to minimize variance. However, according to UCLA
statistical reference (UCLA Digital Research & Education, n.d.), to evaluate the
goodness-of-fit of logistic models, several pseudo R-squareds have been developed.
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These are “pseudo” R-squareds because they look like R-squared in the sense that they
are on a similar scale, ranging from 0 to 1 with higher values indicating better model fit
(UCLA Digital Research & Education, n.d.). For the results that follow, pseudo Rsquared is reported and included in the analysis.
Table 10 presents the results of using the criteria and excluding categorical
demographic variables and Table 11 adds demographic variables to the criteria. As
highlighted in red text in Table 10, convenience is the statistically dominant driver of
choice for banks, prepaid cards, online lending, and USPS while perceived cost and trust
are the statistically dominant drivers for “street” AFS providers. These outcomes may
result from the convenience offered by vast bank branch networks, both physically and
online, as well as the availability of prepaid cards and online lending that provide access
anytime and anywhere, and the ubiquity of the USPS.
Table 11 results show that convenience continues to be the statistically dominant
driver for banks, prepaid cards, online lending, and USPS; however, age is also
statistically dominant in the choice of prepaid cards. The estimate value for age is
negative suggesting younger consumers are more likely to choose GPR as a financial
service option. With the addition of demographic variables, perceived cost loses
significance as a driver of AFS choice, while trust maintains its significance and age is
also noted as statistically dominant.
When viewed holistically, results from tables 10 and 11 demonstrate that
convenience is critically important to all provider options except “street” AFS. Both cost
and trust are statistically significant in the choice of “street” AFS, however, a close look
reveals that cost is of limited significance when demographic variables are excluded and
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of no significance when demographic variables are added; yet, trust retains its
importance.
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Key – Table 10 & 11
Numbers in red text in tables 8 and 9 indicate significant factors.
*
**
***

Significant at .05 level
Significant at .01 level
Significant at .001 level

Table 10.
Logistics Regression Results - Effect Likelihood Ratio Tests Relevance of Factors to Financial
Service Provider Choice – Excluding Control Variables.
Financial
Factors
L-R ChiSquare
Prob>ChiSq
Services
Provider
Choice
Banks

Convenience
18.03
Perceived Cost
0.06
Trust
0.90
Pseudo R-squared .29

<.001***
.81
.34

Convenience
2.54
Perceived Cost
3.95
Trust
8.87
Pseudo R-squared .32

.11
.05*
.02**

Convenience
21.43
Perceived Cost
3.40
Trust
.93
Pseudo R-squared .32

.001***
.07
.33

Convenience
9.22
Perceived Cost
0.19
Trust
0.02
Pseudo R-squared .28

.002**
.17
.88

Convenience
10.83
Perceived Cost
3.11
Trust
0.00
Pseudo R-squared .26

.001***
.08
.99

“Street"AFS

GPR

Online
Lending

USPS
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Table 11.
Logistics Regression Results – Effect Likelihood Ratio Tests Relevance of Factors to Financial Service
Provider Choice – Including Control Variables.
Financial Services Provider Choice
Factors
L-R ChiSquare
Prob>ChiSq
Banks
Convenience
13.55
.002**
Perceived Cost
0.00
.96
Trust
1.09
.30
Age
0.16
.69
Employment
2.17
.14
Education
0.48
.49
Gender
0.00
.96
Race
0.10
.75
Income
1.85
.17
Pseudo R-squared 0.31
“Street” AFS
Convenience
3.09
.08
Perceived Cost
2.90
.09
Trust
8.26
.004**
Age
7.22
.007**
Employment
0.21
.65
Education
1.58
.21
Gender
0.01
.94
Race
0.17
.68
Income
1.14
.29
Pseudo R-squared 0.37
GPR
Convenience
30.63
<.001***
Perceived Cost
1.88
.17
Trust
1.17
.28
Age
17.78
<.001***
Employment
0.01
.92
Education
2.54
.11
Gender
1.76
.18
Race
0.80
.37
Income
1.31
.25
Pseudo R-squared 0.41
Online Lending
Convenience
11.15
.000***
Perceived Cost
1.01
.32
Trust
0.11
.74
Age
1.48
.22
Employment
0.13
.72
Education
2.98
.08
Gender
2.03
.15
Race
0.02
.90
Income
0.08
.78
Pseudo R-squared 0.31
USPS
Convenience
9.80
.002**
Perceived Cost
2.41
.12
Trust
0.01
.93
Age
2.70
.10
Employment
0.76
.38
Education
0.39
.53
Gender
0.91
.34
Race
2.92
.09
Income
0.01
.92
Pseudo R-squared 0.31
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While results of the exploratory factor analysis demonstrate significance of
perceived cost, both logit models suggest that variance is not explained by cost, rather the
smaller convenience and trust factors. A question remains as to whether cost doesn’t
matter or is so dominant that there is no variance. In any case, convenience seems to be
the factor that is most closely associated with all financial services provider choices
except “street” AFS and trust is the factor that is most closely associated with “street”
AFS.

Discussion and Conclusions
The objective of this study was to look through the lens of consumer preference to
determine which factors drive the choice of financial services provider. I used factor
analysis and logistic regression to examine the importance of perceived cost,
convenience, and relational trust in the choice of banks, “street” AFS, prepaid cards,
online lending, and the USPS. The data included specific statements about each factor
evaluated by a sample of 177 respondents. Both theory and study results suggest that
perceived cost, convenience, and trust considerations drive consumers’ choice of
financial service provider. Cost is a constant, and convenience is a key driver of choice
for most provider options; however for the “street” AFS choice, trust proves to be of
greater importance.
When excluding demographic factors, results show that a consumer’s choice of
banks, prepaid cards, online lending, and USPS for financial services is associated with a
preference for convenience, while relational trust and perceived cost drives the “street”
AFS choice. Thus, H2: Convenience has a positive effect on the choice of financial
services provider is supported for banks, prepaid cards, USPS, and online lending;
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however not for “street” AFS providers. Results align with those in a 2014 study
measuring the customer experience in banks, where out of 14 factors, convenience
emerges as the most important driver of customer experience in banking sector (Garg, et
al., 2014).
H3: Relational trust has a positive effect on the choice of financial services
provider is supported for “street” AFS providers but is not supported for banks, prepaid
cards, online lenders, or USPS. Previous literature suggests that relational trust leads to a
preference to remain in a relationship rather than seek a potentially economically
favorable alternative (Saparito, et al., 2004).
When controlling for demographic factors, H2: Convenience has a positive effect
on the choice of financial services provider continues to be supported as convenience is
the statistically dominant driver in the choice of banks, prepaid cards, online lending,
and USPS; however, age is also a statistically dominant factor in the choice of prepaid
cards. Trust remains statistically dominant in the choice of “street” AFS, thus H3:
Relational trust has a positive effect on the choice of financial services provider
continues to be supported for “street” AFS when demographic variables are considered.
Age is also noted as a statistically dominant factor in this model.
Perhaps most surprisingly, the study suggests that H1: Perceived reasonableness
of cost has a positive effect on the choice of financial services provider, is not supported
by the data except in the case of AFS when excluding demographic variables. This is
perhaps because cost was measured based on the perception of reasonableness and
fairness rather than actual costs. Results are consistent with the idea that convenience
and trust are the dominant factors in selection of a financial services provider and
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consumers value features of a financial product or relationship that save time (FDIC,
2016). While exploratory factor analysis proves cost to be a critical, dominant factor in
provider choice, economic and relational theory combined with statistical analysis
suggest convenience and trust explain at least some of the variance. Convenience, in
particular, proves significant in the choice of four of the five financial services provider
options.

Implications and Recommendations
Analysis of survey responses suggests that even though cost is a significant factor
in provider choice, consumers give more weight to convenience and relational trust
factors when making a choice among this study’s provider options. Additionally, age may
be a driver in the choice of prepaid cards and “street” AFS.
In order to encourage selection, financial services providers should expand and
enhance consumer convenience factors, including ease of use, helpful service, and readily
available locations and networks. The data suggests there is a segment of the population
to whom in-person interactions are important, even as branchless banking expands its
footprint in the financial services industry.
In addition to convenience, factors contributing to building trust with existing and
prospective customers are significant to financial services provider choice. Data suggests
that providers must demonstrate they have a consumer’s best interests in mind, offer fair
resolution in the event of a disagreement, and are truthful in their customer interactions.
Public policy should consider the same when evaluating drivers for financial
inclusion. Removal of barriers to provider convenience such as complex service offerings
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and location limitations has the potential to contribute to an increase in the financial
inclusion rate. Additional public policy efforts focusing on trust in financial service
delivery are also warranted. This may be achieved by working closely with financial
service providers to ensure adherence to trust principles or building on existing
institutional trust as in the case of the US Postal Service.
Recent debate has proposed the USPS as an option to drive financial inclusion;
the rationale for this proposal suggests that the existing trust in the postal service could
make it easier for the institution to offer financial services to underserved communities.
As stated earlier, the USPS is regularly listed as one of the top 10 most trusted companies
by the Ponemon Institute’s (2015) annual study of the most trusted companies for
maintaining consumers’ privacy (Despard et al., 2017). Its ubiquity and high ranking
amongst trusted institutions aligns with the findings in this study that, holding cost
constant, convenience and trust should promote financial inclusion. However, to assess
USPS viability as a financial services provider option, additional study is needed to
understand in what combinations, what proportions, and with what trade-offs consumers
value convenience and trust factors in making their provider choice. In Chapter 3, The
Fees, Convenience, and Customer Service Package – Can the USPS Deliver, I conduct an
exploratory study to answer these questions.

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Study
The first limitation of the study is its reliance on self-reported data which may
have yielded responses that are not a truthful representation of the respondent’s
demographics or views. An in-person interview would help to address this limitation.
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Second, respondent demographics may affect the study, as the sample population is
predominantly White, educated, and employed (although at lower income levels).
Results may vary with a wider demographic mix. Third, logistic regression assumes a
large sample size, thus results may have been impaired by the sample size of 177.
However, results were directionally similar whether run with our without control
variables creating a level of confidence that increasing sample size would reinforce study
results. Finally, the survey could be enhanced by (1) including ‘retired’ as an option for
employment status such that retired respondents may be accurately categorized; and (2)
correcting the annual income question to specify household income, enhancing the
comparability of data.
This study investigates only select variables related to financial services provider
choice. Future studies may consider additional variables. In addition, future studies may
add moderating and mediating variables into the theoretical framework. While the present
study evaluates the factors driving choice of financial service providers, this may be
expanded to consider whether certain AFS options are associated with select choice
criteria. Further research can also be conducted by adopting qualitative research designs
using interview methods. Future researchers may plan studies to evaluate perceived cost,
convenience, and relational trust in relation to the perceived benefits of emerging
technologies such as blockchain or the use of artificial intelligence.
The combination of factors may also be examined to determine the consumer
preferred optimal package for provider offerings and in what proportion each factor is
valued by the consumer. Chapter 3 applies choice-based conjoint analysis to explore this
question and USPS capabilities to meet the optimized package.
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CHAPTER 3
THE FEES, CONVENIENCE, AND CUSTOMER SERVICE PACKAGE - CAN THE
USPS DELIVER?

Introduction
This study is an extension of the previous chapter where I examined customer
views on perceived cost, convenience, and trust as drivers in the choice of a financial
services provider. In this chapter the research is extended by employing a choice-based
conjoint analysis to provide insight to the combinations, proportions, and trade-offs that
drive the choice of financial service provider alternatives, and how that may affect the
feasibility of the USPS as an option to help close the financial inclusion gap.
Results from the first study and related literature reinforce the importance of
perceived cost, convenience, and relational trust to consumer choice in financial services.
It would be helpful to gain an understanding of the combinations, proportions, and tradeoffs to identify the optimal bundle of banking features considered by customers when
choosing among financial service alternatives. In addition, the first study found
convenience to be the statistically dominant driver in choice of the USPS as a financial
services provider. Government and industry officials have varying opinions on the
feasibility of the USPS as a financial inclusion solution and performance data cannot be
used to compare the USPS to alternatives because it does not currently operate as a
financial services provider. Therefore, an evaluation of consumer-identified optimal
features may help to determine if the USPS can be a desirable option to address the most
common banking woes of the financially underserved.
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To examine optimal combinations, proportions, and trade-offs of banking
features, I engaged Conjoint.ly, an online service for product and pricing research, to
apply choice-based conjoint analysis to simulate real-world buying situations. During the
simulation, 150 survey respondents were asked to trade one attribute for another,
resulting in an optimal bundle of features for consideration and to assess the feasibility of
the USPS as a financial services provider to the underserved. Survey respondents are
U.S.-based and of diverse racial, age, educational and employment backgrounds with
annual incomes less than $50,000.
When applying the choice-based conjoint analysis, key results of the data analysis
suggest fees are significantly more important than convenience and level of customer
contact across all categorical variables (age, gender, race/ethnicity, employment, income,
and education). Additionally, in-person customer service contact is considered more
important than convenience. Within each category, there are some notable differences as
to the relative value of convenience and in-person contact as well as a willingness to pay
for greater convenience and in-person contact. The most significant differences were
noted among age and gender groups.
Results from this study could further contribute to both policy and practice by
providing evidence of the importance of fees, convenience, and in-person customer
service to various demographic groups as well as degrees of fee sensitivity based on
service features. It could also help the USPS to evaluate its readiness by understanding
those choice criteria deemed most important to potential customers.
The next section of this chapter draws on the literature to operationalize the
measures of perceived cost, convenience, and trust factors. This concludes with a
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summary of the exploratory choice-based conjoint analysis model. The succeeding
section introduces the methods, including experiment design and data collection. This is
followed by results of the analysis, the implications for theory and practice, and study
limitations.
Operationalizing the Experiment
Chapter 2 demonstrates the importance of perceived cost, convenience, and
relational trust in the choice of a financial services provider, as viewed through the
customer’s lens. However, there is a need to explore the question of what combinations,
proportions and trade-offs are valued by consumers as they make the choice. In order to
do so, each factor must be operationalized to enable measurement of consumer
preferences for attribute level variables.

Operationalizing Cost
Perceived cost or price plays a significant role in the choice of financial service
provider. Customers' perception of price has been studied in terms of price perception
itself (Varki & Colgate, 2001), price fairness perception (Bolton et al., 2003) and price
equity (Boltan & Lemon, 1999). Price is an important element in consumers' purchases;
therefore, it has a large influence on consumers' judgements regarding service (Herrmann
et al., 2007).
In this study, the term “fee” is used to represent the price charged to perform a
transaction and present a no-fee or hypothetical $3 fee option for transaction costs to
operationalize this factor. A $3 transaction fee was selected based on a cross-section of
transaction fees charged by financial services providers at the time of this writing. Based
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on professional experience, $3 was selected as an acceptable mid-range fee across all
transaction types and measurement of fees is established at the following levels:
▪

Fee – No fee or $3 per transaction

Operationalizing Convenience
As noted in the previous chapter, the banking literature defines convenience as
agility, accessibility, and availability of a service, which is flexible in time and location
(Okazaki & Mendez, 2013). In a 2014 study measuring the customer experience in banks,
results demonstrated that “convenience” emerged as the most important of 14 factors
related to customer experience in banking sector (Garg, et al., 2014). Furthermore, the
FDIC (2016) found that consumers value features of a financial product or relationship
that save time or effort when conducting transactions. As noted by Garg (2014),
convenience acts as one of the main constituents in building the experiences of customers
due to the fact that customers require an ease at their every single contact point with the
organization.
The present study evaluates convenience based on accessibility within a 15
minute time limit. The 15-minute time limit was established based on experience that
suggests service destinations that are more than 15 minutes away (by any mode of
transportation) are seldom viewed in a positive light. Thus, convenience measures are
established at the following levels:
▪
▪

Not very convenient – Location takes more than 15 minutes to
access
Very convenient – Location takes less than 15 minutes to access
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Operationalizing Trust
As noted in Chapter 2, research has emphasized the importance of consistent
customer–oriented activities such as availability, helpfulness, and openness in
communication to create the perception that the bank acts out of genuine care and
concern, hence generating relational trust (Butler, 1991). The customer service access
channel is an attribute that can be used to create the connection between relational trust
and personal experience from customer-oriented activities. The customer service access
channel and its importance in banking has been studied extensively in extant literature,
particularly with regard to technology-enabled remote delivery options. The most
prominent literature has recognized the importance of personal interaction, even with
technological advancement. According to Solomon et al. (1985, p. 100) “in pure service
situations customer satisfaction and repeat patronage may be determined solely by the
quality of the personal encounter.” Dwyer et al. (1987) similarly support the importance
of “socialization” in the relationship, suggesting that “relational exchange participants
can be expected to derive complex, personal, non-economic satisfactions and engage in
social exchange” (Dwyer et al., 1987). Roth and Van der Velde argued in 1989 that the
role of branch staff would be even more critical in the future as technology becomes
more pervasive, particularly in the delivery of non-routine and more complex financial
services products (Roth & Van der Velde, 1989). For these reasons, Greenland cautioned
that many customers will still prefer branch banking because they perceive it as having
distinct advantages over “impersonal” remote services like the telephone or Internet
(Greenland, 1995). Further, more recently in the FDIC’s 2016 study, it was noted that
consumers expect to have the ability to access live help through their preferred banking
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channel. To account for the connection between relational trust and personal experience
from customer-oriented activities, the customer service channel attribute is measured by
channels of customer service access – in-person or remote, at the following levels:
▪
▪

Can access customer service in-person
Cannot access customer service in-person

The Cost(fees), Convenience, Trust (customer service access), Choice-based Experiment
The model (see Figure 3) seeks to identify the optimal combination of select
financial services provider attributes to determine if the USPS can meet such preferences.
The following figure depicts a structure of financial service provider choice and related
attributes and features to be considered. It is the basis for this study of which bundle of
banking features drive choice of a financial services provider. The study will help to
determine how fees, convenience, and customer contact attributes drive choice; and
further, how they help determine the feasibility of the USPS as a financial services
provider.
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Financial Services Provider Choice

Fees

Convenience

- No fee
- $3 Monthly fee

- Location is
accessible within 15
minutes
- Location is not
accessible within 15
minutes

Customer Service Access
- Customer service
available in-person
- Customer service
not available in
person

Figure 3. The structure of financial service provider choice.

Method – Data and Analysis
By researching alternative financial services user preferences, the most important
choice features can be determined with results used as input toward closing the financial
inclusion gap. To answer the question of which features drive the choice of a financial
services provider, a choice-based conjoint experiment was established. To collect data on
choice preferences, Conjoint.ly was hired to engage with 150 U.S. consumers who have
used alternative financial services in the past 12 months and have total household income
of less than $50,000. I performed choice-based conjoint analysis to simulate real-world
buying situations that ask survey respondents to trade one option for another.
Conjoint Analysis is based on discrete choice theory, which studies how the
characteristics of a product or service influence consumers’ choices and preferences. The
basis for conjoint analysis is that complex decisions are based on several factors jointly
(Ulengin, 1998). It offers a more realistic decision model that forces respondents to
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evaluate the financial services provider as a whole, which closely approximates the
decision making process they experience in real life. It also forms individual decision
models for each respondent and allows the formation of an aggregated decision model
across all respondents. This enables more precise understanding of how each attribute
would perform, which permits the statistical testing of the null hypothesis that all
attributes have an equal utility in the aggregate decision model (Oppewal and Vriens,
2000; Schaupp and Belanger, 2005; Kotri, 2006). According to Oppewal and Vriens
(2000). Segmentation and clustering of customers is possible even with a very small
sample, allowing financial services providers to analyze the needs of very small customer
segments and create attractive value offerings. In addition, the methodology focuses on
the measurement of consumer preferences for attribute level variables and makes no
assumptions about the nature of relationships between the attributes and the dependent
variable (Kotri, 2006). However, the limitation of this model is that it can only
effectively analyze a small number of product attributes (Oppewal and Vriens, 2000).
Results of conjoint analysis reveal the importance of different product attributes in
creating value for customers. It makes it possible to develop optimal product
configurations or service packages, thus predicting the response of the market to changes
in existing product configurations (or price) before the actual decision is made (Dauda &
Lee, 2016).
Given the model’s limitations with regard to large numbers of attributes, the
research is limited to three attributes deemed most significant to this study: fees,
convenience, and customer contact (see Table 12 for levels associated with each
attribute). Survey content uses 6 choice sets, consisting of three alternatives (see Table 13

58

for sample choice set). Choice sets were designed using automated statistical tools
offered by Conjoint.ly. Conjoint.ly estimates a hierarchical bayesian (HB) multinomial
logit model of choice using responses deemed valid. The value (partworth) of each level
reflects how strongly that level sways the decision to choose the construct. Attributes
with large variations in the sway factor are deemed more important. Conjoint.ly
calculates attribute importance and level value scores (partworth utilities) by taking
coefficients from the estimated model and linearly transforming them so that in each
attribute, the sum of absolute values of positive partworths equals the sum of absolute
values of the negative ones, and in each attribute, the sum of the spreads (maximum
minus minimum) of partworths equals 100% (“What is conjoint analysis?”, 2019).
McFadden's pseudo-R2 was used to provide a quick check of how well the report
describes respondents' answers to the survey. A pseudo-R2 of 55% was calculated,
suggesting a medium fit given: (1) if respondents' choices could be 100% predicted by
the information used to calculate the report, then the pseudo-R2 would be 100%, and (2) a
pseudo-R2 value below 45% suggests the report does not describe respondents' choices
well (“What is conjoint analysis?”, 2019).
Another Conjoint.ly output, marginal willingness to pay (“MWTP”), is generally
the amount of money customers are willing to pay for a particular feature (i.e., how much
are customers ready to pay for an upgrade from feature A to feature B, in addition to the
price they are already paying now). The word ‘marginal’ refers to the fact that MWTP is
always relative to a baseline (“What is conjoint analysis?” 2019).
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Experiment Design and Data Collection
Conjoint Experiment
The choice-based conjoint analysis survey instrument reflects six choice sets,
each with three options: customer service access, convenience, and fees. Each choice set
has two alternatives as shown in Table 12. Each respondent answered the choice
questionnaire by ranking alternatives in each choice set. The choice sets were
orthogonally designed by Conjoint.ly, thereby avoiding individual effects. Each choice
set consists of several product construct alternatives and, by default, one “do not buy”
alternative. Conjoint.ly uses a proprietary method to set-up the conjoint analysis
experiment, using the attributes and levels I specified to create a (fractional factorial)
choice design, optimizing balance, overlap, and other characteristics. The Conjoint.ly
website states their algorithm “does not specifically attempt to maximise D-efficiency,
but it tends to produce D-efficient designs. It tends to produce designs of resolution IV or
V (as such, it does support measurement of two-way interactions, even though they are
not used in our modelling at this stage). In most cases, the number of choice sets is
excessive for one respondent and the experiment is split into multiple blocks (often
between five and ten). We do not support individualised designs” (Conjoint.ly, n.d.). The
complete conjoint survey instrument is located in Appendix B.
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Table 12.
Attributes and Levels for Provider Service Features.
Attribute

Level

Customer service
access

1 – Low - Customer service not available in-person

Convenience

1 – Low - Location takes more than 15 minutes to access

2 – High - Customer service available in-person

2 – High – Location takes less than 15 minutes to access
Fees

1 – Low - No fee
2 – High - $3 per transaction

Table 13. Sample Choice Set

Data Collection
An initial feedback test was performed to obtain responses regarding the clarity and
design of survey questions. The test was administered to 128 testers globally, and the
comments received from testers were incorporated into the final survey instrument to
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enhance the clarity of instructions and questions, thereby improving survey response
quality.
Demographic data for this study was collected through a conjoint survey of 150
U.S. consumers who have used AFS in the last twelve months and have household
income less than $50,000. The survey was administered online by Conjoint.ly to paid
participants. Respondents were predominantly female (75.5%), with men representing
24.5% of survey participants. While the racial and ethnic mix was predominantly White
at 70.5%, African Americans comprised 15.8% of respondents, Hispanics comprised
6.5%, and Asians and Other groups comprised 7.2%. Further, respondent age groups
include those under 25 (7.2%) and those over 65 (8.6%) with 49.7% in the 25-44 age
group and 34% in the 45-64 age group. For segmentation purposes, I evaluated ages
under 55 (53%) and over 55 (47%). Most respondents were employed either full-time
(37.4%) or part-time (14.4%). Unemployed respondents represented 48.2% of those
surveyed. A large percentage of respondents have at least some college education
(40.3%) and 27.3% are college graduates. Those without any college education represent
32.4% of respondents. Respondent household incomes range from under $15,000
annually (20.9%) to between $30,000-50,000 (38.1%), with 41% of respondents
represented in the $15,000–$30,000 grouping. Segmentation was based on incomes under
$30,000 (62%) and over $30,000 (38%). In 10% of possible choice sets (96 of 986),
“none of the above” was selected as a response indicating respondent preferences were
not represented by the choices given.
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Results of Analysis
Key Themes
Overall study results indicate fees are significantly more important than
convenience and level of customer contact across all categorical variables (age, gender,
race/ethnicity, employment, income, and education). Significance is based on no overlap
in ranges at the 90% confidence interval. Additionally, and perhaps surprisingly, inperson customer service contact is considered more important than convenience (see
Figure 4). Results have implications for convenience, in-person customer service access
and pricing dimensions for financial services providers, including banks, alternative
financial services and the USPS option.

Figure 4. Relative Importance by Attribute.
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Relative Importance and Marginal Willingness to Pay
Within each category, there are some notable differences as to the relative value
of convenience and in-person contact as well as marginal willingness to pay for greater
convenience and in-person contact. These differences are most significant among age and
gender groups. Significance is based on no overlap in ranges at the 90% confidence
interval. In Figure 5, Relative Importance by Attribute Based on Gender, survey results
indicate men are less sensitive to fees, women are less sensitive to convenience, and both
men and women value in-person customer service to a similar extent.

Customer Service

Convenience

Fees

0

10

20

30
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Figure 5. Relative Importance by Attribute Based on Gender.

Men are also willing to pay more for convenience and in-person customer service,
indicating less fee sensitivity than women (See Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Marginal Willingness to Pay Based on Gender.

When evaluating relative importance by attribute based on age, convenience is more
important to respondents under 55 than those over 55 and lower fees are more important
to respondents aged 55 and over (see Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Relative Importance by Attribute Based on Age.
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Additionally, respondents under age 55 are willing to pay more for convenience
and in-person customer service compared to those over age 55 (See Figure 5).
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Customer service contact - Can access customer service in person
Convenience - Very convenient (less than 15 minutes to access)

Figure 8. Marginal Willingness to Pay Based on Age.

Figure 9 displays the differences in MWTP for racial/ethnic categories. The
MWTP for in-person customer service is highest at $1.83 for Non-White respondents’
while the MWTP for White respondents is $1.63. White respondents’ MWTP of $1.35
for convenience is also lower than Non-White respondent MWTP of $1.48.
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Figure 9. Marginal Willingness to Pay Based on Race/Ethnicity.

The MWTP for convenience is highest at $1.54 for male respondents compared to
female respondents’ MWTP of $1.34. Similarly, the MWTP for men is $1.75 for inperson customer service contact while the MWTP for women is $1.66 (see Figure 10).
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Figure 10. Marginal Willing to Pay Based on Gender.
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When evaluating convenience, the marginal willingness to pay range is highest at
$1.54 for male respondents while those over age 55 have the lowest marginal willingness
to pay of $1.14. The MWTP for convenience within other demographic categories ranges
from $1.25 to $1.48. The in-person customer service access dimension reflects the
highest MWTP at $1.83 for Non-White respondents’ while the MWTP for other
demographic categories ranges from $1.58 - $1.77. Survey results are based on a $0
baseline and suggest consumers are willing to pay some amount greater over $0 for inperson customer service and convenience. Marginal willingness to pay data, which has
important implications for policy maker pricing of financial services offerings and can be
useful in determining the appropriate price point when considering the USPS as a
provider option. All survey results are available in Appendix C.
Not surprisingly, overall study results indicate fees are significantly more
important than convenience and in-person customer service across all categorical
variables (age, gender, race/ethnicity, employment, income, and education). Additionally,
and perhaps surprisingly, second place goes to in-person customer service access rather
than convenience (see Figure 4). In-person customer service access is also of
significantly higher value than convenience across age, gender, race/ethnicity,
employment, income, and education levels.

Discussion and Limitations
This exploratory study uses choice-based conjoint analysis to answer the question
of what combinations of features (fees, convenience, and in-person customer service), in
what proportion, and with what trade-offs, drive the choice of financial service provider
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alternatives. I engaged Conjoint.ly to apply choice-based conjoint analysis to simulate
real-world buying situations that ask survey respondents to trade one attribute for
another, resulting in an optimal bundle of features for consideration to assess the
feasibility of the USPS as a financial services provider to the underserved.
When applying the Conjoint.ly choice-based model, key results of the analysis
suggest fees are significantly more important than convenience and level of customer
contact across all categorical variables (age, gender, race/ethnicity, employment, income,
and education). Additionally, in-person customer service contact is considered more
important than convenience across all demographic categories. Within each demographic
category, there are some notable differences as to the relative value of convenience and
in-person contact as well as a willingness to pay for greater convenience and in-person
contact. The most significant differences were noted among age and gender groups where
men demonstrated greater willingness to pay for convenience and in-person customer
service, indicating less fee sensitivity than women. Marginal willingness to pay for inperson contact was approximately 15% higher for non-White respondents than White
respondents.
Results suggest there is a need for the USPS to make an investment in customer
service to facilitate selection as a financial services provider. While its ubiquity addresses
customers’ needs for convenience, when considering the optimal bundle of features, inperson customer service is of greater importance to customers. Additionally, marginal
willingness to pay data which suggests consumers are willing to pay some amount above
the $0 baseline for convenience and in-person contact has important implications for
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policy maker and practitioner pricing of financial services and can be useful to determine
the appropriate price point when considering the USPS as a provider option.

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Study
Several limiting factors are worth mentioning that could be altered for further
study. First, the selection of fees, convenience, and in-person customer service was based
on features identified as important to consumers in previous studies. There may be other
features and combinations that yield different outcomes. Second, conjoint analysis has
inherent limitations in that it can only effectively analyze a small number of product
attributes. Application of an alternate methodology with a larger sample size may result
in additional insights. Third, respondent demographic characteristics may affect the
study, as the sample population is predominantly female, White, and educated which
could skew the importance attached to different service provider features. Results may
vary with a wider demographic mix. Fourth, reliance on self-reported data collected may
have yielded biased responses. Fifth, increased precision in marginal willingness to pay
data could enhance a provider’s ability to establish competitive pricing. Finally, the
survey was administered to recent users of alternative financial services but did not
exclude those who may have existing bank accounts. A study of those who are unbanked
is recommended to better target that specific segment of the underserved market.
The next and final chapter revisits the overall research question, results and
implications of the two studies for the ongoing financial inclusion debate, and USPS as a
potential option to close the financial inclusion gap.
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CHAPTER 4
CONCLUSIONS

This research seeks to determine what factors and combinations of banking
features drive the choice of financial service provider alternatives. I designed two studies
to help untangle this problem. The initial research described in Chapter 2 uses factor
analysis and logistic regression to examine the importance of perceived cost,
convenience, and relational trust in the choice of banks, “street” AFS, prepaid cards,
online lending, and the USPS. The data include specific statements about each factor
evaluated by a sample of 177 respondents. Additional research in Chapter 3 conducts an
exploratory study using choice-based conjoint analysis to optimize the packaging of
select financial services attributes by simulating real-world buying situations that ask
research participants to trade one financial services attribute for another.
In the first study, when excluding demographic factors, results show that a
consumer’s choice of banks, prepaid cards, online lending, and USPS for financial
services is associated with a preference for convenience while relational trust and
perceived cost drives the “street” AFS choice. When controlling for demographic factors,
convenience is the statistically dominant driver in the choice of banks, prepaid cards,
online lending, and USPS; however, age is also a statistically dominant factor in the
choice of prepaid cards. Trust remains statistically dominant in the choice of “street”
AFS.
Perhaps most surprisingly, first study results are consistent with the idea that
convenience and trust are the dominant factors in choice of a financial services provider
and consumers value features of a financial product or relationship that save time (FDIC,
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2016). While exploratory factor analysis proves cost to be a critical, dominant factor in
provider choice, economic and relational theory combined with statistical analysis
suggest convenience and trust explain at least some of the variance.
In the second study, results from the choice-based conjoint analysis suggest that
fees are significantly more important than convenience and level of customer contact
across all categorical variables (age, gender, race/ethnicity, employment, income, and
education). Additionally, in-person customer service contact is considered more
important than convenience. Within each category, there are a few notable differences as
to the relative value of convenience and in-person contact as well as a willingness to pay
for greater convenience and in-person contact. The most significant differences were
noted among age and gender groups.
Some differences in results were noted between the two studies. First, perceived
cost was deemphasized as a significant choice factor in the first study while the second
study’s choice-based conjoint analysis reinforces its importance. Limited evidence in the
first study may have yielded inconclusive results to support the importance.
Additionally, the first study found convenience to be of greater significance than
relational trust for all service providers other than “street” AFS; and, trust was more
significant for “street” AFS providers. This conflicts with second study results which
demonstrate the trust factor, in-person customer service, to be of greater significance
than convenience. This difference may be attributed to the lack of specific measures in
the first study’s convenience and trust definitions vs. the second study where
convenience is defined by values greater than or equal to 15-minutes to access and
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customer service is considered high or low based on in-person or remote access. Adding
levels within study one definitions might yield different results.

Implications and Recommendations
When viewing financial service provider choice criteria through the lens of the
consumer, cost is observed to be a significant factor; however, convenience and relational
trust factors such as in-person customer service contact, are essential features for
selection.
Data in both studies demonstrate that in-person interactions are important to
consumers, even as branchless banking expands its footprint in the financial services
industry. It is striking to find that fairly tech savvy and somewhat educated survey
participants have a desire for in-person customer service access. This may be attributed to
the relatively high stakes associated with a banking transaction (even for small amounts if
those amounts are critical to make ends meet) and the feeling that in-person support
provides greater assurance that the need will be properly addressed. This may also help
explain the persistence of trust as a choice factor. In fact, the decline of online lending
and persistence of “street” AFS are suggestive that the personal touch is important for at
least some consumers and for certain financial transactions. In order to encourage
selection, financial services providers should strengthen those features that contribute to
building trust with existing and prospective customers as they are significant to choice of
provider. Data suggest that providers must offer in-person customer service, demonstrate
they have a consumer’s best interests in mind, offer fair resolutions in the event of a
disagreement, and be truthful in their customer interactions. While many banks are in the
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process of closing branches to reduce operating costs, management should consider ways
to provide ready access to in-person customer service since it appears consumers may
well require this at some point or another, and, the conjoint analysis tells us they may be
willing to pay a small fee for such access.
In addition to building trust and in-person customer service options, providers
should expand and enhance consumer convenience factors, including ease of use, helpful
service, and readily available locations and networks.
Public policy should consider similar factors when evaluating drivers for financial
inclusion. The importance of in-person customer service suggests the need for removal of
barriers to convenience such as complex service offerings and location limitations. These
measures have the potential to contribute to an increase in the financial inclusion rate.
Additional public policy efforts focusing on trust in financial service delivery are also
warranted. This may be achieved by working closely with financial service providers to
ensure adherence to trust principles or building on existing institutional trust as in the
case of the US Postal Service.
Recent legislation has proposed the USPS as an option to drive financial
inclusion, providing “low-cost, basic financial services to all Americans” (Heltman,
2018). The rationale for this legislation suggests that the existing trust in the postal
service could make it easier for the institution to offer financial services to underserved
communities. Its ubiquity and high ranking amongst trusted institutions aligns with the
findings in this study that, holding cost constant, convenience and trust should promote
financial inclusion. However, although the USPS offers advantages with its status as one
of the top 10 most trusted companies, its ability to offer lower fees, and its extensive
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30,000 branch network, results of the choice-based conjoint analysis reveal there would
be a need to make significant investments in customer service given the importance of the
in-person customer service attribute in the optimal bundle of choice features. With such
an investment and continued offering of reasonable fees, the USPS could be wellpositioned to stand out as a provider of financial services to the underserved.
I expect the results of this study to contribute to advancing the financial inclusion
agenda by offering data on consumer choice criteria and combinations of criteria when
selecting a financial services provider. This contribution may be useful to policy makers,
USPS officials, and other practitioners with interest in assisting the financially
underserved and closing the financial inclusion gap.
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APPENDIX A
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
SECTION I
Check cashing stores, car title lenders, payday lenders, pawnshops, rent-to-own shops, or
income tax loan providers
Instructions:
The following questions apply to your use of check cashing stores, car title lenders, payday loan stores,
pawnshops, rent-to-own shops, or income tax loan providers. Please base your answers on your experience
using these types of services.
For each of the 10 statements below, please mark the one box (strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree,
strongly disagree) which best describes how you feel about that statement as it relates to check cashing
stores, car title lenders, payday loan stores, pawnshops, rent-to-own shops, or income tax loan providers.

Statement

Strongly
Agree

Agree

1. It is easy to use.
2.

Helpful service is available whenever I
need it.

3.

There is a large enough network to
meet my financial needs.

4.

They have my best interests in mind.

5.

If there is a misunderstanding or
disagreement, they will resolve it
fairly.

6.

I believe they are truthful with me.

7. Fees are reasonable for the services
provided.

8. Fees are clearly explained to me.
9. There are no hidden fees.

I am very likely to use or continue to use
these services.
I have never used these services.

 󠇃󠇃
󠇃

Yes

Please add any additional comments:
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No

 󠇃󠇃

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

SECTION II
Prepaid Cards – Examples: Green Dot, Bluebird, Walmart’s MoneyCard, AMEX Serve, Emerald
Prepaid, Kaiku Card
Instructions:
The following questions apply to your use of prepaid cards like Green Dot, Bluebird, Walmart’s MoneyCard,
AMEX Serve, Emerald Prepaid, or Kaiku card. Please base your answers on your experience using these
types of services.
For each of the 10 statements below, please mark the one box (strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree,
strongly disagree) which best describes how you feel about that statement as it relates to your use of
Green Dot, Bluebird, Walmart’s MoneyCard, AMEX Serve, Emerald Prepaid, or Kaiku card.

Statement
1.

It is easy to use.

2.

Helpful service is available whenever I
need it.

3.

There is a large enough network to
meet my financial needs.

4.

They have my best interests in mind.

5.

If there is a misunderstanding or
disagreement, they will resolve it
fairly.

6.

I believe they are truthful with me.

7.

Fees are reasonable for the services
provided.

8.

Fees are clearly explained to me.

9.

There are no hidden fees.

I am very likely to use or continue to use
these services.
I have never used these services.

Strongly
Agree

 󠇃󠇃
󠇃

Yes

Please add any additional comments:
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Agree

No

 󠇃󠇃

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

SECTION III
US Postal Service
Instructions:
The following questions apply to your use of the US Post Office for financial services such as money orders.
Please base your answers on your experience using these types of services.
For each of the 10 statements below, please mark the one box (strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree,
strongly disagree) which best describes how you feel about that statement as it relates to your use of the
US Post Office for financial services (not for mail services).

Statement
1.

It is easy to use.

2.

Helpful service is available whenever I
need it.

3.

There is a large enough network to
meet my financial needs.

4.

They have my best interests in mind.

5.

If there is a misunderstanding or
disagreement, they will resolve it in
my favor.

6.

I believe they are truthful with me.

7.

Fees are reasonable for the services
provided.

8.

Fees are clearly explained to me.

9.

There are no hidden fees.

I am very likely to use or continue to use
these services.
I have never used these services.

Strongly
Agree

 󠇃󠇃
󠇃

Yes

Please add any additional comments:
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Agree

No

 󠇃󠇃

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

SECTION IV
Bank or Credit Union
Instructions:
The following questions apply to your use of traditional banks or credit unions for checking, savings, or loan
accounts. Please base your answers on your experience using these types of services.
For each of the 10 statements below, please mark the one box (strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree,
strongly disagree) which best describes how you feel about that statement as it relates to your use of
traditional banks or credit unions for checking, savings, or loan accounts.

Statement
1.

It is easy to use.

2.

Helpful service is available whenever I
need it.

3.

There is a large enough network to
meet my financial needs.

4.

They have my best interests in mind.

5.

If there is a misunderstanding or
disagreement, they will resolve it in
my favor.

6.

I believe they are truthful with me.

7.

Fees are reasonable for the services
provided.

8.

Fees are clearly explained to me.

9.

There are no hidden fees.

I am very likely to use or continue to use
these services.
I have never used these services.

Strongly
Agree

 󠇃󠇃
󠇃

Yes

Please add any additional comments:
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Agree

No

 󠇃󠇃

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

SECTION V
Online Lending
Instructions:
The following questions apply to your use of online lenders such as Lending Tree, Lending Club, Prosper,
SoFi, etc. Please base your answers on your experience using these types of services.
For each of the 10 statements below, please mark the one box (strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree,
strongly disagree) which best describes how you feel about that statement as it relates to your use of
online lenders Lending Tree, Lending Club, Prosper, SoFi, etc.

Statement
1.

It is easy to use.

2.

Helpful service is available whenever I
need it.

3.

There is a large enough network to
meet my financial needs.

4.

They have my best interests in mind.

5.

If there is a misunderstanding or
disagreement, they will resolve it in
my favor.

6.

I believe they are truthful with me.

7.

Fees are reasonable for the services
provided.

8.

Fees are clearly explained to me.

9.

There are no hidden fees.

I am very likely to use or continue to use
these services.
I have never used these services.

Strongly
Agree

 󠇃󠇃
󠇃

Yes

Please add any additional comments:
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Agree

No

 󠇃󠇃

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

SECTION VI
Frequency of Use

During the last month, approximately how many times have you used each of
the options? Note: please provide an estimate. The number does not have
to be exact. If you did not use one of the options at all, please enter 0.

Check cashing stores
Pawn Shops
Payday Lenders
Income Tax Lenders
Car Title Lenders
Rent-to-Own Shops
Debit cards
(like Green Dot, AMEX Serve, Bluebird, Kaiku, Emerald Prepaid, or Walmart
MoneyCard)
US Post Office
(for financial transactions like money orders)
Online Lender
(like Lending Tree, Lending Club, Prosper, SoFi, etc.)
Bank
(whether national, like Chase, Regions, Wells Fargo, Bank of America, Citizens…or
regional)
Credit Union
(such as an employer’s, Federal or community Credit Union)
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Number of
times used
during the last
month
(If you didn’t
use at all,
enter “0”)

SECTION VII
Demographics – (Optional) All answers will be kept private and no names are used in this
research study.
Age

❑ Under 25
❑ 35-44
❑ 55-64

Residence

❑ 25-34
❑ 45-54
❑ Over 65

❑ Prefer
not to
answer

Zip code___________

Employment Status
 Employed full-time
 Employed part-time
 Unemployed
 Prefer not to answer
Education





Gender

Some high school
High-school graduate or GED
Some college
College graduate
Prefer not to answer





Race

Female
Male
Other
Prefer not to answer

❑ Black or African American
❑ Hispanic
❑ Other

❑ White
❑ Asian
❑ Prefer not to answer

Annual Salary
❑ Under $15,000

❑ $15,000 - $30,000

❑ $30,000 - $50,000
❑ Over $75,000

❑ $50,000 - $75,000
❑ Prefer not to answer

Country of origin Provide name of country in which you were born: _______________Prefer

Thank you for taking part in this survey and helping to advance
financial inclusion research.
not to answer
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CHOICE-BASED CONJOINT ANALYSIS SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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APPENDIX C
CHOICE-BASED CONJOINT ANALYSIS SURVEY RESULTS
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Relative Importance by Attribute

Relative Importance by Attribute Based on
Gender

Customer Service

Convenience

Fees
0

10

20

30

MALE

FEMALE

40

50

60

Relative Importance by Attribute Based on Age
Customer service contact

Convenience

Fee

0

10
Under 55

20

30

55 and Over

97

40

50

60

Relative Importance by Attribute Based on
Race/Ethnicity

Customer service contact
Convenience
Fee
0

10

20

White

30

40

50

60

Non-White

Relative Importance by Attribute Based on
Employment Status
Customer service contact

Convenience

Fee
0

10

20

Unemployed

30
Employed
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40

50

60

Relative Importance by Attribute Based on
Education Level
Customer service contact

Convenience

Fee
0

10
No College

20

30

40

50

60

College Educated

Relative Importance by Attribute Based on
Household Income

Customer service contact

Convenience

Fee
0

10
Over $30K

20

30

Under $30K

99

40

50

60

Marginal Willingness to Pay

Marginal Willingness to Pay Based on Gender

Male

Female

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

Customer service contact - Can access customer service in person
Convenience - Very convenient (less than 15 minutes to access)

Marginal Willingness to Pay Based on Age

Over 55

Under 55

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

Customer service contact - Can access customer service in person
Convenience - Very convenient (less than 15 minutes to access)
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1.8

Marginal Willingness to Pay Based on
Race/Ethnicity

Non-WhiteWhite

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

Customer service contact - Can access customer service in person
Convenience - Very convenient (less than 15 minutes to access)

Marginal Willingness to Pay Based on Education
Level
College

No College

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

Customer service contact - Can access customer service in person
Convenience - Very convenient (less than 15 minutes to access)
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1.8

Marginal Willingness to Pay Based on
Employment Status
Unemployed

Employed

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

Customer service contact - Can access customer service in person
Convenience - Very convenient (less than 15 minutes to access)

Marginal Willingness to Pay Based on
Household Income
Over $30K

Under $30K

0

0.5

1

1.5

Customer service contact - Can access customer service in person
Convenience - Very convenient (less than 15 minutes to access)
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Ranked List of Product Concepts as Preferred by Customers
Employed

103

Unemployed

104

Age: Over 55 – Ranking

105

Age - UNDER 55
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Household Income: Under $30K

Household Income - Over $30K

107

108

Gender: Female

109

Gender: Male

110

Race/Ethnicity: Non-White

111

Race/Ethnicity: White

112

Education: College

113

Education: No College
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115

116

117

118

119

120

