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Abstract 

 

Purpose: Firstly, to investigate if the decline of trust in traditional financial transaction 
providers, namely banks, has resulted in an increase of trust in Alternate Financial 
Transaction Providers (AFTP). Secondly, to identify antecedents to building trust in AFTP 
held by Swedish Millennials. 

Methodology: Qualitative research consisting of focus groups were used to collect primary 
data. A total of three focus group were held, excluding a trial session. Participants in the 
focus groups were Swedes between 22 and 30 years of age (Swedish Millennials). 

Findings: That trust in banks amongst Swedish Millennials is decreasing. Concurrently, 
there is a general willingness of Swedish Millennials to trust AFTP given the presence of 
certain antecedents (human, technological and organisational). 

Keywords: Antecedents, Alternative Financial Transaction Providers, Banks, Financial 
Technology, Peer to Peer, Swedish Millennials, Trust 
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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 Background 

There has been widespread change to the way consumers perform financial transactions in 
recent years. Emerging technologies and processes have made it possible for businesses and 
consumers to interact with each other in new ways. Changes in these interactions have been 
more apparent in some countries than others. For example, in 2012 Sweden had the highest 
use of card payments per inhabitant than any other country in the European Union 
(European Central Bank, 2014). This highlights the preference for cash alternatives amongst 
Swedes when performing financial transactions. Furthermore, Sweden is ranked third 
amongst the best connected and most innovation driven countries in the world (Global 
Information Technology Report, 2015).  

This environment has fostered the rise of Financial technology (Fintech) companies that 
‘‘offer technologies for banking and corporate finance, capital markets, financial data 
analytics, payments and personal financial management’’ (Skan, Dickerson & Masood, 2015). 
Furthermore, according to Skan, Dickerson and Masood (2015) these companies have the 
‘‘potential to shrink the role and relevance of today’s banks’’. Fintech companies within 
Nordic countries have received significant investment in recent years. In 2014 investment in 
Stockholm’s Fintech industry reached USD 266 million making it the third largest European 
city by investment in this sector (Wesley-James, Ingram, Källstrand & Tiegland, 2015). 

Now pair these developments in performing financial transaction, connectedness and 
investment in Fintech with the concept of trust. Between 2008 and 2013 global trust in banks 
fell from 56% to 45% (Edelman, 2013). Amongst Swedes the gap was even greater, falling 
from 51% to 38%, a decline in trust of 13% (ibid.). Therefore, in Sweden, there is a trend in 
making non-cash financial transactions, a decline in trust of banks, growing investment in 
Fintech, and Sweden is ranked third of well-connected and most innovation driven countries 
worldwide. These facts suggest that there could be opportunities for Alternative Financial 
Transaction Providers (AFTP). However, trust of these providers, in the eyes of consumers, 
must first be better understood.  

To successfully diffuse alternative transaction services, it is crucial to investigate how 
consumers develop trust in AFTP (Xin, Techatassanasoontorn & Tan, 2015). According to 
the Oxford dictionary trust is the ‘‘firm belief in the reliability, strength, or truth of someone 
or something.’’ By itself trust appears to be a simple concept, however in an evolving 
marketplace that includes emerging technologies and a myriad of service providers trust 
becomes a highly intricate and delicate factor that influences consumer behaviour (Kim, Tao, 
Shin & Kim, 2010). While an objective of trust is to reduce complexity, frameworks to 
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understand this phenomenon have often been unrelated or at odds with one another (Lewis 
and Weigert, 1985).  

In answer to this, research surrounding trust and Electronic Commerce (EC) has been 
undertaken by a number of academics in order to give the area clarity. For example, 
McKnight and Chervany (2001) proposed an interdisciplinary trust typology that relates trust 
constructs, namely conceptual-level and operational-level constructs, to e-commerce 
consumer actions. Further research for trust building by McKnight et al. (2002) investigated 
trust in consumer transactions via websites and found a number of antecedents to trusting 
behaviour and factors for building consumer trust between the consumer and vendor. 
Namely, structural assurance, perceived web vendor reputation and perceived web site 
quality (McKnight et al., 2002). Investigating these concepts as they relate to AFTP could 
yield further theoretical contribution towards the trust held by Swedish Millennials in AFTP.  

The areas that this paper examines and formulates its research questions on, notably trust in 
banks and trust in AFTP, have contributed several insights that deserve further research. 
Firstly, it has been identified that a loss of trust in large banks (Edelman, 2013) occurred 
during and after the global financial crisis circa 2008. Secondly, trust in AFTP has presented 
new challenges for the consumers of these services and the providers that seek to do business 
with them. For example, trusting beliefs influencing trust intentions and subsequent 
behaviour (McKnight, 2001). A gap, for which this study will focus, has been found in linking 
both streams of research. That is, does the decrease of trust in traditional banks and current 
trust climate of AFTP represent an opportunity for these banking alternatives? Furthermore, 
Swedish Millennials have not been identified as the primary focus in previous research 
investigated during the literature review of this paper. This generation has been described as 
digital natives (Presky, 2001) who are familiar with electronic technology. Focusing on this 
group exclusively will serve to further understand this phenomenon in a highly connected 
society (Dutta, Geiger & Lanvin, 2015). By gaining a better understanding trust of Swedish 
Millennials towards AFTP this research could serve as a guide to identifying trust antecedents 
while also providing other insights drawn from the sample group. 
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1.2 AFTP Explained 

What are AFTP exactly? AFTP can be defined as “financial services choosing to operate 
outside the established realm of traditional, federally insured financial services providers such 
as banks” (Legters, 2013). To avoid any confusion, AFTP are considered as part of the 
Fintech sector, which is defined in section 1.1. Two examples of AFTP that this study will 
focus on are Peer to Peer (P2P) lending and P2P transfers.  

1.2.1 P2P Lending 

P2P lending is a process in which individuals lend and borrow money from one another. 
Transactions are generally in the form of unsecured personal loans without the mediation of 
traditional financial institutions such as banks (Herzenstein, Andrews, Dholakia & Lyandres, 
2008). A number of P2P organisations, such as Lendify AB and Prosper Inc. (Swedish and 
American companies respectively), facilitate the process of matching lenders with borrowers. 
P2P loans tend to not be guaranteed by government as is generally the case with large deposit 
taking institutions. According to Chen, Lai and Lin (2014) the lending process is convenient. 
For example, a person who intends to borrow or lend must create an account by providing 
personal information and a social security number at one of the online P2P lending 
organisations. Some organisations also require users to provide bank account information 
and a credit rating. For borrowers, P2P lending is an alternative to accessing funds that may 
result in more favourable conditions than those offered by banks (Bachmann et al., 2011). 
The same can be said for lenders. For example, as of April 2016 a 12-month investment of 
2000 Swedish Kronor in a Lendify instrument results in a higher return on investment when 
compared to a term deposit with SEB, one of Sweden’s largest banks (see Table 1).  

Table 1. P2P lending versus term deposit with a bank 
 Lendify SEB 

Term 12 months 12 months 
Return % per annum 3.5 0.38 
State guarantee No Yes 
 
Notes: based on the investment of 2000SEK in a fixed term deposit account. Rates retrieved on the 21st April, 
2016. Lendify is a P2P loan intermediary based in Sweden (www.lendify.se). SEB is a Swedish bank with its 
headquarters in Stockholm (www.seb.se). 
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1.2.2 P2P Transfers 

P2P transfers allow users to exchange foreign currency with one another. This process is 
facilitated by an intermediary (AFTP) that matches foreign exchange flows on behalf of 
users, who remain anonymous to one another (Philips, 2014). The aim of these 
intermediaries is to provide a non-banking alternative that is more affordable and efficient 
for users. Table 2 illustrates the difference between a foreign currency transfer conducted by 
a bank (SEB) and an AFTP (Transferwise). While SEB utilises a spread to determine buy 
and sell rates, Transferwise utilises the mid-market rate that results in a favourable outcome 
for both peers. Furthermore, fees charged by AFTP for their services are much lower than 
banks. For example, it is nine times more expensive to conduct a transfer with SEB than 
Transferwise and the transfer is often finalised more quickly by the AFTP.  

Table 2. P2P transfer versus bank transfer 
 Transferwise SEB 

Midmarket rate Yes No 
Quoted rate 0.158 0.155 
Fee (SEK) 20 186 
Duration (days) 2-3 2-4 
 
Notes: based on the conversion and transfer of 4000SEK into an Australian bank account from Sweden. Rates 
retrieved on the 21st April, 2016. Transferwise is a P2P currency transfer service based in the United Kingdom 
(www.transferwise.com).  
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1.3 Research questions 

Based upon the background and the purpose of this study the following research questions 
are formulated. 

(1) Is trust in banks decreasing amongst Swedish Millennials? 

(2) To what extent are Swedish Millennials aware of AFTP? 

(3) Which antecedents are important amongst Swedish Millennials when forming trust with 
AFTP? 

1.4 Purpose 

As stated above, there has been a decline in trust in banks. Accordingly, there is a need to 
seek whether opportunities for alternatives such as Lendify and Transferwise exist in the 
Swedish marketplace amongst Millennials. Therefore, the purpose of this research is twofold. 
Firstly, to investigate if the decline of trust in traditional financial transaction providers has 
permeated Swedish Millennials and, if so, resulted in an increase awareness in AFTP. 
Secondly, to provide companies active in the AFTP industry with insights regarding Swedish 
Millennials and trust theory (antecedents), resulting in managerial recommendations. Both 
purposes were achieved by conducting qualitative research in the form of focus groups. A 
focus group guide (Appendix 2), based on the conceptual framework, was used in order to 
structure data collection.   

1.5 Outline 

Proceeding the introduction, a literature review is presented and discussed. This section is 
divided into four essential themes: trust in general, trust in banks, trust in innovative 
technology and Millennials. Relevant literature related to these themes is discussed in this 
section. Based on the literature review, a theoretical model was constructed. This model is 
drawn from a combination of two models that can be found in the literature review. The 
antecedents to trust described in the theoretical model are also derived from the literature 
review. The study’s methodology is subsequently described in section three. This section 
explains how empirical data was collected and analysed, justifying the chosen research 
method. Furthermore, reliability, validity and limitations are included. In section four the 
findings and analysis are presented based on the three research questions. Quotes from focus 
groups participants are incorporated to support the analysis. Subsequently, the conclusions 
derived from the analysis are presented in section five. Lastly, managerial recommendations 
and recommendations for further research are presented in section six. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 Trust 

2.1.1 Trust in General 

The Oxford Dictionary defines trust as “the firm belief in the reliability, strength, or truth of 
someone or something.” Over the years this definition has been redefined and interpreted 
in academia. One such area that trust and its definition feature prominently is EC. For 
instance, the study of McKnight, Choudbary and Kacmar (2002), where a model of 
consumer trust in an EC vendor is developed and tested. However, one of the most cited 
works on trust was written by Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995). According to Mayer et 
al. (1995), the definition of trust is “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions 
of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action 
important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party”. 
This definition of trust is applicable to a relationship with another identifiable party who is 
perceived to act and react with volition toward the trustor (ibid.). This infers that ‘‘trust is 
not taking risk per se, but rather it is a willingness to take risk’’ (ibid.).  

Mayer et al. (1995) propose a model of trust (see section 2.1.2) whereby ability, benevolence 
and integrity are considered the main factors of perceived trustworthiness. These factors are 
influenced by the trustor's propensity to trust. Additionally, Mayer et al. (1995) state that 
trust only arises in a risky situation. In a revision of their earlier work on trust, Schoorman, 
Mayer and Davis (2007) state the level of trust is an indication of the amount of risk that one 
is willing to take. Lee and Turban (2001) agree that trust is an especially important factor 
under conditions of uncertainty and risk and argue further that newer commercial activities 
involve more uncertainty and risk than traditional commercial activities. Having AFTP in 
mind, uncertainty and risk become crucial factors in relation to trust. It is interesting to 
investigate whether Swedish Millennials perceive AFTP as a risky offering. Moreover, 
according to Grabner-Kräuter and Kaluscha (2003), the degree of uncertainty in a virtual 
environment of an economic transaction is higher than in traditional settings. Many AFTP 
operate exclusively in a virtual setting in order to avoid the financial burden bricks and mortar 
premises can entail. This aspect will be investigated amongst Swedish Millennials. 
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A distinction needs to be made about two different perspectives on trust. In their article, 
which was revised in 2007, Mayer et al. (1995) focus on trust in people, whereas McKnight, 
Carter, Thatcher, and Clay (2011) focus on trust in people and technology. The latter authors 
argue that ‘‘trust situations arise when one has to make oneself vulnerable by relying on 
another person or object, regardless of the trust object's will or volition’’ (McKnight et al., 
2011). Thus, if one can depend on an IT's attributes under uncertainty, then trust in 
technology is a viable concept (ibid.). Finally, Friedman, Khan and Howe (2000) assert that 
people trust people, not technology. Technology has changed since the publication of their 
article, thus people's view on trust in technology may have also changed.  

2.1.2 Models on Trust 

Mayer et al. (1995) are responsible for one of the most cited and well known studies on trust. 
In their study, a model of trust was proposed (Figure 1). According to Mayer et al. (1995), 
the model is the first that explicitly considers both characteristics of the trustee as well as the 
trustor. As the research of AFTP includes both parties, the proposed model is suitable to 
identify factors of perceived trustworthiness in this study. 

 

Figure 1. Model of Trust (Mayer et al., 1995). 

There are many antecedent factors leading to trust according to the literature review 
performed by Mayer et al. (1995). These authors identified the three most common factors 
in previous studies, namely ability, benevolence and integrity. These factors are important to 
trust and each may vary independently of the others. This statement does not imply that the 
three are unrelated to one another, but only that they are separable (ibid.). It means trust in 
AFTP can be measured by these factors, separately or as a whole. A description of the 
different factors is hereby needed.  
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At first, the ability leading to perceived trustworthiness. Ability relates to the competence or 
expertise of the trustee. This enables one of the parties to have influence within a special 
domain. Mayer et al. (1995) relate ability to a great competence of a specific party in a 
technical area. An example of one of those parties are companies active in P2P lending. 

The second factor relates to benevolence. “Benevolence is the extent to which a trustee is 
believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from an egocentric profit motive” (ibid.). 
In other words, it is a general view of doing good to the other party. When people connect 
with each other in order to use an AFTP, P2P lending for instance, trust can be perceived 
by the actual will of doing good to the other person. 

The third factor, integrity, relates to the need of the trustee “to adhere to a set of principles 
that the trustor finds acceptable” (ibid.). In other words, the trustee should comply to 
‘integrity guidelines’ in order to be trusted by the trustor. If the trustor does not find these 
principles acceptable, the trustee is considered to lack integrity. An example could be the 
consistency of the parties’ past actions influencing their perceived trustworthiness.  

All factors are affected by the trustor’s propensity. “The propensity might be thought of as 
the general willingness to trust others. Propensity will influence how much trust one has for 
a trustee prior to data on that particular party being available” (ibid.). Therefore, this could 
be a major issue in AFTP, as in most cases the trustee may be unknown, due to the relatively 
newness of the providers in comparison to traditional banks. 

In addition to the model of trust by Mayer et al. (1995), McKnight et al. (2011) posit a 
framework where trust is divided into the categories of people and technology. While many 
AFTP operate as web vendors with, at times, no contact aside from the user interface, the 
work by McKnight et al. (2011) act as a reminder that trust in people is still applicable. 
Therefore, the authors of this paper have chosen to widen the view of trust antecedents to 
not only the technological, but also the human and organisational in order to better 
understand trust antecedents in a more isolating manner.   

2.2 Propensity  

The Oxford Dictionary defines propensity as ‘‘the natural tendency to behave in a particular 
way.’’ As propensity relates to the natural tendency of behaviour, Hofstede’s research on 
cultural dimensions is utilised in this study as a starting point to understand the propensity 
of Swedish Millennials. In his study, Hofstede defined cultural differences between nations 
on different dimensions. These include power distance, individualism, masculinity and 
uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2001). Individualism and uncertainty avoidance have been 
selected in order to better understand the propensity amongst Swedish Millennials. The 
authors have omitted the dimensions of masculinity and power distance as these are not 
immediately relevant. 
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In terms of the individualism index, Sweden scores 71 (Hofstede Centre, 2016). This implies 
that Sweden is an individualistic society characterised by a ‘‘preference for a loosely-knit 
social framework in which individuals are expected to take care of themselves and their 
immediate families only’’ (ibid.). This high index score could imply a relatively low degree of 
trust in people, technology and institutions, whereas collectivistic countries tend to have a 
higher degree of trust. According to the Hofstede Centre (2016) uncertainty avoidance relates 
to the extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by ambiguous or unknown 
situations and have created beliefs and institutions that try to avoid these. Sweden scores 29 
on this dimension and thus has a very low preference for avoiding uncertainty. One of the 
characteristics of countries scoring low in uncertainty avoidance is that innovation is not seen 
as threatening (ibid.).  

The implication of a high individualism index score could be that Swedish Millennials require 
a specific formulation of trust antecedents before developing a trusting relationship with 
AFTP. On the other hand, Swedes’ low uncertainty index score implies that there may be 
few or low requirements to acquiring trust in AFTP. In a way these two scores contradict 
one another warranting further investigation.  

2.3 Trust in Banks 

The recent global financial crisis placed a spotlight on the issue of trust between consumers 
and financial institutions (Knell & Stix, 2015; Jansen et al., 2015). Of particular concern were 
deposit taking institutions, such as banks, which were heavily impacted by the deteriorating 
subprime mortgage market. Knell & Stix (2015) found that while institutional trust remains 
steady in the long run, it can change quite abruptly. During the crisis some banks, that were 
not even directly invested in subprime mortgages, faced drying lending markets that sparked 
anxiety in retail depositors (Shin, 2009). As previously mentioned in the introduction, trust 
on a global level in banks fell by 11% between 2008 and 2013 (Edelman, 2013). More 
specifically, in Sweden the level of trust in banks fell by 13% (ibid.). Further research on the 
matter found that decreasing trust in banks can be explained due to government intervention, 
a drop in share price, negative media reports and the issuance of large bonuses (Jansen et al., 
2015). As previously stated, one of the purposes of this paper is to investigate if there is a 
decline of trust in traditional financial transaction providers, namely banks, by Swedish 
Millennials. 
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2.4 Trust in Innovative Technology 

Literature regarding trust and innovative technologies has its heritage in research 
surrounding organisational trust, the internet and, subsequently, the emergence of EC. 
Organisational trust literature, particularly that of Mayer et al. (1995), introduced trust 
definitions and proposed a model for trust. McKnight et al. (2001) added to this by defining 
trust in EC customer relationships and introducing an interdisciplinary typology. Friedman 
et al. (2000) and their work regarding online trust identifies differences between human and 
system like trust beliefs, stating that “online interactions represent a complex blend of human 
actors and technological systems’’ (2000, p. 36). This work was subsequently revised by 
Lankton et al. (2015) who advocated research into the humanness of technology. 

The advent of EC subsequently gave rise to the need for Electronic Payment Systems (EPS). 
Due to the fundamental differences between EPS and traditional payment solutions, EPS 
have warranted trust research surrounding questions of “security, reliability, scalability 
anonymity, acceptability, privacy, efficiency, and convenience’’ (Kim et al., 2010, p. 84).  
While not the focus of this research, EPS are an example of innovative technology that 
presents challenging trust prospects (Luo et al. 2010) that could provide insights into 
innovative technology acceptance in AFTP. 

2.5 Millennials  

Previous generational studies often used Millennials and Generation Y interchangeably. For 
the purpose of this study the term Millennials will be used. Benckendorff, Moscardo and 
Pendergast (2010, p. 2) define people born between 1982 and 2002 as Millennials, and Bolton 
et al. (2013) categorise the generation to be born between 1981 and 1999. However, there is 
no widespread agreement on the start and end points for Millennials (ibid.). The Oxford 
Dictionary formulates a broader definition and additionally relates the generation to the high 
extent of technological familiarity: “The generation born in the 1980s and 1990s, comprising 
primarily the children of the baby boomers and typically perceived as increasingly familiar 
with digital and electronic technology.” In a demographic study on Baby Boomers, 
Generation X and Generation Y, Millennials are defined as individuals born between 1985 
and 2005 (Markert, 2004). To avoid confusion this definition will be utilised in this study, 
meaning that as of 2016 the Millennial age bracket is between 11 and 31 years of age. 
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Millennials are considered to be familiar with digital technology. Other studies agree on this 
statement. Nusair, Parsa and Cobanoglu (2011) state Millennials are technologically advanced 
and are more immersed in EC. A reason for this technologic advantage, according to 
Immordino-Yang, Christodoulou and Singh (2012), is an early and frequent exposure to 
technology. This exposure has advantages and disadvantages in terms of cognitive, 
emotional, and social outcomes. An example of an advantage is the way Millennials rely on 
technology as a means of interaction with one another. This might be an advantage in relation 
to AFTP usage, as this generation could be more eager to rely on AFTP technology. 
Moreover, Millennials are 2.5 times more likely to be an early adaptor of technology than 
other generations (Millenialmarketing, 2016), which may also be advantageous with regards 
to AFTP. 

Digital technology has increased the levels of connectivity among people and thereby 
reduced the apparent value of privacy in society (Prensky, 2001). In his study Prensky (2001) 
also introduces the terms digital immigrants and digital natives, respectively Baby Boomers (born 
between 1946 and 1964) and Millennials. Digital natives are native speakers of the digital 
language (ibid., p. 2). These terms are widely accepted and used in later studies. In a more 
recent comparative study regarding trust development, Obal and Kunz (2013) compare 
digital immigrants and digital natives with regards to trust in technology. According to their 
conclusion, digital natives (Millennials) are ‘‘more trusting of technology, less concerned with 
privacy, and more interested in connectivity and gathering information quickly’’ (ibid.). It is 
interesting to investigate to what extent these characteristic relate to trust in AFTP.  

2.6 Conceptual Framework 

The theoretical model for this study is based on the aforementioned Mayer et al. (1995) 
model and the McKnight et al. (2011) framework, which can be found in section 2.1.2. Due 
to a number of reasons, including the different purpose of this study, it’s focus on AFTP 
and further insights gained by conducting a literature review of more contemporary research, 
a revised model of trust has been developed (Figure 2). As such, contrary to Mayer et al. 
(1995), the authors of this study posit that the process of trust begins with propensity, that 
is the natural tendency to behave in a particular way. It relates to the natural setting of a 
person (Swedish Millennial in this case), therefore the model starts with propensity. 
Proceeding propensity are factors of perceived trustworthiness. In other words, antecedents 
to trust. Whilst conducting the literature review, a wide range of antecedents were found. 
These were largely categorised into either trust in people or trust in technology (as in Table 
3). Once the categorisation stage was complete the antecedents were scrutinised and 
subsequently formed the basis for Figure 2. 
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Table 3. Antecedents to trust 

Authors Antecedents Trust in People/Technology 

Chellappa and Pavlou 
(2002) 

Perceived security Technology 

Friedman, Khan and Howe 
(2000) 

Reliability and security of technology, knowing what 
people tend to do online, misleading language and 
images, disagreements about what counts as 
harm, informed consent, anonymity, accountability, 
saliency of cues in the online environment, 
insurance, and performance history and reputation 

Technology 

Kim, Tao, Shin and Kim 
(2010) 

Technical protection, transaction procedures and 
security statements 

Technology 

Kim, Ferrin and Rao (2008) Information quality, reputation, familiarity Technology 

Lee and Turban (2001) Technical competence, reliability Technology 

Mayer, Davis and 
Schoorman (1995) 

Ability, benevolence, integrity People 

McKnight and Chervany 
(2001) 

Competence, benevolence, integrity, predictability Technology & people 

McKnight, Carter, Thatcher 
and Clay (2011) 

Functionality, reliability, helpfulness, benevolence Technology & people 

Lankton, McKnight and 
Tripp (2015) 

Usefulness, enjoyment, trusting intention, 
continuance intention 

Technology & people 

Ridings, Befen and Arinze 
(2002) 

Perceived responsiveness, confiding personal 
information, disposition to trust 

People 

Selnes (1998) Competence, communication, commitment, conflict 
handling 

People 

Sztompka (1999) Reputation, performance, appearance People 

Yoon (2002) Online websites: transaction security, web-site 
properties, search functionality, personal variables 

Technology 

 

The antecedents used for this study (as per Figure 2) are described below. The category of 
people includes ability, benevolence, integrity, competence, communication and responsiveness. 
Definitions for ability, benevolence and integrity can be found in section 2.1.2, where Mayer 
et al.’s model on trust is explained. According to McKnight and Chervany (2001), ‘‘competence 
means that one believes that the other party has the ability or power to do for one what one 
needs done’’. The authors state that the consumer would believe that the vendor can provide 
the goods and services in a proper and convenient way. Furthermore, communication is defined 
by Selnes (1998) as ‘‘the ability of the supplier to provide timely and trustworthy 
information’’. Lastly, Ridings, Gefen and Arinze (2002) argue that when people often and 
quickly reply to messages, trust is built. This relates to the responsiveness as a factor of trust. 
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Friedman, Khan and Howe (2000) describe reliability as a technological factor of 
trustworthiness. They posit that ‘‘end users must decide whether or not to trust an online 
environment in which certain vulnerabilities are unknown, even to the most knowledgeable 
individuals’’ (ibid.). Moreover, the technical competence of a system is its ability to perform the 
tasks it is supposed to perform (Lee and Turban, 2001). McKnight, Carter, Thatcher and 
Clay (2011) refer to functionality as whether one expects a technology to have the capacity or 
capability to complete a required task. According to Lankton, McKnight and Tripp (2015) 
trusting beliefs should influence usefulness because trustworthy systems can enhance 
performance and productivity and help users successfully accomplish their tasks. This helps 
understanding why usefulness is a factor of perceived trustworthiness. Lastly, Chellappa and 
Pavlou (2002) define perceived information security as the ‘‘subjective probability with which 
consumers believe that their personal information will not be viewed, stored or manipulated 
during transit or storage by inappropriate parties, in a manner consistent with their confident 
expectations’’ (ibid.). 

A crucial aspect besides people and technology are the entities that strings them together: 
organisations. Sztompka (1999) describes three bases for which primary trustworthiness can 
be established. He argues that people often take all three, or various combinations of them, 
into account, sometimes arranging them in a separate order (ibid., p. 83). Two of them, 
reputation and appearance, were identified as being important considerations in a trust construct 
relating to this study. Reputation is simply defined as ‘‘the record of past deeds’’ (ibid., p. 77). 
Appearance might also be an important factor when it comes to trusting organisations. 
Finally, Friedman et al. (2000) describe accountability as a factor of perceived trust. They argue 
that fewer incentives for goodwill exist when a person, or in this case an organisation, is not 
transparent as to their whereabouts (ibid.).  

Thus, the propensity of a person influences the antecedents to trust. This outcome results in 
the establishment of trust in AFTP, which is the next step in the model. Trust will 
subsequently lead to the intention to transact. Due to time limitations, this study is not able 
to investigate whether the outcome of the transaction will lead to a change in propensity. 
Presumably it does, as the outcome of a trust process may change the natural tendency of a 
person to behave in a particular way. This could the subject of further research.  
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Figure 2. Designed model on trust (own work, 2016) 
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3. Methodology  

3.1 Empirical Data Collection 

This section outlines how the focus groups were prepared, conducted and analysed. The 
operationalisation table and the focus group guide can be found respectively in Appendix 1 
and Appendix 2 and are further explained below. In order to give an overview of the different 
steps in the methodology process, a timeline is provided in Table 4. 

3.1.1 Operationalisation 

As a starting point for the empirical data collection, an operationalisation table (Appendix 1) 
was created. This allowed for the formation of appropriate and specific focus group 
questions that related to the research questions, purposes and theory that preceded it. 
Research question one and two were related to the first purpose, whereas research question 
three related to the second purpose. Research question one pertained to whether or not trust 
in banks is decreasing amongst Swedish Millennials, and focus group questions one to four 
were formulated accordingly. Research question two gauged the sample group’s awareness 
of AFTP. This was measured by formulating questions five to eight. Lastly question three 
fulfilled the second purpose by investigating which antecedents are deemed important when 
forming trust with AFTP. This was operationalised in questions nine to eleven. A more 
detailed explanation of the formulated focus group questions can be found in section 3.1.4. 

	  

Table 4. Methodology timeline 

Date 
14/4/16-
24/4/16 20/4/16 25/4/16 26/4/16 2/5/16 27/4/16-

3/5/16 
3/5/16-
7/5/16 

 
Activity 

 

 
Recruiting 

participants 
for focus 
groups 

 

Trial 
focus 
group 

Focus 
Group 1 

 Focus 
Group 2 

 Focus 
Group 3 Transcription Analysis 
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3.1.2 Sampling 

An a priori purposive sample was used in order to select participants for focus groups 1, 2 
and 3. This is a sampling method whereby the relevant sampling criteria is established at the 
beginning of the research and there is little or no adding to it as data collection proceeds 
(Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 430). The criteria of this study required participants to be Swedish 
nationals aged between 18 and 31 years of age. As for the trial focus group, participants were 
required to be within the 18 to 31 age bracket regardless of nationality. Purposive sampling 
was chosen for this study as it allowed for the selection of participants in order to best answer 
the research questions. The authors acknowledge that this age bracket is slimmer than the 
definition used for Millennials. Participants below the minimum age may not be able to 
provide insight into the topics of interest. 

3.1.3 Focus Groups 

The second purpose of this study is to identify antecedents to forming trust in AFTP 
amongst Swedish Millennials. Developing trust is a process (as per the posited model in 
section 2) and therefore this process is more suitable to measure with a qualitative method. 
This study utilises focus groups as the primary method of data collection. According to 
Kitzinger (1995) focus groups are particularly useful for exploring people's knowledge and 
experiences and can be used to examine how people think and why they think that way. 
Another advantage relates to the form of communication in focus groups. Kitzinger (1995) 
states that people in focus groups use “day to day interaction, including jokes, anecdotes, 
teasing, and arguing.” (ibid., p. 299). Therefore, the focus group method contains unique 
characteristics, “revealing dimensions of understanding that often remain untapped by more 
conventional data collection techniques” (ibid., p. 299). This underlines the choice of using 
focus groups as a research method for this study. 

Four focus groups were held in order to collect data. The first iteration acted as a trial in 
order to further refine the topics for discussion and questions to be asked in the remaining 
three groups. The basis for this approach centred on the fact that AFTP may not be a well-
known concept and a trial could illuminate prior knowledge (or lack of) amongst Swedish 
Millennials. For example, knowledge and usage of AFTP was low in the trial focus group 
which led to more extensive examples being given in subsequent groups. The trial focus 
group consisted of four students from the International Marketing Master’s program at 
Mälardalen University. It should be noted that none of these participants were Swedish but 
rather Canadian, Dutch, German and Greek (three males and one female). This resulted in a 
welcoming outcome in the subsequent focus groups. That is, observations of the Swedish 
participants were starkly contrastable and more generalizable than during the trial. Trial 
participants were contacted via event organising software on 14th of April 2016 before being 
reminded of the scheduled session on the 19th of April via email.   

After the trial, three more focus groups were held. The first being on the 25th of April, the 
second on the 26th of April and the third on the 2nd of May. The first two sessions were held 
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at Mälardalen University in Västerås and the last session took place in Stockholm. The 
participants in all sessions were Swedes aged between 22 and 30 years (Millennials) recruited 
between the 14th and 24th of April. All participants were contacted in person. Event 
organising software was also used to determine a suitable time for each session and reminders 
were sent on the 19th of April for the first session and the 24th of April for the second session. 
For the third session a reminder was sent on the 1st of May. All groups consisted of three 
participants and the ratio of men and women was almost equally divided. Furthermore, 
participants were offered the right of anonymity. The group discussion was led by a 
moderator, who used a guide in order to stimulate discussion between participants. This 
approach drew open-ended responses, interviewee-interviewee and interviewee-interviewer 
interaction, which resulted in “richer detailed answers’’ (Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 481). All 
sessions lasted approximately one hour and were held in meeting rooms that provided a 
quiet, neutral setting, to avoid any distraction. Lastly, due to the nature of collection, the data 
concerning this research is of a primary nature. 

3.1.4 Focus Group Guide 

The focus group guide divided each focus group into five stages, which delivered more 
specific open-ended questions to participants. The focus group guide used during primary 
data collection can be found in Appendix 2 and will be further outlined in the following. A 
brief introduction (stage 1) explaining the topic and focus group rules quickly led to 
traditional banks (stage 2), and establishing whether or not participants were engaged with 
banks (question 1), what the trust atmosphere was (question 2 and question 3) and whether 
this had changed over time. Question 4 probed participants as to what circumstances or 
events led to their current view and level of trust. 

The third stage centred on AFTP and to avoid ambiguity participants were offered two 
examples by the moderators. First P2P lending was explained by comparing a 12-month 
fixed term deposit offered by Lendify, an AFTP, with a comparable product from SEB (a 
Swedish bank). The second example explained P2P transfers and also compared an AFTP, 
Transferwise, with SEB. Details for these examples can be found in Tables 1 and 2 in section 
1.2. Questions posed to participants in this stage identified knowledge of and whether in fact 
they had used any AFTP (question 5 and 6). Question 7 established the experience of those 
participants who had used AFTP in the past while question 8 probed those who had not 
used AFTP as to their willingness to do so. 

The fourth stage of the focus group was used to identify trust antecedents for AFTP amongst 
participants. Questions 9 and 10 asked what antecedents were required for participants to 
engage with AFTP. It should be noted that at this stage no antecedents from the theoretical 
model were offered by the moderators. It was only after participants nominated antecedents 
relevant to them that the moderators offered further antecedents for consideration (question 
11). After this stage the focus groups were brought to a close by asking participants if they 
had any further comments and thanking them for their time and input (stage 5).  
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3.2 Data Analysis 

Thematic analysis was employed in order to analyse the primary data collected during each 
focus group. According to Bryman and Bell (2015, p. 600) analysts can create or build themes 
based on categories identified in the data, the research focus or codes built from transcripts. 
In this instance the authors have used the main stages of the focus group and their respective 
questions to formulate three themes. These are banks, AFTP and antecedents.  

The data was analysed in three steps. Firstly, the data needed to be organised. All three focus 
groups were transcribed in full to ensure none of the data was lost. The second step was to 
identify a structure to analyse the data. The data was structured according the three research 
questions, which meant it was structured according the focus group guide (Appendix 2). The 
last step was the interpretation of the data. A part of this step was writing the findings and 
analysis. As in the focus groups, the main focus of the analysis surrounded AFTP (research 
question two) and trust antecedents (research question three). The stage relating to trust in 
banks (research question one) was also analysed in order to understand whether there has 
been a decline of trust in banks among Swedish Millennials.  

3.3 Reliability and Validity 

3.3.1 Reliability 

Reliability is concerned with the question of whether the results of a study are repeatable 
(Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 49). Reliability is particularly at issue in connection with quantitative 
research (ibid., p. 49). Therefore, the way in which reliability is measured in qualitative 
research is slightly different, especially regarding external and internal reliability. External 
reliability, the degree to which a study can be replicated (ibid., p. 400), is a demanding 
criterion to meet as it is difficult to exactly replicate focus groups. However, by precisely 
describing the way the data is collected, that is, how the focus groups are organised, the 
requirements of external reliability will be reached. Also, the focus groups are transcribed in 
full and are available upon request if necessary. Secondly, internal reliability relates to whether 
or not members of the research team agree about what they see and hear (ibid., p. 400). The 
internal reliability will be enhanced by transcribing and discussing the focus group outcomes 
together in order to agree on the interpretation. 

3.3.2 Validity 

The validity of research is concerned with the integrity of the conclusions that are generated 
(ibid., p. 50). Just as reliability in qualitative research, validity is also different from a 
qualitative approach. Firstly, the internal validity criterion is met by measuring whether or 
not there is a good match between researcher’s observations and the theoretical ideas they 
develop (ibid., p. 400). By relating the observations in the focus groups to the proposed 
research model internal validity is enhanced. This is done by making use of the 
operationalisation table (Appendix 1), which connects the focus group stages with developed 
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theoretical ideas. Secondly, external validity refers to the degree to which findings can be 
generalised across social settings (ibid., p. 400). LeCompte and Goetz (1982) argue that, 
unlike internal validity, external validity represents a problem for qualitative researchers 
because of their tendency to use case studies and small samples. Their statement is in line 
with this study, as outcomes from three focus groups cannot be generalised across social 
settings. However, this study is able to give insights into Swedish Millennials’ views on trust 
of financial transaction providers. 

3.4 Limitations 

A number of limitations were faced during the study. Time constraints of the study called 
for a small window of opportunity to collect and analyse data. This resulted in a relatively 
small number of focus groups being organised, conducted and subsequently analysed. While 
the authors do feel that data of a rich and illuminating nature was collected, due to the limited 
number participants it will not be possible to generalise the empirical findings to the ‘real’ 
world. The findings will, however, be able to give an indication of Swedish Millennials’ 
perception regarding trust in financial transaction providers.  

Additional limitations concern the studied participants. They were, for instance, all of a 
similar academic standing. This implies a homogeneous sample selection. Furthermore, all 
participants reside in urbanised areas in central Sweden and their opinions may be subject to 
the locale. Also, language may have influenced the way in which participants were able to 
express themselves as participants were not native English speakers. However, none of the 
participants sought an explanation of the questions asked. 

Lastly, according to Smithson (2000) certain types of focus group participants may dominate 
the research process. For instance, some participants may feel insecure about their statements 
because of a lack of knowledge as opposed to others. However, this limitation was held to a 
minimum by making use of relatively small focus groups so that all participants were able to 
express their view on the topics at hand. 
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4. Findings & Analysis 

 

Bryman and Bell (2015) state that unlike quantitative data analysis, clear cut rules about how 
qualitative data analysis should be carried out have not been developed. For this reason, data 
analysis was performed by analysing the findings based on the authors’ interpretations. 
However, thematic analysis was employed in order to give these interpretations structure. 
This method calls for the creation of themes, for which the main stages of the focus group 
were used. Quotes attributable to focus group participants will be italicised and referenced 
in the following way: (focus group <>, stage <>, participant <>). 

4.1 Propensity 

Following a brief introduction participants were asked a series of questions related to 
traditional banks. While this line of questioning sought to shed light on trust in banks it also 
intended to uncover the natural tendency of Swedish Millennials towards trust and confirm 
or refute Hofstede’s dimensions of individualism and uncertainty avoidance in relation to 
Swedes. While not the original intention of the authors, insights pertaining to propensity 
were also found in proceeding stages of the focus group. These will be included in the 
discussion of propensity here.  

The individualism index for Sweden is 71 (Hofstede Centre, 2016), which implies a relatively 
low degree of trust in people, technology and organisations. In terms of organisational trust, 
focus group participants exhibited a mixed response. For example, while one participant 
quickly exclaimed ‘‘No!’’ (focus group 3, stage 1, participant 1) when asked if they trusted 
banks others were more measured and expressed trust as a necessity. In terms of initial trust 
in technology, the authors observed a largely sceptical view. For example, when describing 
their opinion of Swish (see Appendix 4 for a description of this service) one participant stated 
that ‘‘the first time I heard [of Swish] I felt that there was no way I would use it’’ (focus group 1, stage 
2, participant 3). Others expressed a need for validation from within their immediate family 
or friendship group. Based on these observations, the authors deem that Hofstede’s 
individualism index strongly relates to Swedish Millennials and implies that propensity to 
trust amongst this generation is low. Therefore, focusing on antecedents to trust and 
influencing them positively is crucial for AFTP. This finding is self-validating of the 
antecedent’s section of the study. 
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The uncertainty avoidance index for Sweden is 29 (Hofstede Centre, 2016). This implies that 
Swedes are open to change and innovation (Hofstede, 2001). Observations from the focus 
groups suggest that this rings true of Swedish Millennials. For example, a number of 
participants indicated that they would be willing to, at least, trial the example AFTP: ‘‘I feel 
like I would try’’ (focus group 3, stage 2, participant). As stated in section 2.2 the dimensions 
of individualism and uncertainty avoidance seem to imply contradicting perspectives of 
Swedes. However, the focus groups brought clarity to this issue. That is to say there is an 
obvious openness to innovation but also a requirement that innovation has been affirmed 
by immediate friends or family. For example, endorsements by famous influencers would 
not necessarily be productive or as this participant put it: ‘‘if it’s someone like Zlatan it’s like, you 
do it for the money’’ (focus group 1, stage 2, participant 3). 

4.2 Banks 

During this stage of the focus group all participants indicated that they were customers of 
Swedish banks (question 1). This is somewhat unsurprising as all participants reside in 
Sweden and are Swedish citizens. However, the general attitude towards these financial 
institutions was largely explained as a necessity. For example, one participant explained 
traditional banking services as ‘‘something that you have to have. Once you settle you just go with it.’’ 
(focus group 1, stage 3, participant 2).  

After identifying whether or not participants were customers of banks they were asked if 
they trusted them (question 2). Opinion was split almost evenly for and against with some 
expressing strong views on the topic. One participant stated that ‘‘we need to trust’’ (focus 
group 1, stage 2, participant 2) whereas an opposing view explained ‘‘When you add all these 
things from the banking side. The mismanagement, the big bonuses, the fact that I have to pay for the things 
I do myself, all the scandals, everything. I mean there is no trust between me and any bank. I hate them all.’’ 
(focus group 2, stage 2 participant 1). Middle ground responses tended to focus on their own 
experiences leading to a state of trust, for example one participant stated ‘‘I don’t have any 
problems with them, so I would say I do trust the bank I have.’’ (focus group 2, stage 2, participant 
3). These findings largely correspond with Knell and Stix (2015) and Jansen et al. (2015). The 
former posited that trust in banks is related to a subjective view of financial institutions based 
on the individual’s personal experience and economic outlook while the latter authors explain 
trust in banks based on a criteria including, among other things, executive bonuses. One 
interesting facet that was revealed during this stage was that a number of participants 
expressed a view of trusting Swedish banks more than foreign banks. This will be further 
discussed in section 4.4.3.   

While keeping banks the subject of attention, participants were asked if their level of trust in 
these institutions had changed over time (question 3). This sought to identify if Swedish 
Millennials trust in banks echoed the sentiment expressed by Edelman’s (2013) report that 
trust in banks amongst Swedes had dropped from 51% to 38% between 2008 and 2013. 
Participants largely attributed their formulation of trust over time to either personal 
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maturation or global events with financial repercussions (Knell & Stix, 2015). As a participant 
explained ‘‘one part is growing up and one part is that everything has been more and more exposed’’ (focus 
group 3, stage 2, participant 1). It was common that participants would refer to a current 
affair such as the Panama Papers when explaining their level of trust over time. For example, 
one participant stated ‘‘I have some trust and some distrust…for example what happened with Nordea 
and the Panama Papers.’’ (focus group 3, stage 2, participant 3). Most participants referenced 
the fact that their trust of banks had been affected over time as they matured personally and 
became less apathetic to financial concerns. Statements such as ‘‘I think the older you get the more 
aware you are that banks are in the business of making money.’’ (focus group 1, stage 2, participant 
1) and ‘‘the more you know about the financial world the more you trust it less.’’ (focus group 3, stage 
2, participant 1) exemplify this point. Overall, it was clear that the level of trust in banks 
displayed by participants had changed over time in a negative fashion regardless of their 
answers to question two (trust of banks in general).  

4.3 AFTP 

After gauging the amount of trust in banks the focus changed to the trust atmosphere of 
AFTP. Two examples of AFTP were introduced as explained in section 1.2. Participants 
were then asked whether they knew of any AFTP based on the examples given (question 5). 
Swish was brought up in focus group 1 as a possible form of AFTP. Swish is technically not 
an AFTP as the service is owned by the six largest banks in Sweden. In focus group 2 one 
participant had heard of Lendify before. This participant noticed a trend in financial 
transaction providers: “I heard about Lendify. I mean, this kind of tendency when you always have this 
established banks and then you have small players like Lendify and Transferwise, I mean it is a worldwide 
trend.” (focus group 2, stage 3, participant 1). However, the majority of the participants were 
not aware of any AFTP. This is not completely in line with Nusair et al (2011), who state 
Millennials are generally more immersed in EC. One of the participants came up with a 
possible reason by stating “I don’t really pay attention because the whole banking thing is really not that 
interesting. It’s something you have to have. Once you settle you just go with it.” (focus group 1, stage 3, 
participant 2). 

In addition to the previous question, participants were asked whether they have used AFTP 
in the past (question 6). Usage was found to be low with only one participants having heard 
of Lendify, meaning none of the participants used any AFTP before. Swish was the closest 
thing to an AFTP used by any participant. Based on the Swish topic participants were asked 
to share their experience of this financial transaction provider (question 7): “I think, for 
example with Swish, the first time I heard about it there was no way I would use it, but since it became 
popular and banks started marketing the system, then maybe I would try it.” (focus group 1, stage 3, 
participant 3). This implies the provider was not trusted directly, but users needed some time 
to be convinced. 

	  



	 	

	 	
	
	
	

23 

As none of the participants had used AFTP they were asked whether they would be willing 
to, based on the examples given by moderators (question 8). The majority of the participants 
had a positive attitude towards using them, as a participant stated “Yes, I mean Transferwise 
sounds good. And Lendify over SEB… If I would lend I would probably go with Lendify or consider using 
it.” (focus group 3, stage 3, participant 3). Another participant was mainly interested in the 
lender’s perspective of Lendify by stating “It is an interesting concept, absolutely. And I don’t feel 
like playing the stock market so I might just use this instead.” (focus group 2, stage 3, participant 1). 
The initial reaction towards using AFTP was mainly positive, although some conditions were 
found to be important. For instance, the relative newness of the AFTP. As a participant 
stated “In general it feels like how established something is, is very important.” (focus group 3, stage 3, 
participant 2). AFTP are relatively new companies which was found to affect the 
consideration of participants to use them. Furthermore, the perceived risk has to be taken 
into consideration when willing to use AFTP as a participant stated “I think that I would find 
out what I wanted and then maybe I could imagine myself using it. But I can’t see myself googling it and then 
just trying it because you want to make sure your money does not disappear.” (focus group 1, stage 3, 
participant 2). Another participant elaborates on the risk that is involved: “If you get more in 
return but it is during 12 months then I don’t know how many people are using it or if they are going to go 
bankrupt in that year. I think it depends on the safety in that area. If I’m going to lose my money or not.” 
(focus group 3, stage 3, participant 1). The aforementioned usage conditions led to the 
antecedent stage of the focus groups. In the following section those antecedents are 
described in more detail.  

4.4 Antecedents 

Following the AFTP stage moderators directed the attention of participants towards 
antecedents of trust. Initially, broadly phrased questions were used in order for participants 
to nominate, in their minds, the most important antecedents to forming a trusting 
relationship with AFTP. Later these questions were narrowed to include antecedents from 
the designed model of trust (Figure 2) that were not initially nominated. It should be noted 
that some antecedents from the model, namely benevolence, integrity, competence, technical 
competence and usefulness were not discussed during focus groups to the extent that 
primary data can be analysed. This does not, however, warrant the exclusions of these 
antecedents from Figure 2. Rather, these antecedents could be the focus of further research. 

4.4.1. People 

The two most nominated antecedents to trust in the people category were communication and 
responsiveness. Communication was emphasised by participants as being pivotal to their 
decision to form trust (Selnes, 1998) and use AFTP. This could be because, as one participant 
put it, ‘‘I think it’s hard to build trust over the Internet.’’ (focus group 1, stage 4, participant 1). The 
inclusion of human interaction may act to alleviate any initial concerns as ‘‘You… want to see 
the person in the eyes and talk or listen to them. It’s a way of feeling safe – that it’s real!’’ (focus group 3, 
stage 4, participant 1). The sentiment of this statement was echoed by other participants: ‘‘I 
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know if someone is talking to me, face to face, then I feel that it’s harder to lie.’’ (focus group 1, stage 4, 
participant 3). It should be noted that these opinions were influenced by the prospect that 
interacting with AFTP could result in loss due to these companies having limited liability and 
no state guarantee as traditional deposit taking institutions do. This aspect will be further 
explored in the organisation category. Some participants expressed a view that human 
communication was not necessary to form trust between themselves and AFTP. For 
example, one responded that ‘‘an internet service, that would be enough for me. I don’t feel like I have 
to talk to a human.’’ (focus group 2, stage 4, participant 2). However, it was clear that a majority 
of participants require, at least, the availability of human communication to form trust with 
AFTP. 

Responsiveness was highlighted as an important antecedent alongside communication. 
Participants emphasised the need for timely responses from AFTP in regards to 
communication whether it be via email or phone. In terms of email responses one participant 
stated that ‘‘if they don’t have a phone number then I expect them to answer very quickly.’’ (focus group 
1, stage 4, participant 1). The ‘‘availability to have a human on the other end’’ (focus group 2, stage 
4, participant 1) to facilitate communication via the phone was also expressed as being equally 
important due to the often timely nature of financial transactions. While most participants 
indicated that quick responses facilitated trust (Ridings, Gefen & Arinze, 2002) it should also 
be noted that a minority were of the opinion that timely responsiveness could impact 
negatively on their trust. As one participant stated ‘‘I would rather wait, if they respond too quickly 
then it’s like they have nothing to do.’’ (focus group 1, stage 4, participant 3). 

In addition to the participant nominated antecedents of communication and responsiveness, 
ability was a moderator nominated antecedent. This aspect of trust was explored by giving 
participants further background information regarding the founders of Transferwise in 
which they were explained as being P2P experts. When queried whether this perspective 
meant ability would become a relied upon antecedent to trust regarding AFTP one 
participant said ‘‘I think so. With a proven track record you can see that this is what they do, this is the 
new form.’’ (focus group 1, stage 4, participant 1). However, another participant responded ‘‘I 
would trust the theory more but I don’t think it would increase my trust in actually using it.’’ (focus group 
1, stage 4, participant 2). Therefore, ability appears to be somewhat disputed as an antecedent 
to trust of AFTP amongst the focus group participants.  

4.4.2 Technology 

As mentioned during the introduction of this study, Sweden is ranked third amongst the best 
connected and most innovation driven countries in the world (Global Information 
Technology Report, 2015). Furthermore, Nusair et al. (2011) state that Millennials are 
technologically advanced. These facts imply a high level in use of technology and therefore 
the authors assumed trust in technology would also be high. This expectation matched one 
of the participants’ views on functionality, comparing tangible banks with mobile applications, 
like Swish: “I would rather use Swish, because you see everything, notifications, etc. I think I would trust 
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that system more than going to my traditional bank and transferring or paying bills. I don’t know why.” 
(focus group 1, stage 4, participant 1). In addition, another participant did seem to know why 
by reacting on the previous statement, stating “We are used to everything in our phone now.” (focus 
group 1, stage 4, participant 3). These statements are in line with McKnight et al. (2011), who 
relate functionality to the expectation of whether one expects a technology to have the 
capability to complete a required task. This expectation among participants is high. 
Furthermore, other participants also mentioned functionality as a relevant antecedent when 
using AFTP. In reaction to the question of whether functionality would be an important 
antecedent to trust, one participants related functionality to the interface of the website by 
replying “Well, the interface has to work well.” (focus group 2, stage 3, participant 1). As Swedes 
have a high level of technology usage, and this fact was confirmed by most participants, 
functionality is an important antecedent for trusting AFTP. 

Next to functionality, security was to be an important antecedent. As one participant stated 
“I’m really into security. For example, I don’t care if it is slow, as long as the connection is secure.” (focus 
group 3, stage 3, participant 3). This was agreed upon by another participant who stated 
“Absolutely, I would trade speed for security.” (focus group 3, stage 3, participant 2). These 
comments indicate security is a strong antecedent for trusting AFTP. The security issue was 
also raised by another participant without the moderator’s involvement. It was interesting 
how security was perceived with traditional banks. For instance, when discussing the fees 
per transaction charged by traditional banks, a participant stated “If we are going back to trust, I 
understand if they said we – traditional banks – are going to raise the fee, but in return we are going to 
improve security, I would understand that. But that is something they never do.” (focus group 2, stage 4, 
participant 1). An opposing opinion was raised by another participant when discussing 
security in financial transactions. The participant brought up perceived security when logging 
in on a device with a Mobile Bank ID by stating “You have six numbers before you log in and it 
really feels safe. It feels trustful.” (focus group 1, stage 4, participant 3). This statement is in line 
with Chellappa and Pavlou (2002), who relate perceived security to the probability that 
‘‘consumers believe that their personal information is not viewed, stored or manipulated by 
inappropriate parties’’. Overall, due to length of discussion and opposing opinions on 
security in banks and AFTP, security is an important antecedent for most of the participants. 

Lastly, reliability was mentioned as a technical antecedent for trusting AFTP. When discussing 
the terms and conditions of Transferwise, the reliability of companies active in AFTP was 
mentioned by a participant stating “I think it depends on how open they seem to be on their website. If 
it is quite easy; then it is fine.” (focus group 1, stage 4, participant 2). The overall opinion on 
reliability is not as strong as the previous antecedents related to technology. 
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4.4.3. Organisation 

The organisation category combines people and technology as a whole. Firstly, reputation was 
a crucial antecedent according to participants. When discussing the decrease of trust in banks 
due to the financial crisis, a participant stated: “I think the older you get, the more aware you are that 
banks are in the business of making money. They are not in the business of doing a favour, in that sense.” 
(focus group 1, stage 1, participants 1). The same participant also compared AFTP with 
banks by stating “I still trust my bank but if we are going to put the traditional banks against the 
alternatives, I would say that is a lot smoother with the alternative.” (focus group 1, stage 1, participant 
1). These statements illustrate the tendency among some participants to attribute a higher 
reputation to AFTP over banks. However, a distinction of reputation between banks was 
made as a participant stated: “The established banks have a different clientele. For instance, this Danish 
bank – Danske Bank – typically have people in the higher income levels. It sounds really strange, kind of 
childish even, but I trust the bank that has a richer clientele more.” (focus group 2, stage 4, participant 
1). When asking to relate this view on AFTP, the participant stated “If this thing – Lendify –  
somehow places itself in the middle, it would work.” (focus group 2, stage 4, participant 1). This 
statement on Lendify relates to the positioning of AFTP compared to banks. Sztompka 
(1999, p.77) defines reputation as “the record of past deeds”. This definition was supported 
by another view on reputation: “In general it feels like how established something is, is very important.” 
(focus group 3, stage 1, participant 2). This statement is in favour of traditional banks 
compared to AFTP, as AFTP companies are relatively new. Lastly, the reputation of AFTP 
was measured by gauging whether known people, like Richard Branson (one of the investors 
of Transerwise), could influence the reputation of AFTP. For most of the participants it 
would not enhance reputation directly, as stated “It does not matter, because the investors have a 
diversified portfolio.” (focus group 2, stage 4, participant 1). However, as one participant stated, 
it could depend on how the endorsement is performed: “If it is a commercial I don’t trust it because 
obviously they get paid for it, but if it is trough social media it feels more like it is them.” (focus group 1, 
stage 4, participant 2). In conclusion, reputation brought up diversified and strong opinions 
amongst participants, which implies it is an important antecedent.  

Participants also discussed appearance as an antecedent for trusting AFTP. For instance, 
appearance in commercials was mentioned by stating “I don’t know about Lendify, but when I 
think about other online banks, they are more like trying to be cool with their commercials.” (focus group 
2, stage 4, participant 1). Another participant held a similar opinion and found the appearance 
of AFTP should not appear too trendy to be found trustworthy: “I know this thing with Swiss 
banks, for some reason they are really traditional in what they do and that is what I expect from a bank. I 
don’t want them to be trendy. If I want some trendy stuff, I go to a bar, right?” (focus group 2, stage 4, 
participant 1). Another participant agreed on the established reputation of banks and was 
able to offer the following insight: “I know that traditional banks with their offices use a lot of stone 
and wood in their interiors because it shows trust in a way, like ‘we are here to stay’.” (focus group 2, 
stage 4, participant 1). Thus, the overall appearance of banks is found trustworthy by some 
participants. Additionally, AFTP should not appear to be too trendy according to some 
participants. 
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Accountability was discussed in terms of liability and country of origin. While customers of 
banks generally benefit from a state guarantee of their deposits, AFTP do not. This 
antecedent caused measurable concern among focus group participants. For example, one 
participant said ‘‘I would like to be guaranteed if I was going to use it.’’ (focus group 1, stage 4, 
participant 1) while another inferred that this would only become of heightened importance 
if the amount at risk was perceived as being large enough to warrant concern by the users of 
AFTP: ‘‘I think it might depend on the amount of money you lend to someone. If I were to lend a huge 
amount of money then you would want a guarantee otherwise it might not be as important.’’ (focus group 
1, stage 4, participant 2). In any case, it was clear that a state guarantee or ability to insure 
against loss would have a stabilising effect on the trust relationship between AFTP and its 
users as it does with banks and their customers (Knell & Stix, 2015). Country of origin was 
nominated as a point of discussion by participants who exhibited more trust of Swedish 
companies compared to their foreign counterparts. For example, one participant noted that 
‘‘I think if they are based in Sweden that might influence my trust positively.’’ (focus group 2, stage 4, 
participant 2). This opinion was expressed almost unanimously amongst participants. 
Therefore, the main factor contributing towards fulfilling accountability as a trust antecedent 
is the companies’ country of origin.  
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5. Conclusions 

 

This study sought to answer three research questions regarding Swedish Millennials in 
relation to banks and AFTP. In doing so a number of insights were gained regarding trust of 
traditional banks, awareness of AFTP, and antecedents that are important to the formation 
of a trusting relationship with AFTP. 

The first question sought to identify whether there has been a decrease of trust in banks by 
Swedish Millennials. Previous research showed a decrease of trust in banks by Swedes 
between 2008 and 2013. It was expected this decrease in trust was mostly related to the 
financial crisis (circa 2008). However, based on the data collected, trust in banks amongst 
Swedes appears to be more correlated to current affairs, such as the release of the Panama 
Papers, and the personal maturation of this generation and increased knowledge of financial 
systems. Focus group participants clearly displayed a low level of trust in banks, which had 
been decreasing over time. To conclude, trust of banks amongst Swedish Millennials was 
deemed to be decreasing. 

The second question, derived from this decreased level of trust in banks, sought to ascertain 
whether Swedish Millennials were aware of alternatives to banks, namely AFTP. The logic 
for this was that it could be expected that a low level of trust in banks would spur a search 
for alternatives. Surprisingly, awareness was found to be low even though trust in banks was 
found to be decreasing. While one of the participants noticed a worldwide trend regarding 
AFTP, the majority of Millennials sampled were not aware of any AFTP. In summation, and 
answer to the second research question, Swedish Millennials were found to have little to no 
awareness of AFTP. 

The third research question sought to identify which trust antecedents from the proposed 
model (Figure 2) were important amongst Swedish Millennials in forming a trusting 
relationship with AFTP. Antecedents were categorised under people, technology and 
organisation. The most important antecedents found under the category of people were 
communication, responsiveness and ability. Of these, participants nominated 
communication and responsiveness without any prompts from moderators and can 
therefore be viewed as having higher importance than ability. In terms of technology, 
antecedents that were found to be important amongst Swedish Millennials were 
functionality, security and reliability. Of these antecedents, security was deemed to be the 
most important while functionality and reliability were of secondary concern. In terms of the 
organisation category reputation was found to be the most important antecedent. 
Appearance and accountability were also identified as being important antecedents to trust 
of AFTP in an organisational context. To summarise and conclude, several antecedents to 
forming trust between Swedish Millennials and AFTP have been found and support the 
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model of trust. Under the people category they are communication, responsiveness and 
ability. For the technology category they are functionality, security and reliability. Finally, 
under the organisation category they were reputation, appearance and accountability.  
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6. Recommendations  

 

6.1 Managerial Recommendations 

This study has brought a number of issues to light concerning Swedish Millennials and their 
trust of banks and AFTP. Managers of AFTP, and possibly those in other industries, could 
use these insights when conducting business with Swedish Millennials, particularly if they 
aim to build a trusting relationship with this market. For example, this study found 
communication to be of the utmost importance when forming trust between Swedish 
Millennials and the providers of financial services. The provision of multiple forms of 
communication with particular attention to human contact were found to be of considerable 
importance when forming trust as subjects felt that this was an opportunity to learn whether 
or not the provider was legitimate. Forms of communication, such as email, were not deemed 
to satisfy this antecedent to trust. 

Secondly, accountability was also found to be an important antecedent to the formation of 
trust between Swedish Millennials and AFTP. Participants highlighted country of origin as 
significantly influencing their formation of trust in financial service providers. Furthermore, 
the provision of insurance in the absence of any state guarantee was also pinpointed as an 
important measure of accountability. Therefore, it is recommended that AFTP entering the 
Swedish market should incorporate themselves as a Swedish business to ensure 
accountability and offer insurance either themselves or via a third party of their products in 
order to alleviate concerns over their limited liability in the absence of a state guarantee.   

6.2 Recommendations for Further Research 

The purpose of research question three was to identify which antecedents were important in 
trusting AFTP. A model was proposed by the authors in order to guide this process. 
However, only the first two steps of the model were investigated. That is, the natural 
tendency to trust (propensity) and the antecedents to trust. It is not investigated whether 
trust establishment results in the intention to transact, nor were the outcomes of a transaction 
and the subsequent effect on propensity measured. Therefore, an investigation of these steps 
could be the topic of further research to better understand the model in its entirety. 

When conducting the analysis, a selection of antecedents was found to be of a higher 
importance among focus group participants. For example, communication, responsiveness 
and reputation. Further research could focus on validating these antecedents across a larger 
sample. Conversely, some antecedents including benevolence, integrity, competence, 
technical competence and usefulness were identified as not being discussed in enough detail 
to draw valuable findings. Further research could resolve whether or not these antecedents 
warrant inclusion in Figure 2 or if a revised model of trust is necessary. 
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Furthermore, during the study it was observed that awareness of AFTP was low amongst 
the sample. As most companies active in the AFTP industry are relatively young, awareness 
of AFTP amongst Swedish Millennial may increase with time. Therefore, future research 
may be able to provide further insights into Swedish Millennials’ awareness of and trust 
towards AFTP.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. Operationalisation 

Research question Theory Purpose Focus group questions 

1. Is trust in banks decreasing amongst 
Swedish Millennials? 

• Propensity to trust 
• Trust in general 
• Trust in banks 

P1. To investigate if the decline of trust in traditional 
financial transaction providers, namely banks, 
has permeated Swedish Millennials and if so, 
resulted in an increase of awareness in AFTP. 

Q1. Do you use traditional banking ser-
vices? 

Q2. Do you trust them (generally)?  
Q3. Has this trust/opinion changed over 

time. 
Q4. Why/Why not (financial crisis, or other 

factors)? 

2. To what extent are Swedish Millennials 
aware of AFTP? 

• Awareness 
• Trust in innovative technol-

ogy 
• Millennials 

Q5. Do you know of any AFTP based on 
our explanation? 

Q6. Have you used any AFTP? 
Q7. If yes, what was your experience like? 
Q8. If no, would you be willing to? 

3. Which antecedents are important 
amongst Swedish Millennials when 
forming trust with AFTP? 
 

• Trust in people 
• Trust in technology 
• Trust in organisation  

P2. To provide companies active in the AFTP 
industry with insights regarding Swedish 
Millennials and trust theory, resulting in 
opportunities for practical applications. 

Q9. What factors (antecedents) do AFTP 
need in order for you to use them?  

Q10. For those who have used AFTP, do 
you trust them and what led you to 
trust them? 

Q11. E.g. Does the <reputation> of the 
<organisation> influence your trust that 
the AFTP will do right by you? 
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Appendix 2. Focus group guide 

Stage Explanation Questions 

1. Introduction – 5 min. • Welcome participants. 
• Introduce topic briefly. 
• Explain purpose. 
• Explain rules (concise & polite). 
• Ask if anyone has any questions before proceeding. 

 

2. Traditional financial 
institutions (Banks) – 10 
min. 

• Establish whether or not all participants have a bank account. 
• Gauge the trust atmosphere amongst participants. 

Q1. Do you use traditional banking services? 
Q2. Do you trust them (generally)?  
Q3. Has this trust/opinion changed over time. 
Q4. Why/Why not (financial crisis, or other factors)? 

3. AFTP – 20 min. • Provide examples of AFTP e.g. Transferwise and Lendify. List other 
examples if necessary but explain two in detail. 

• Gauge the trust atmosphere amongst participants. 

Q5. Do you know of any AFTP based on our explanation? 
Q6. Have you used any AFTP? 
Q7. If yes, what was your experience like? 
Q8. If no, would you be willing to? 

 

4. Antecedents – 20 min. 

 

• Identify which antecedents to trust are important amongst participants. 
• If participants do not cover the full gamut of antecedents from the model, 

probe them (human, technology and organisation) trust antecedents. 

Q9. What factors (antecedents) do AFTP need in order for you to 
use them?  

Q10. For those who have used AFTP, do you trust them and what 
led you to trust them? 

Q11. E.g. Does the <reputation> of the <organisation> influence 
your trust that the AFTP will do right by you? 

5. Conclusion - 5 min.  • Makes sure the participants have said anything they wanted to say about the 
topic.  

• Thank the participants for their input. 

Q12. Are there any further issues than you want to comment on? 
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Appendix 3. Focus group participant demographics 

Group Participant Nationality Age Sex 

Trial 

1 Canadian 27 M 

2 Greek 28 M 

3 Dutch 24 M 

4 German 24 F 

1 

1 Swedish 25 F 

2  Swedish 22 F 

3  Swedish 24 F 

2 

1  Swedish 28 M 

2  Swedish 24 M 

3  Swedish 24 M 

3 

1  Swedish 27 M 

2  Swedish 24 F 

3  Swedish 30 F 
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Appendix 4. Swish 

Swish is a mobile application by Getswish AB that facilitates the speedy transfer of funds between individuals’ bank 
accounts. Getswish AB was founded by several of Sweden’s largest banks including SEB, Swedbank and Handelsbanken. 
However, day to day management of transactions is managed by Bankgirot. The service allows users to send funds in real 
time, avoiding delays that occur because of interbank settlements. Instead of requiring bank details, users must simply 
know one another’s phone numbers to send and receive funds. 


