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APP	SERVICE:	HOW	DO	CONSUMERS	PERCEIVE	THE	QUALITY	OF	FINANCIAL	
SERVICE	APPS	ON	SMART	DEVICES?	

	
	

ABSTRACT	
	
Apps	on	smart	devices	such	as	phones	and	 tablets	have	enabled	 financial	 services	

firms	to	not	only	provide	greater	convenience	and	flexibility	to	customers,	but	also	

to	get	them	to	do	a	lot	of	the	work	entailed	in	these	services.	This	has	changed	the	

character	 of	 service	 in	many	ways,	 including	 the	 nature	 of	 service	 quality	 where	

service	 is	 no	 longer	 delivered	 by	 people,	 but	 by	 means	 of	 technology.	 The	 study	

reported	 here	 used	 an	 amended	 version	 of	 the	 SERVQUAL	 instrument	 to	 assess	

consumers’	 perception	 of	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 service	 delivered	by	 the	 apps	of	 their	

financial	 services	 providers.	 Three	 dimensions	 of	 app	 service	 quality	 emerge:	

reliability,	personal	and	visibles.	Generally,	consumers	are	reasonably	satisfied	with	

the	quality	of	service	provided	by	their	 financial	apps,	and	prefer	them	to	visits	to	

service	 providers	 physical	 locations,	 and	 rate	 them	 as	 highly	 as	 online	 service	

provision	on	PCs	or	laptops.	Limitations	are	acknowledged,	managerial	implications	

drawn	and	avenues	for	future	research	are	identified.		
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APP	SERVICE:	HOW	DO	CONSUMERS	PERCEIVE	THE	QUALITY	OF	FINANCIAL	
SERVICE	APPS	ON	SMART	DEVICES?	

	

The	Industrialization	of	Service	

Forty	 years	 ago,	 Ted	 Levitt	 (1976),	 in	 a	 wonderful	 article	 called,	 “The	

Industrialization	of	Service”	argued	that	service	firms	would	not	be	more	successful	

if	 they	provided	more	service,	but	 if	 they	provided	 less	of	 it.	They	should,	he	said,	

industrialise	 themselves,	 and	 become	 more	 like	 mass	 producers	 of	 goods	 than	

benevolent	 panderers	 to	 the	 whims	 of	 individuals.	 Rather	 than	 try	 to	 solve	 the	

problems	that	arise	in	service	firms,	they	should	try	to	eliminate	them;	don’t	fix	the	

system,	change	the	system.	In	doing	so	they	will	be	giving	the	customer	what	they	

really	want:	Not	more	service,	but	less	service!		

To	many	marketers	in	general,	and	service	marketers	in	particular,	this	might	sound	

like	heresy.	However,	tracing	the	evolution	of	service	delivery	in	the	financial	arena	

shows	just	how	prescient	Levitt	was.	When	he	wrote	his	article,	retail	banking	was	

done	at	the	branch	level.	 In	order	to	do	their	banking,	customers	had	to	visit	their	

branch	 when	 it	 was	 open,	 and	 then	 stand	 in	 line	 to	 be	 served	 by	 a	 teller.	 Most	

customers	simply	wanted	to	check	their	balance,	or	withdraw	some	cash,	or	deposit	

a	 cheque.	The	 customer’s	problem	was	 that	 the	bank	wasn't	 always	open	when	 it	

suited	 them,	 and	 that	 they	 then	had	 to	wait	 in	 line	 a	 long	 time,	 because	 the	bank	

never	seemed	to	employ	enough	tellers.		

Fast-forward	 to	 the	 early	 1980’s,	 the	 advent	 of	 the	 automatic	 teller	 machine,	 or	

ATM.	 Now	 the	 bank	was	 “always	 open”,	 and	 the	 customer	 could	 use	 the	 ATM	 to	

check	their	balance,	withdraw	cash,	or	deposit	a	cheque	when	it	suited	them.	As	it	
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turned	 out,	 customers	 didn't	 want	 more	 service,	 in	 the	 form	 of	 longer	 opening	

hours,	or	more	 tellers	 to	assist	 them.	They	actually	wanted	 less	 service,	 and	were	

quite	 prepared	 to	 do	 the	 “work”	 themselves,	 for	 now	 they	were	 in	 control.	 In	 the	

mid-1990s,	 retail	 banking	 service	 evolved	 further	 as	 the	 Internet	 brought	 online	

banking	 to	 the	 World	 Wide	 Web.	 Now	 customers	 were	 able	 to	 check	 balances,	

transfer	 funds	 between	 accounts,	 arrange	 debit-	 and	 stop	 orders,	 make	 ad	 hoc	

payments	to	whoever	they	chose,	and	address	any	queries	to	their	bank	by	means	of	

email	service	systems.	Again,	banks	were	providing	better	service	by	providing	less	

service,	 and	 by	 shifting	 many	 of	 the	 tasks	 that	 would	 previously	 have	 been	

performed	by	 bank	personnel	 on	 to	 the	 customer.	 And	 customers	 had	 even	more	

control	of	the	services	they	received,	being	able	to	do	whatever	they	wanted,	when	

they	wanted	and	where	they	wanted.	They	spelled	their	names	right,	and	got	their	

account	numbers	and	details	right	as	well.		

The	 next	 major	 shift	 occurred	 about	 twelve	 years	 later,	 with	 the	 advent	 of	 first,	

smartphones	 (Apple’s	 iPhone	 was	 launched	 in	 2007),	 and	 then	 tablet	 computers	

(the	iPad	was	launched	in	2010).	Customized	applications,	or	apps,	were	dedicated	

programs	 on	 these	 devices	 that	 enabled	 users	 to	 perform	 specialized	 tasks.	

Financial	 services	 institutions	 such	 as	banks,	 credit	 card	 companies,	 stock	 traders	

and	 insurance	 providers	 developed	 their	 own	 apps	 for	 the	 specific	 use	 of	 their	

customers.	 Now	 a	 banking	 customer,	 for	 example,	 did	 not	 need	 to	 be	 at	 their	

computer	or	laptop.	Using	their	smartphone	or	tablet,	they	could	access	a	full	range	

of	 banking	 services	 on	 their	 banking	 app	 from	 any	 location.	 Recent	 technical	
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advances	 such	 as	 Apple	 Pay	means	 that	 they	 don't	 even	 need	 to	 carry	 cash	 or	 a	

credit	card,	as	payments	can	simply	be	facilitated	by	the	app	on	their	smartphone.	

So,	 financial	 services	 have	 shifted	 over	 time	 from	 physical	 environments	 such	 as	

bank	 branches,	 to	 automated	 banking	 machines	 at	 brank	 branches,	 to	 personal	

computers	and	laptops,	to	apps	on	smart	devices	that	can	be	used	wherever	there	is	

a	wireless	signal.	Presumably,	the	greater	control	and	convenience	this	progression	

of	 technology	has	occasioned	has	 led	 to	greater	customer	satisfaction.	Yet	 there	 is	

very	 little	 evidence	 to	 suggest	 that	 customers	 perceive	 the	 quality	 of	 service	

delivered	by	the	apps	on	their	smart	devices	as	better,	or	even	 just	different,	 than	

the	 quality	 of	 service	 they	 receive	 when	 physically	 going	 into	 a	 branch	 of	 their	

financial	 services	 provider,	 or	 when	 banking	 online	 at	 a	 computer.	 That	 is	 the	

purpose	of	this	paper.	Specifically,	it	addresses	the	following	research	question:	As	

financial	services	move	from	people-	and	location	based	to	mobile	devices	and	apps,	

how	do	customers	perceive	the	quality	of	service	they	receive	on	their	smartphone	

or	tablet?	

The	paper	proceeds	 as	 follows:	First,	 the	 literature	on	apps	 and	 smart	devices,	 as	

well	as	that	on	service	quality,	is	briefly	reviewed.	Then,	a	study	designed	to	explore	

financial	 services	 customers’	 perceptions	 of	 the	 quality	 of	 service	 they	 receive	 on	

the	app	on	their	smart	device	is	outlined.	The	results	are	presented	and	conclusions	

drawn.	 Finally,	 the	 limitations	 are	 acknowledged,	 the	managerial	 implications	 are	

discussed,	and	the	avenues	for	future	research	are	identified.		
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Apps	on	Smart	Devices	

A	 mobile	 app	 -	 a	 shortening	 of	 the	 term	 "application	 software"	 -	 is	 a	 computer	

program	 designed	 to	 run	 on	 mobile	 devices	 such	 as	 smartphones	 and	 tablet	

computers.	Apps	are	generally	designed	to	perform	a	specific	 task,	 for	example,	 to	

enable	 a	 user	 to	 pay	 for	 parking	without	 having	 to	 use	 a	meter,	 or	 carry	 correct	

change,	 or	 to	 use	 a	 credit	 card	 each	 time.	 Most	 banks	 nowadays	 have	 apps	 that	

enable	their	customers	to	check	account	balances,	transfer	funds	between	accounts,	

purchase	 investments,	 make	 payments,	 and	 even	 deposit	 cheques	 by	 using	 a	

device’s	 camera	 to	 scan	 a	 paper	 cheque.	 Credit	 card	 companies	 like	 American	

Express	 allow	 customers	 to	 check	 credit	 card	 balances	 without	 having	 to	 use	 a	

password	 by	 simply	 using	 their	 fingerprint	 scan	 on	 the	 home	 button	 to	 establish	

identity.	Online	brokers	enable	clients	to	check	stock	prices	on	their	apps,	get	an	up-

to-date	 report	 on	 their	 investment	 portfolio,	 and	 to	 trade	 stocks	 and	 other	

investments	at	any	time,	from	any	location.			

Apps	have	been	used	in	a	number	of	settings,	including	medical	practice	(Bredican,	

Mills	and	Plangger,	2013),	dental	practice	(Plangger	et	al.,	2015),	and	in	pursuit	of	

environmentally	sound	strategies	(Pitt	et	al.,	2011).	Apps	have	also	been	given	some	

attention	 in	the	specialist	 financial	services	 literature.	Darsow	and	Listwan	(2012)	

highlight	 the	key	 considerations	 for	 financial	 services	 firms	with	 regard	 to	mobile	

devices	and	their	apps.	These	include	the	features	and	functionality	that	should	be	

emphasized,	 as	 well	 as	 how	 to	 ensure	 security.	 Financial	 planner-customer	
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communications	and	the	impact	that	mobile	devices	have	on	this	is	the	focus	of	Lee’s	

(2012)	work.	Her	 surveys	 of	 financial	 professionals	with	 regard	 to	 issues	 such	 as	

smartphone	and	 tablet	computer	use	 in	particular,	 reveal	 that	while	 these	devices	

can	reduce	face-to-face	interaction	between	professionals	and	their	customers,	the	

use	of	the	devices	is	especially	driven	by	customer	needs.	This	places	greater	power	

in	the	hands	of	customers.		

The	promotion	of	financial	inclusion	in	developing	countries	is	being	accelerated	by	

the	enhanced	mobility	of	money	enabled	by	mobile	devices	(Lien	et	al.,	2015).	This	

has	of	course	been	assisted	by	a	decline	in	the	cost	of	these	devices,	as	well	as	the	

wider	 and	 low-cost	 availability	 of	 ubiquitous	 networks	 (Watson	 et	 al.,	 2002;	

Morrison,	Pitt	&	Kietzmann,	2015).	These	authors	contend	that	mobile	devices	will	

result	in	financial	services	that	are	more	flexible,	accessible	and	secure,	but	that	the	

challenges	have	to	do	with	interfaces	and	architectures,	of	which	apps	are	a	critical	

part.	 In	 contrast,	 work	 by	 Jones	 and	 Chin	 (2015)	 suggests	 that	 security	 is	 not	 so	

much	 an	 advantage	 as	 a	 continuing	 problem,	 as	 the	 response	 to	 their	 research	

showed	an	 indifference	 toward	safe	use	of	 the	apps	on	 their	 smartphones.	To	our	

knowledge	 no	 research	 has	 addressed	 the	 question	 of	 how	 users	 feel	 about	 the	

quality	of	service	they	receive	on	the	apps	on	their	smart	devices.	

Service	Quality	

It	has	long	been	argued	that	the	quality	of	service	that	a	firm	provides	its	customers	

can	be	a	strong	point	of	differentiation	and	competitive	advantage.	Service	quality	

received	 considerable	 research	 attention	 in	 the	 marketing	 literature	 in	 the	 late	
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1980’s	and	through	the	1990’s.	The	most	prominent	work	was	that	of	Parasuraman,	

Zeithaml	 and	 Berry	 (PZB)	 (1985;	 1988),	 which	 introduced	 the	 so-called	 “gaps	

model”	of	service	quality,	and	defined	it	from	the	customer’s	perspective	as	the	gap	

between	 what	 a	 customer	 expected	 from	 a	 service	 provider,	 and	 what	 they	

perceived	 themselves	 to	 be	 getting.	 PZB	 also	 developed	 a	 22-item	 scale,	 called	

SERVQUAL,	 designed	 to	measure	 service	 quality	 from	 the	 customer’s	 perspective.	

The	scale	consists	of	two	sections:	22	items	that	measure	a	customer’s	expectations	

of	service	quality	as	provided	by	an	excellent	services	provider,	and	22	 items	that	

measure	their	perceptions	of	the	service	quality	delivered	by	a	particular	provider.	

Subtracting	 the	 expectations	 from	 the	 perceptions	 on	 each	 item	 results	 in	 an	

indication	 of	 the	 gap	 on	 that	 item,	 and	 an	 aggregate	 of	 all	 of	 these	 gaps	 gives	 an	

indication	of	overall	service	quality	for	that	customer.	

PZB	(1988)	also	identified	five	dimensions	of	service	quality,	namely:	reliability,	the	

ability	 of	 the	 service	 provider	 to	 provide	 the	 service	 dependably	 and	 accurately;	

assurance,	 the	 service	provider's	 ability	 to	deliver	 the	 service	 in	 a	knowledgeable,	

courteous	way	 that	 inspires	 trust	 and	 confidence;	 tangibles,	 the	physical	 facilities,	

equipment	 and	 the	 appearance	 of	 personnel;	 empathy,	 the	 caring,	 personalized	

attention	 the	 service	 provider	 gives	 customers;	 and,	 responsiveness,	 the	 service	

provider’s	willingness	and	promptness.	These	are	measured	by	sub-sections	of	the	

scale.	 While	 there	 have	 been	 numerous	 studies	 that	 have	 questioned	 the	

psychometric	 properties	 of	 the	 SERVQUAL	 scale	 (e.g.	 Brown,	 Peter	 and	 Churchill,	

1993;	Carman,	1990),	the	general	conclusion	is	that	the	instrument	offers	a	reliable,	
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valid	 and	 generalizable	 way	 of	 measuring	 service	 quality	 (Pitt,	 Watson	 &	 Kavan,	

1997).	

	

An	Exploratory	Study	of	Financial	App	Service	Quality	

In	 order	 to	 study	 customer	 perceptions	 of	 the	 service	 quality	 provided	 by	 the	

financial	services	apps	on	their	smart	devices,	we	conducted	an	online	survey	using	

MTurk	to	recruit	respondents.	MTurk	is	a	web-based	platform	that	researchers	can	

use	to	recruit	individuals	to	complete	certain	tasks	such	as	surveys	in	exchange	for	a	

nominal	 cash	 reward.	When	 setting	 up	 the	 online	 survey,	 researchers	 are	 able	 to	

target	a	certain	demographic	by	employing	filters	or	stipulating	certain	respondent	

requirements	before	they	are	allowed	to	complete	the	survey.	Although	respondents	

can	be	drawn	from	across	the	globe,	in	this	study	it	was	decided	(for	simplicity)	to	

only	allow	US	residents	to	participate.	There	is	widespread	acceptance	and	support	

for	the	use	of	MTurk	to	conduct	social	science	experiments	and	surveys	(Minton	et	

al.,	2013;	Goodman,	Cryder	and	Chema,	2013;	Paolacci	et.	al.,	2010;	Buhrmester	et	

al.,	2011).			

We	 set	our	 criteria	 for	qualified	 respondents	 as	having	 to	be	older	 than	21	years,	

and	to	be	using	either	a	smartphone	or	a	tablet	app	to	access	a	financial	service	such	

as	banking	or	a	credit	card,	and	offered	$1	 for	participation.	We	set	 the	maximum	

number	 of	 respondents	 at	 250,	 and	 reached	 this	 after	 two	days,	when	 the	 survey	

was	closed.	To	enhance	our	data	quality,	we	used	a	number	of	checks:	surveys	were	

timed,	and	any	respondent	taking	less	than	five	minutes	to	complete	the	survey	was	
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excluded.	 	We	also	included	a	number	of	“check”	items	to	ensure	that	respondents	

were	 reading	 questions	 carefully,	 such	 as	 “Circle	 4	 on	 a	 7-point	 scale	 as	 your	

response	 to	 this	question”,	and	excluded	respondents	who	had	not	complied.	This	

resulted	in	a	usable	response	of	194,	or	77.6%	of	the	total.	Descriptive	statistics	for	

the	 sample	 are	 shown	 in	 Table	 1	 below.	 Slightly	 more	 males	 than	 females	

responded,	more	than	70%	of	our	sample	is	under	the	age	of	40,	the	annual	income	

of	more	than	half	the	respondents	exceeds	$40	000	and	more	than	three-quarters	of	

the	 sample	uses	 the	 app	on	 their	 smartphone,	 rather	 than	 a	 tablet	 to	 access	 their	

financial	services.		

Table	1:	Descriptive	Statistics	of	the	Sample	

Gender	 Male:	55.2%	 Female:	44.8%	
Age:	 21-30:	39.1%	 31-40:	

33.00%	
41-50:	11.3%	 51-60:	11.9%	 >	60:		

4.	7%	
Annual	Income:	 <$40K:	

47.9%	
$40K-$60K	
27.3%	

$60001-
$100K	
17.5%	

>$100K	
7.3%	

Means	of	accessing	App:	 Smartphone	
76.8%	

Tablet	
14.4%	

Both	
8.8%	

	
The	main	part	of	the	questionnaire	used	in	the	survey	consisted	of	18	items	adapted	

from	 the	 original	 SERVQUAL	 instrument	 to	 reflect	 the	 nature	 of	 apps	 on	 smart	

devices.	These	 items	were	scored	on	7-point	Likert	 type	scales	 ranging	 from	1	=	 I	

strongly	disagree	through	7	=	I	strongly	agree.	SERVQUAL	items	that	referred	to	the	

appearances	of	buildings	and	people,	as	well	as	employee	courtesy	were	eliminated.	

The	items,	as	well	as	their	means	and	standard	deviations,	are	shown	in	Table	2.	An	

alpha	coefficient	of	.91	was	calculated	for	the	scale,	indicating	internal	consistency.	

At	this	stage,	item	11	was	eliminated	from	further	analysis,	as	its	exclusion	resulted	
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in	a	large	increase	in	the	alpha	coefficient.	We	suspect	that	many	respondents	found	

the	wording	confusing.		
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Table	2:	Scale	Items,	Means	and	Standard	Deviations	
Item	 Mean	 Std.	Deviation	

1.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	is	visually	appealing,	it	
looks	good.	

5.19	 1.23	

2.	The	materials	associated	with	the	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	
tablet	(such	as	pamphlets,	brochures,	manuals,	or	statements)	are	visually	
appealing.	

4.78	 1.28	

3.	When	a	service	I	request	(such	as	a	transfer	or	a	bill	payment)	on	the	financial	
services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	is	promised	to	be	done	by	a	certain	time,	
this	really	happens.	

5.84	 1.01	

4.	If	I	have	a	problem	with	the	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet,	
my	financial	institution	shows	a	sincere	interest	in	solving	it.	

5.11	 1.36	

5.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	performs	the	service	
right	the	first	time.	

5.75	 1.03	

6.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	provides	the	service	at	
the	time	they	promise	to	do	so	(for	example,	if	it	promises	to	post	a	transfer	
within	24	hours,	this	actually	happens).	

5.80	 1.07	

7.	All	the	transactions	on	the	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	
are	error-free.	

5.32	 1.30	

8.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	tells	me	exactly	when	
services	will	be	performed.	

5.33	 1.24	

9.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	is	always	available	when	
I	need	it	to	provide	prompt	service.	

5.65	 1.08	

10.	I	am	always	able	to	do	what	I	need	to	do	on	the	financial	services	app	on	my	
smartphone	or	tablet	

5.04	 1.45	

11.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	is	never	unavailable	to	
me	to	do	what	I	need	to	do	

4.54	 1.77	

12.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	instills	confidence	in	
me	as	a	customer	of	the	financial	services	institution.	

5.28	 1.09	

13.	As	a	customer	using	the	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	I	
always	feel	safe	in	my	transactions.	

5.31	 1.32	

14.	All	the	information	I	need	to	answer	queries	I	might	have	is	available	on	
financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	

4.95	 1.32	

15.	As	a	user	of	the	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet,	I	feel	that	I	
am	getting	individual	attention.	

4.31	 1.50	

16.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	is	available	at	all	hours	 5.94	 1.19	
17.	I	feel	that	the	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	has	my	best	
interests	at	heart.	

5.00	 1.25	

18.	I	feel	that	the	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	caters	to	my	
specific	needs	as	a	customers.	

5.17	 1.25	

The	 17	 remaining	 items	 were	 then	 subjected	 to	 a	 principal	 components	 factor	

analysis	with	varimax	rotation.	Using	the	eigenvalues	greater	than	1	rule,	3	factors	

emerged,	explaining	52%	of	the	variance.	Any	item	not	 loading	at	greater	than	 .55	

onto	 a	 factor	was	 then	 also	 eliminated	 from	 further	 analysis.	 This	 resulted	 in	 the	

exclusion	of	items	4,	7,	8,	13,	and	14.	The	remaining	12	items	were	then	subjected	to	

a	 further	 factor	 analysis	 using	 the	 eigenvalues	 greater	 than	 1	 cut-off	 rule,	 with	

varimax	rotation.	This	resulted	in	three	cleaner	factors	as	shown	in	table	3.			
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Factor	 1	 has	 to	 do	 with	 reliability	 and	 has	 been	 named	 the	 reliability	 dimension	

accordingly.	It	is	interesting	to	note	that	item	16,	which	was	an	item	to	measure	the	

dimension	 of	 assurance	 in	 the	 original	 SERVQUAL,	 now	 correlates	with	 reliability	

items.	This	 is	 in	all	 likelihood	because	consumers	expect	the	financial	services	app	

on	their	smart	device	to	always	be	working,	and	so	it	becomes	a	matter	of	reliability	

and	 dependability	 rather	 than	 convenience.	 Factor	 2	 contains	 the	 five	 items	 that	

have	to	do	with	what	the	financial	services	app	“means	to	me”,	and	has	been	named	

the	 personal	 dimension.	 Factor	 3	 contains	 the	 two	 items	 from	 the	 tangibles	

dimension	 in	 the	original	SERVQUAL	 that	have	 to	do	with	appearances	of	 the	app	

and	its	associated	materials,	and	has	accordingly	been	named	visibles.		

Table	3:	Factor	Analysis	and	Resulting	3	Dimensions	of	App	Service	Quality		
Item	 Factor	1	

“Reliability”	
Factor	2	
“Personal”	

Factor	3	
“Visibles”	

3.	When	a	service	I	request	(such	as	a	transfer	or	a	bill	payment)	on	
the	 financial	 services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	 tablet	 is	promised	
to	be	done	by	a	certain	time,	this	really	happens.	

0.7665	 		 		

6.	The	 financial	 services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	 tablet	provides	
the	 service	 at	 the	 time	 they	 promise	 to	 do	 so	 (for	 example,	 if	 it	
promises	to	post	a	transfer	within	24	hours,	this	actually	happens).	

0.7283	 	 	

5.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	performs	
the	service	right	the	first	time.	

0.6947	 	 	

16.	 The	 financial	 services	 app	 on	 my	 smartphone	 or	 tablet	 is	
available	at	all	hours	

0.6588	 		 		

9.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	 is	always	
available	when	I	need	it	to	provide	prompt	service.	

0.6303	 		 		

18.	I	feel	that	the	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	
caters	to	my	specific	needs	as	a	customers.	

		 0.7311	 		

12.	 The	 financial	 services	 app	 on	my	 smartphone	 or	 tablet	 instills	
confidence	in	me	as	a	customer	of	the	financial	services	institution.	

		 0.6552	 		

17.	I	feel	that	the	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	
has	my	best	interests	at	heart.	

		 0.6210	 		

10.	I	am	always	able	to	do	what	I	need	to	do	on	the	financial	services	
app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	

		 0.5855	 		

15.	 As	 a	 user	 of	 the	 financial	 services	 app	 on	 my	 smartphone	 or	
tablet,	I	feel	that	I	am	getting	individual	attention.	

		 0.5657	 		

2.	 The	materials	 associated	with	 the	 financial	 services	 app	 on	my	
smartphone	 or	 tablet	 (such	 as	 pamphlets,	 brochures,	 manuals,	 or	
statements)	are	visually	appealing.	

		 	 0.9668	

1.	The	financial	services	app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	is	visually	
appealing,	it	looks	good.	

		 		 0.5635	
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In	 order	 to	 gain	 some	 confirmation	 of	 the	 convergent	 validity	 of	 the	 scale	 that	

evolved	 in	 table	3,	 respondents	were	asked	 to	rate	 their	overall	 impression	of	 the	

quality	of	service	delivered	by	the	financial	services	app	on	their	smart	device,	using	

a	 simple	 4	 point	 scale	 where	 1	 =	 poor,	 2	 =	 fair,	 3	 =	 good,	 and	 4	 =	 excellent.	

Approximately	 22%	 of	 respondents	 rated	 their	 app	 as	 excellent,	 64%	 rated	 it	 as	

good,	13%	rated	it	as	 fair,	and	1%	rated	it	as	poor.	A	multiple	regression	with	the	

dimensions	of	reliability,	personal	and	visibles	as	predictors,	and	overall	satisfaction	

with	 the	 financial	 services	 app	 as	 the	 dependent	 variable	 was	 conducted.	 This	

resulted	 in	 an	 R2	 of	 0.48,	 F	 Ratio	 =	 61.6,	 prob	 >	 F	 <0001.	 All	 three	 dimensions	

contributed	 significantly	 to	 the	 regression,	 although	 their	 weights	 suggested	 that	

their	 order	 of	 importance	 to	 consumers	 is	 reliability,	 personal	 and	 then	 visibles.	

This	 provides	 some	 support	 for	 the	 convergent	 validity	 of	 the	 12-item	 scale	

suggested	in	table	3.	

Finally	we	were	 interested	 in	whether	 consumers	 regarded	 the	 quality	 of	 service	

they	received	on	the	financial	services	apps	on	their	smart	devices	as	being	better	or	

worse	than	going	to	the	physical	location	of	their	provider,	or	using	their	personal-	

or	laptop	computer	to	transact.	The	findings	in	this	regard	are	summarized	in	table	

4	below.		

As	 can	 be	 seen	 from	 table	 4,	 the	 majority	 of	 respondents	 felt	 that	 the	 quality	 of	

service	provided	by	the	financial	app	on	their	smart	device	was	at	least	as	good,	or	

better	 than	using	a	PC	or	 laptop.	 It	 also	appears	 that	both	online	 financial	 service	

and	that	provided	by	an	app	are	perceived	as	being	better	than	the	service	provided	

in	a	physical	location.		
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Table	 4:	 Financial	 App	 Service	 Quality	 Versus	 Physical	 Location	 and	 PC	 or	
Laptop	
Alternative	to	App	on	Smart	Device	 Much	

Worse	
Worse	 About	

the	
same	

Better	 Much	
Better	

Compared	to	going	 into	a	physical	branch	of	my	
financial	services	provider,	the	financial	services	
app	on	my	smartphone	or	tablet	provides	service	
that	is:	

1.4%	 15.1	 42.4%	 32.7%	 8.4%	

Compared	 to	 using	 the	 website	 of	 my	 financial	
services	 provider	 on	 my	 desktop	 computer	 or	
laptop,	 the	 financial	 services	 app	 on	 my	
smartphone	or	tablet	provides	service	that	is:	

0.1%	 19.5%	 57.6%	 18.5%	 4.3%	

	

Discussion	

A	very	broad	answer	to	the	research	question	posed	in	this	paper	is	that	consumers	

of	financial	services	perceive	the	quality	of	service	they	receive	on	their	smartphone	

or	 tablet	 to	 be	 quite	 satisfactory,	 at	 least	 as	 good	 as	 that	 delivered	 by	 online	

delivery,	and	generally	better	than	they	would	receive	by	visiting	a	physical	location.	

Apps	 on	 smart	 devices	 are	 particularly	 effective	 at	 delivering	 service	 when	 it	 is	

promised,	 and	 being	 available	 whenever	 consumers	 need	 them.	 They	 are	 less	

effective	at	giving	users	personal	attention,	as	would	be	expected.		

The	 original	 SERVQUAL	 scale	 provides	 a	 reasonable	 starting	 point	 for	 the	

development	 of	 an	 instrument	 to	 measure	 consumer	 perceptions	 of	 the	 financial	

service	quality	delivered	by	apps	on	smart	devices.	Unlike	SERVQUAL	in	the	case	of	

services	in	the	real	world,	financial	service	quality	on	apps	seems	to	consist	of	three	

dimensions,	namely	reliability,	or	the	ability	of	the	app	to	deliver	service	when	it	is	

promised	and	always	being	 available;	 personal,	 or	 serving	 the	 individual	needs	of	
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the	 consumer;	 and	 visibles,	 or	 the	observable	 aspects	 of	 the	 app.	The	 exploratory	

scale	developed	to	measure	financial	service	quality	on	apps	also	seems	to	possess	

good	 convergent	 validity,	 as	 the	 three	dimensions	of	 app	 service	quality	 correlate	

well	 and	 significantly	with	 an	overall	 indication	of	 consumer	 satisfaction	with	 the	

service	delivered	by	the	app.			

Limitations,	Managerial	Implications	and	Avenues	for	Future	Research	

The	 intention	 of	 this	 study	was	not	 to	 develop	 a	 psychometrically	 robust	 scale	 to	

measure	 the	 quality	 of	 service	 delivered	 by	 apps	with	 specific	 regard	 to	 financial	

services,	 or	 indeed,	 apps	 in	 general.	 Rather,	 its	 purpose	 was	 to	 gain	 preliminary	

insight	into	consumer	perceptions	of	the	quality	of	service	delivered	by	these	apps.	

While	 the	12-item	 scale	derived	 in	 this	 paper	does	provide	useful	 and	 interesting	

insights,	a	rigorous	scale	development	process	was	not	followed:	rather,	an	existing	

scale	was	 adapted	 for	 the	purpose,	 and	 this	was	mostly	done	by	 rewording	 items	

from	 the	 original	 SERVQUAL	 scale.	 Obviously	 some	 of	 these	 items	 simply	 didn't	

work	(item	11	in	table	2	is	a	case	in	point),	and	the	fact	that	a	number	of	other	items	

didn't	 load	 cleanly	 on	 to	 any	 dimensions	 is	 also	 a	 limitation	 in	 the	 current	work.	

Furthermore,	 while	 using	 a	 sample	 of	 consumers	 from	 a	 sampling	 frame	 such	 as	

MTurk	 is	 low-cost	 and	 convenient,	 and	 probably	 gives	 a	 good	 general	 picture	 of	

current	 consumer	 satisfaction	 with	 financial	 service	 apps	 on	 smart	 devices,	 this	

approach	suffers	from	all	the	usual	limitations	of	online	surveys.	While	it	does	offer	

the	opportunity	to	generalize,	it	does	not	enable	us	to	offer	any	context	or	richness	

with	 regard	 to	 specific	 respondents.	 Moreover,	 since	 only	 US-based	 respondents	
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were	included	in	the	research,	it	is	not	possible	to	say	whether	financial	consumers	

in	other	relationship	of	the	world	would	be	different.	

Managers	in	financial	services	institutions	should	be	able	to	use	the	12-item	scale	in	

table	3	as	 a	 convenient	means	of	 gauging	 the	quality	of	 service	delivered	by	 their	

firm’s	 app(s).	 They	 will	 want	 to	 pay	 particular	 attention	 to	 the	 things	 that	

consumers	 in	 our	 survey	 valued	 most,	 such	 as	 delivering	 when	 promised,	 and	

always	 being	 available.	 In	 addition,	 they	 might	 find	 it	 useful	 to	 explore	 ways	 of	

customizing	apps	so	that	they	fit	more	closely	with	the	specific	individual	needs	of	

customers,	an	area	in	which	apps	seem	to	be	falling	down	at	present	(see	item	15	in	

table	3).	They	might	also	wish	to	explore	whether	perceptions	of	app	service	quality	

vary	 among	 different	 customer	 groups,	 depending	 on	 such	 variables	 as	

demographics	and	the	value	of	clients.	Measures	of	app	service	quality	can	also	be	

compared	with	those	of	competitors	and	shortcomings	addressed	where	these	are	

evident.	 Furthermore	a	 longitudinal	 tracking	of	perceptions	of	 app	 service	quality	

might	 give	 insight	 into	 how	 these	 change	 over	 time,	 particularly	when	 apps	 have	

been	updated	and	new	features	offered,	or	design	has	been	changed.		

This	study	suggests	a	number	of	avenues	for	future	research.	First	and	foremost,	it	

would	be	really	worthwhile	to	develop	a	psychometrically	sound	scale	to	measure	

financial	services	consumers’	perceptions	of	the	quality	of	service	delivered	by	their	

apps.	While	 the	 scale	 discussed	 in	 this	 paper	might	 be	 acceptable	 for	 exploratory	

purposes,	a	dedicated	scale	would	offer	greater	insights	and	be	far	more	useful	for	

an	extensive	range	of	research	projects.	This	development	process	should	follow	the	

methodology	 recommended	 by	 Churchill	 (1979),	 beginning	 with	 qualitative	
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research	 to	 establish	 a	 pool	 of	 items	 and	 to	 gain	 insight	 into	 the	 possible	

dimensionality	of	app	service	quality.	Following	that,	a	large	sample	study	using	the	

generated	item	pool	can	be	conducted,	after	which	a	scale	purification	process	can	

be	carried	out,	which	can	result	 in	 the	eventuation	of	a	parsimonious	reliable	and	

valid	scale.		

While	scale	development	exercises	and	the	subsequent	use	of	the	scales	in	empirical	

research	 offer	 excellent	 generalizable	 insights,	 they	 do	 not	 provide	 richness	 and	

context.	Qualitative	studies	of	both	enthusiastic	users	and	similarly	unenthusiastic	

non-users	of	apps	can	afford	an	in-depth	perspective	on	what	users	really	like	about	

their	apps,	and	into	why	other	customers	of	financial	services	institutions	don't	use	

the	apps	that	are	available	to	them.	Theoretical	frameworks	such	as	the	technology	

acceptance	model	 (TAM)	 (e.g.	Davis,	 1989;	Venkatesh	 and	Davis,	 2000)	 can	 guide	

both	quantitative	and	qualitative	research	projects.		

The	very	nature	of	a	financial	services	app’s	interaction	with	both	the	user	and	the	

services	 provider	 means	 that	 a	 very	 rich	 stream	 of	 data	 is	 being	 automatically	

recorded,	and	is	readily	available	to	the	firm.	For	example,	data	regarding	behaviors	

such	as	how	many	times	a	day	the	user	accesses	the	app,	time	of	day,	how	long	the	

user	 logs	 on	 for,	 how	 many	 and	 what	 type	 of	 transactions	 the	 user	 conducts,	

whether	there	were	any	problems	or	not,	and	so	forth,	are	recorded	and	stored	in	

the	 course	 of	 everyday	 business.	 The	 firm	 might	 wish	 to	 make	 this	 type	 of	 data	

available	 at	 aggregate	 level	 (i.e.	 with	 personal	 details	 hidden)	 to	 academic	

researchers,	who	might	 be	 able	 to	 uncover	 interesting	 and	 important	 patterns	 by	
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means	 of	 sophisticated	 statistical	 analysis.	 This	 in	 turn	 might	 prompt	 further	

scholarly	research,	but	also	provide	important	insights	to	financial	services	firms.		

Ted	Levitt	was	indeed	prescient	more	than	forty	years	ago.	Financial	services	apps	

have	 certainly	 shifted	 much	 of	 the	 work	 previously	 done	 by	 the	 firm	 onto	 the	

customer.	 Judging	 by	 the	 responses	 of	 the	 consumers	 in	 the	 study	 reported	 here,	

consumers	 prefer	 this	 to	 dealing	 with	 financial	 services	 providers	 in	 a	 physical	

presence.	The	challenge	to	 financial	services	 institutions	 is	 to	continually	 innovate	

in	the	smart	device	app	arena,	and	to	constantly	elevate	the	levels	of	service	these	

tools	deliver.		
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