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Abstract 
This study compares the perceptions of FinTech services among rural and urban residents 
in Poland. It draws on data from a CAWI survey conducted in 2020 (N=1,153) and uses 
chi-squared tests, the Fisher-Freeman-Halton test, and post-hoc comparisons. The results 
indicate that while general attitudes towards FinTech do not differ significantly between 
rural and urban residents, rural respondents without prior FinTech experience are less likely 
to consider security and offer attractiveness as key decision factors than residents of small 
cities. Conversely, device ownership and social influence were less relevant for rural 
residents than those in mid-sized cities. No significant differences in service evaluation 
were observed among experienced FinTech users. These findings suggest that perceived 
differences primarily concern the decision-making stage, not actual use. The results may 
support the adaptation of FinTech development strategies to the needs of different social 
groups, thereby enhancing financial inclusion. 
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1. Introduction 
1.1. Background and research landscape 

The rapid development of financial technologies (FinTech) has become a key component 
of digital transformation, reshaping the financial services sector and giving rise to new 
business models. FinTech refers to technology-enabled innovation affecting business 
models, processes, financial products, services, and institutions [8], [10], [22]. Examples 
include mobile payments applications, online currency exchange platforms, and peer-to-
peer lending services. The concept is viewed either as the application of technology in 
finance (object-based) or as a sector of digital financial institutions (subject-based) [11], 
[23]. For this article, FinTech is understood as the sector of non-bank financial institutions 
that offer financial products and services through modern technologies. Research often 
focuses on adoption factors, using TAM and UTAUT models to explain the role of 
perceived usefulness, ease of use, and social influence in user decision-making [4], [7], 
[13], [34]. Traditional models, such as TAM, may not fully capture the behavioral aspects 
among underserved populations. Insights from behavioral economics, such as status quo 
bias or risk aversion, can help explain why users delay adopting new financial tools, even 
when beneficial [32]. Trust, perceived data security, and user experience (UX) design also 
shape user perceptions [28], [31]. Communication-related mechanisms, including the 
credibility of digital channels and peer influence, may modulate how information about 
FinTech is received and interpreted, particularly in low-trust environments. FinTech is also 
perceived as a tool to bridge the digital divide between different communities [33], [35]. It 
plays a critical role in financial inclusion by reducing barriers to accessing financial 
services [3], [5], [21], [26]. However, the effectiveness of these solutions does not depend 
solely on the availability of technology. A key factor enabling the effective use of FinTech 
is a level of digital financial literacy (DFL) [27]. This concept encompasses financial 
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors that allow individuals to use FinTech services safely 
and responsibly. Attitudes towards FinTech - especially those related to perceptions - shape 
users' decisions about its use, making them an important area for research. 
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1.2. Context and motivation 

The literature highlights that perceptions of FinTech vary according to socio-economic and 
regional conditions. Research shows that urban residents tend to be more open to FinTech 
due to higher levels of digital literacy and better access to technological infrastructure [35]. 
In contrast, rural residents may be more cautious about engaging with innovative financial 
solutions, which may be related to limited technological skills and different financial habits 
[25]. These findings suggest that perceptions of FinTech services may be shaped not only 
by technological factors but also by the level of DFL [12] and social factors [3], [35]. 
Recent studies show that digital financial inclusion in rural areas remains uneven and 
fragmented across national contexts [2]. Poland also faces similar challenges. Many rural 
municipalities near urban centers combine relatively good infrastructural access with 
persistent sociocultural and perceptual barriers to using FinTech services. Despite having 
a well-developed financial sector and a rapidly growing FinTech market [19], the level of 
DFL in Poland stands at 50 out of 100, below the OECD average of 55 out of 100 [27]. 
This suggests that even with widespread access to FinTech services, low DFL may hinder 
their effective use. In addition, it should be noted that Poland stands out among EU 
countries with a high proportion of its population living in rural areas - around 40% - 
compared to the EU average of around 25% [30], [6]. This significant proportion of rural 
residents in the country's demographic structure highlights the need to understand their 
attitudes toward innovative financial services and the potential barriers to their adoption. 
Previous research has mainly focused on the development of the FinTech sector [16], [18] 
and on factors influencing FinTech adoption [1], [29]. At the same time, less attention has 
been paid to attitudes, perceptions, and willingness to use these services [20]. While several 
studies have addressed FinTech adoption in Poland, to the best of the author’s knowledge, 
no peer-reviewed publication since 2020 has examined rural–urban perception differences 
using a large-scale, quota-based survey sample. 
1.3. Research objective and questions 

Despite the growing number of studies on FinTech, there remains a gap in understanding 
how user perceptions vary with geographical location and prior UX. Attitudes and 
willingness to use FinTech among rural populations remain under-researched. This study 
aims to address this gap by identifying differences in the readiness to use FinTech services 
between rural and urban residents and by examining the factors influencing the decision to 
use these services based on users' prior experience. This aligns with DFL's "attitudes" 
component [27] and responds to the need for more context-sensitive and user-focused 
research on FinTech-related decision-making. 

The following research questions were formulated for this study: 
RQ1. Are there differences in willingness to use FinTech services between rural 

residents and residents of cities of different sizes? 
RQ2. Does previous experience with FinTech influence perceptions? 
RQ3. What factors shape perceptions of FinTech, and does their importance vary by 

location? 
Recognizing these differences supports better tailoring of FinTech strategies to the 

specific needs of urban and rural populations. The findings can provide practical insights 
for regulators, financial institutions, and technology companies, contributing to more 
effective financial inclusion efforts. 

 

2. Data and Methods 
This article is based on selected data from a survey of 1,153 adults conducted by a professional 
research organization in October and November 2020, during the peak of pandemic restrictions 
in Poland. This period may be interpreted as a stress test for FinTech readiness: many users 
who had previously avoided digital channels were forced to rely on remote services. The data 
likely capture the upper bound of FinTech exposure during an exceptional societal context. 
Quota sampling ensured representativeness. The survey was commissioned by the author as 
part of the project “Anonymized for purposes of review”. It was conducted using the Computer-
Assisted Web Interviewing (CAWI) method, which, while efficient, may underrepresent 
digitally excluded individuals. The closed-ended questionnaire used a five-point Likert scale. 
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For this study, selected questions were used, as shown in Figure 1. 
 

 
Fig. 1. Structure of survey questions and segmentation of respondents based on FinTech experience (source: 
own elaboration). 

 
For the analysis, differences in the perception of FinTech products and services 

between rural and urban residents were considered. The sample structure by place of 
residence and FinTech experience is shown in Table 1. The lower share of respondents 
from large cities reflects population distribution quotas and was not intended to represent 
usage rates across urban centers. However, this sampling structure should be considered 
when interpreting group comparisons. 

 
Table 1. Distribution of respondents by experience with FinTech and place of residence (source: own 
elaboration based on the author’s survey data). 

 
Place of 

residence Rural areas Cities up to 
100,000 

Cities 100,000-
500,000 

Cities over 
500,000 Total 

Inexperienced 167 133 75 46 421 
Experienced 303 229 113 87 732 

Total 470 362 188 133 1,153 
Structure (%) 41% 31% 16% 12% 100% 

 
The chi-squared test of independence was used to analyze associations [17] between 

response distributions and subgroup classifications. Where the expected frequency in any 
category was less than 5, the Fisher-Freeman-Halton exact test was used instead of the chi-
squared test. Post-hoc tests were performed with p-value adjustment using the Bonferroni 
correction for variables with statistically significant response differences. The same tests 
were used for the overall analysis of differences between categories for post hoc 
comparisons. All analyses were performed at a significance level of α = 0.05, with a 
corrected significance level of α = 0.0167 used for post hoc testing. 

 

3. Results and Discussion 
The first question asked of all respondents concerned their willingness to use various 
FinTech services, such as payments, currency exchange, non-bank loans, peer-to-peer 
loans on social lending platforms, property insurance, cryptocurrencies, and stock 

All respondents
Willingness to use selected FinTech 

services:
(Payments, Currency exchange, Non-bank 
loans, Peer-to-peer loans on social lending 

platforms, Property insurance, 
Cryptocurrencies, Investment in stocks)

All respondents
General evaluation of non-bank 

FinTech service providers 
(Likert 1–5 + “No experience”)

Experienced respondents

Factors influencing the decision to 
use FinTech services:

Convenience
Speed

Security
Attractive offer

Lower fees
Having a suitable device 

Ease of use of the application
Opinions of other users

Advertising
Necessity

Willingness to try something new

Evaluation of Fintech services 
used:

Convenience
Speed

Security
Attractiveness of the offer

Cost of services
Ease of use of the application

Inexperienced respondents

Hypothetical factors that could 
influence the decision to use 

FinTech services:
Convenience

Speed
Security

Attractive offer
Lower fees

Having a suitable device 
Ease of use of the application

Opinions of other users
Advertising
Necessity

Willingness to try something new
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investing. No statistically significant differences were observed between rural and urban 
residents except for two cases. The chi-squared test of independence revealed a statistically 
significant difference in the reported willingness to use currency exchange services (p = 
0.022). Post-hoc tests revealed a statistically significant difference in the response 
distributions between rural residents and those from large cities (p = 0.003). In contrast, 
the difference between rural areas and mid-sized cities (p = 0.02) did not meet the 
Bonferroni-adjusted significance threshold (0.0167). Figure 2 shows the percentage 
distribution of responses regarding currency exchange services among respondents from 
rural areas and large cities. 
 

 
 

Fig. 2. Percentage distribution of responses to the question: "Would you like to use non-bank currency 
exchange services offered through innovative technologies?" among respondents from rural areas and large 
cities (source: own elaboration based on the author’s survey data). 

 
Urban respondents were significantly more likely to select “definitely not” and “rather 

yes” than rural respondents. This variation may reflect a broader spectrum of attitudes 
toward FinTech within urban populations. In contrast, rural respondents were likelier to 
select “rather not” and “neither yes nor no”. The percentage of “definitely yes” responses 
was similar for both groups. This may reflect more diverse financial experience and 
awareness of currency exchange options in large cities. Such differences may be due to 
greater exposure to innovative financial services among city dwellers, consistent with 
previous findings [35] that city dwellers are more likely to use FinTech due to better access 
to information and technological infrastructure. FinTech can contribute to financial 
inclusion only if users have adequate digital literacy and access to alternative financial 
services [33]. For peer-to-peer lending on social lending platforms, statistically significant 
differences in response distributions between groups were found (Fisher-Freeman-Halton 
test, p = 0.0272). However, none of the post-hoc comparisons between groups met the 
Bonferroni-adjusted significance threshold (0.0167). This may indicate that differences in 
perceptions of peer-to-peer lending are noticeable but not pronounced enough to suggest 
clear regional trends. 

The next question, which was also asked of all respondents, concerned the overall 
evaluation of non-bank FinTech service providers (measured on a five-point Likert scale, 
with the option of selecting "I have no such experience"). The responses also allowed 
identifying respondents with and without experience in each group. The percentage 
distribution of responses is shown in Figure 3. 

 

 
 

Fig. 3. Percentage distribution of responses to the question: “How would you generally evaluate the services 
of non-bank financial providers using innovative technologies?” by place of residence (source: own elaboration 
based on the author’s survey data). 
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Next, to better understand the mechanisms behind the differences in FinTech 
perceptions, the analysis focused on the factors that encouraged respondents to use these 
services and those that could potentially persuade them to do so. The first step was to 
analyze the responses of participants with prior experience with FinTech services. 
Respondents rated the following factors: ease of use, speed of service, security of 
transactions, attractiveness of the offer, lower fees, ownership of an appropriate device 
(e.g., smartphone, computer), ease of use of the application, influence of others' opinions, 
advertising as a source of information, necessity (e.g., lack of other alternatives), and 
willingness to try something new. They then rated FinTech experience in terms of 
convenience, speed of service, security, attractiveness of the offer, level of fees, and ease 
of application use. Statistical analysis revealed no significant differences in these aspects 
based on location. This may suggest that the key differences are primarily related to the 
decision stage - whether to start using FinTech services - rather than the actual use of these 
services. The fact that individuals who already use FinTech evaluate it similarly regardless 
of where they live suggests that once the initial barrier to using the FinTech ecosystem is 
overcome, users evaluate its functionality based on similar criteria [28], [31]. This is 
consistent with other findings [9], which emphasize that the availability of technology and 
infrastructure plays a crucial role in the decision to use FinTech but does not necessarily 
influence how tech-savvy users use such services. Similar findings [24] suggest that users 
with higher levels of digital literacy and technological awareness are more likely to use 
FinTech. 

For respondents with no prior experience, the importance of each factor was analyzed. 
Advertising, necessity (e.g., lack of alternatives), and willingness to try something new did 
not show statistical significance. For factors such as convenience (Fisher-Freeman-Halton 
test, p = 0.0268), speed (Fisher-Freeman-Halton test, p = 0.005), lower fees (chi-square 
test, p = 0.001), and ease of use (chi-square test, p = 0.010), overall significance was 
observed; however, post-hoc tests did not confirm statistically significant differences 
between specific groups after Bonferroni correction (p > 0.0167). This means that while 
group-level differences in responses were noticeable, it was not possible to clearly identify 
which groups were significantly different from each other. Security (chi-square test, p = 
0.007) was less frequently cited as an important factor by rural residents than by small city 
residents (p = 0.007). This may indicate that security is not perceived as a key issue for 
rural respondents. This contradicts studies [15] identifying security as one of the main 
factors influencing users' decisions regarding FinTech [28], [31]. In rural areas of Poland, 
low familiarity with FinTech leads to a lack of awareness of potential risks, leading to 
security not being perceived as an essential consideration. It is also possible that rural 
respondents place greater trust in financial institutions or lack a frame of reference that 
would allow them to evaluate the security of FinTech services as a critical criterion. 
Alternatively, this may indicate that people in rural areas are not considering using FinTech 
at all, making security issues mainly irrelevant to them. The attractiveness of the offering 
(chi-square test, p < 0.001) was considered less important by rural residents than by mid-
sized city residents (p = 0.004). This may be due to lower exposure to competing FinTech 
products and more limited access to alternative offerings in smaller localities. Ownership 
of an appropriate device (chi-square test, p = 0.008) was more critical for mid-sized city 
residents than for rural residents (p = 0.008). This may reflect that FinTech services are 
more widely available in mid-sized cities, making device ownership a key factor in 
enabling their use. In rural areas, however, the primary barrier may be infrastructure 
constraints and limited access to services. This is supported by other research [14] that 
highlights the issue of limited access to the Internet and digital technologies in rural 
communities. Although these studies focus on older users, the conclusions regarding 
infrastructural limitations may also be relevant in FinTech use. Under such conditions, 
simply owning a device does not guarantee the ability to use FinTech services [2], which 
may explain why their perceived importance is relatively lower. The opinion of others (chi-
square test, p = 0.011) was more important for residents of mid-sized cities than for rural 
residents (p = 0.013), which may be due to the smaller number of people actively using 
FinTech in rural communities. This is consistent with previous findings [35], which 
emphasize that the effectiveness of social recommendations depends on the number of 
users within a given group. Lower population density and smaller social networks may 
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reduce the impact of social influence in the context of financial technology use. Table 2 
presents only those factors found to be statistically significant for respondents with no prior 
experience by place of residence. 

 
Table 2. Responses of inexperienced respondents by place of residence. Factors that were statistically 
significant globally and in post-hoc comparisons (source: own elaboration based on the author’s survey data). 

 

 
Place of residence 

Post-hocs 
Overall Rural Cities up to 

100k 
Cities 

100–500k 
Cities 

over 500k χ² test  
(p-value) N= 421 167 133 75 46 Comparison P-value 

Se
cu

ri
ty

, n
 (%

) 1 110 (26.1) 52 (31.1) 27 (20.3) 20 (26.7) 11 (23.9) 

0.007* 

Rural vs. small 
cities 

 

Rural vs. 
medium cities 

 

Rural vs. large 
cities 

0.007* 
 
 

0.072 
 
 

0.218 

2 113 (26.8) 54 (32.3) 31 (23.3) 18 (24.0) 10 (21.7) 

3 94 (22.3) 28 (16.8) 43 (32.3) 13 (17.3) 10 (21.7) 

4 55 (13.1) 19 (11.4) 21 (15.8) 8 (10.7) 7 (15.2) 

5 49 (11.6) 14 (8.4) 11 (8.3) 16 (21.3) 8 (17.4) 

A
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

of
fe

r,
  

n 
(%

) 

1 58 (13.8) 20 (12.0) 14 (10.5) 12 (16.0) 12 (26.1) 

<0.001* 

Rural vs. small 
cities 

 

Rural vs. 
medium cities 

 

Rural vs. large 
cities 

0.019 
 
 

0.004* 
 
 

0.020 

2 140 (33.3) 71 (42.5) 34 (25.6) 26 (34.7) 9 (19.6) 

3 122 (29.0) 43 (25.7) 52 (39.1) 15 (20.0) 12 (26.1) 

4 51 (12.1) 19 (11.4) 22 (16.5) 4 (5.3) 6 (13.0) 

5 50 (11.9) 14 (8.4) 11 (8.3) 18 (24.0) 7 (15.2) 

H
av

in
g 

a 
su

ita
bl

e 
de

vi
ce

, n
 (%

) 

1 54 (12.8) 19 (11.4) 12 (9.0) 13 (17.3) 10 (21.7) 

0.008* 

Rural vs. small 
cities 

 
Rural vs. 

medium cities 
 

Rural vs. large 
cities 

0.254 
 
 

0.008* 
 
 

0.076 

2 116 (27.6) 58 (34.7) 32 (24.1) 17 (22.7) 9 (19.6) 

3 131 (31.1) 48 (28.7) 48 (36.1) 23 (30.7) 12 (26.1) 

4 69 (16.4) 28 (16.8) 28 (21.1) 6 (8.0) 7 (15.2) 

5 51 (12.1) 14 (8.4) 13 (9.8) 16 (21.3) 8 (17.4) 

O
pi

ni
on

 o
f 

ot
he

rs
, n

 (%
)  1 47 (11.2) 26 (15.6) 9 (6.8) 5 (6.7) 7 (15.2) 

0.011* 

Rural vs. small 
cities 

 

Rural vs. 
medium cities 

 

Rural vs. large 
cities 

0.064 
 
 

0.013* 
 
 

0.196 

2 111 (26.4) 51 (30.5) 33 (24.8) 19 (25.3) 8 (17.4) 

3 141 (33.5) 48 (28.7) 52 (39.1) 26 (34.7) 15 (32.6) 

4 69 (16.4) 27 (16.2) 27 (20.3) 8 (10.7) 7 (15.2) 

5 53 (12.6) 15 (9.0) 12 (9.0) 17 (22.7) 9 (19.6) 
Note: When 1 is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly agree. *p < 0.05; significance tested with Chi-square or Fisher–
Freeman–Halton test; Bonferroni-corrected p = 0.0167 for post-hoc comparisons. 

 

4. Conclusion 
This study aimed to assess differences in the readiness to use FinTech services between 
rural and urban residents in Poland and to identify the factors influencing their decision to 
use such services. Particular attention was given to the role of prior UX and location-related 
variation. The findings address the research questions and offer insights relevant to 
improving financial inclusion. 

In response to the first question, readiness to use FinTech was broadly similar across 
groups, except for currency exchange and peer-to-peer lending, which were more 
appealing to large city residents. This may be due to greater exposure to diverse financial 
products and broader awareness of available alternatives in urban areas. The second 
research question concerned the influence of prior experience with FinTech on perceptions. 
The main differences occurred at the decision-making stage - whether to start using 
FinTech services - rather than in their actual use. Individuals with FinTech experience rated 
the services similarly regardless of where they lived, suggesting that once the initial entry 
barrier is overcome, FinTech users tend to have similar views about the functionality and 
benefits of these services. Thus, attitudes toward FinTech may shape subsequent behaviors, 
aligning with the concept of DFL. As for the third question, which focused on the factors 
shaping perceptions of FinTech, rural residents were less likely to consider security, 
attractiveness of offers, and ownership of an appropriate device as essential decision-
making factors. In addition, the opinion of others was less relevant to rural residents than 
to those living in mid-sized cities. These differences may reflect lower exposure to 
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alternative services and smaller social networks, limiting access and influence, particularly 
in rural areas. 

These insights can guide FinTech implementation strategies tailored to diverse user 
segments. Introducing new financial services should accompany educational initiatives on 
digital security and usability, along with efforts to build trust through user-centered design. 
Improving social recommendation mechanisms may also be crucial, particularly in mid-
sized cities where peer opinion matters more. 

A limitation of this study is the use of the CAWI method, which may have excluded 
digitally marginalized individuals. Since the data were collected during the peak of 
pandemic-related restrictions in 2020, this period may be viewed as a stress test for 
FinTech readiness, reflecting upper-bound exposure, including reluctant users. Recent 
advances, such as embedded finance and AI-driven personalization, suggest that future 
research should revisit user attitudes, especially among digitally cautious groups. Studies 
could also assess the impact of educational programs on financial attitudes and, 
consequently, DFL across different social segments. Future work should apply qualitative 
methods and more nuanced segmentation techniques (behavioral or infrastructural 
clustering) rather than relying solely on administrative divisions. While this study did not 
explore age-related differences, these have been analyzed separately using the same dataset 
[20]. Future work might also examine how UX design and the credibility of information 
channels shape FinTech adoption across user groups. 
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