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Abstract

Trust is of paramount importance to banks. Previous research has shown that trust increases with
repeated personal contacts. We investigate if this applies to the customer-employee relationship in
banks. Data from an on-line survey of 293 customers of Swedish retail banks are used to construct
indicator measures. By means of structural equation modeling we find that trust in the bank is
influenced by perceived quality of personal service through employees’ perceived competence,
perceived benevolence, and perceived transparency, and that satisfaction with the bank is influenced
by perceived quality of personal service through perceived competence, perceived benevolence,
perceived transparency, and trust. © 2018 Academy of Financial Services. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

A trend during the last decades is a declining trust in other people as well as institutions
(Twenge, Campbell, and Carter, 2014). Following this trend, trust in banks has likewise declined
since the 1970s, further exaggerated by the financial crisis in 2008 (Edelman, 2017; Gallup,
2013). If trust is declining in banks, an important question is what role trust has for consumers’
financial decisions. The financial sector is often described as a “trust business” because of the
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credence qualities of the offered services, in conjunction with the frequently long time span until
delivery of benefits. As a consequence, it has been argued that trust is of paramount importance
for the consumer of financial services (Sekhon, Ennew, Kharouf, and Devlin, 2014).

Financial decisions have increased in importance to individuals—a trend that has aug-
mented the need for research that addresses individuals’ ability to make such decisions
(Gough and Niza, 2011). Given the complexity of many financial decisions and the often
replicated finding that individuals perceive they lack adequate knowledge (e.g., Lusardi and
Mitchell, 2007), their coping strategies have naturally become an important focus. One
strategy preferred by many customers is to personally interact with bank employees to obtain
financial advice to compensate their lack of knowledge (e.g., Hermansson, 2015).

It has been demonstrated that trust increases with repeated personal contacts (e.g., Jones and
George, 1998; King-Casas et al., 2005), and we assume that this also applies to the relationship
between bank customers and bank employees. Based on other research showing that attitudes
towards companies are influenced by and influence attitudes towards employees (cf. Plitt,
Savjani, and Eagleman, 2015), a plausible further assumption is that customers’ trust in a bank
changes with their trust in its employees with whom they interact. Our aim in this study is to
attempt to empirically demonstrate that the quality of personal service offered by bank employees
influence trust in their bank through the most common determinants of trust. Hence, as detailed
below, we investigate whether perceived quality of personal service influences trust in banks
through bank employees’ perceived competence, perceived benevolence, and perceived trans-
parency. Because another important question is whether personal service to some extent affects
satisfaction with banks as previous research has shown (Levy and Hino, 2016), we also inves-
tigate the possibility that this relationship is mediated by trust that in previous research has been
shown to have a direct effect on satisfaction (Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar, 1999).

If personal service is important for bank customers’ trust, it implies access to an important
tool for increasing trust or counteracting a declining trust. Training of bank employees is one
avenue to achieve this—preferably by explicitly targeting trust-building factors such as
competence and benevolence. Transparent communication with customers is yet another
practical tool, proven in previous research to be effective (Anderson and Weitz, 1992). The
role of personal service for trust may also be important to take into account in digital contexts,
in particular when considering that younger people are more skilled using new technology and
less likely to want a personal relationship with the bank (KPMG Nunwood, 2016).

The remaining of this article is organized as follows. First, we review relevant previous
research on trust, personal service, and satisfaction. Then we propose our hypotheses. After
this we describe the method and results of an internet survey to bank customers. Finally, we
discuss the survey results and implications for theory and practice.

2. Review of previous research
2.1. Trust

Trust is a multifaceted construct with a multitude of different definitions (Kantzberger and
Kuntz, 2010). A common feature is that trust is associated with a willingness to depend on
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another party (Hong and Cha, 2013; Sekhon et al., 2014). One implication is that people
substitute lack of knowledge for trust in experts (Carlander, 2015; Dia, 2011; Siegrist and
Cvetkovich, 2000) such that trust will play the role of coping with uncertainty (Colquitt
et al., 2012).

Knowledge of determinants of trust is essential for banks to proactively address the issue
of increasing trust through personal service. Conceptualizations of trust determinants draw
on variants of competence, benevolence, and integrity (e.g., Ennew, Kharouf, and Sekhon
2011; in their study including also shared values and communication). In this study we
similarly propose that competence, benevolence, and transparency are primary determinants
of customers’ trust in banks, and that these determinants are all affected by personal service
as follows. (1) Competence as a determinant of trust in banks refers to trustees’ knowledge
and skill needed to complete a specific task (Malhotra and Lumineau, 2011). Financial
services are by many customers perceived to be complex and difficult to understand. Bank
employees’ competence may, therefore, be valuable to customers and contribute to building
trust in the bank. (2) Benevolence is the expectation that the trustee acts in the trustor’s best
interests (Sirdeshmukh, Singh, and Sabol, 2002). Similarly, integrity and shared values (e.g.,
Ennew, Kharouf, and Sekhon 2011) refer to a sense of moral, ethics, and consistency beyond
the sole interests of the trustee. Benevolence may be important for customers’ trust in a bank
since mass media coverage of high profits, high bonus payments to employees, and financial
turmoil signal that banks are not acting in the customers’ best interests. (3) Transparency
(e.g., Kanagaretnam, Mestelman, Naiar, and Shehata, 2010) may be defined as providing
sufficient information to satisfy the requirements of a reasonable person (Rawlins, 2009).
There has been a growing interest in the value of transparency and transparent communi-
cation for attempts to increase trust (Rawlins, 2009). Transparent information is also believed
to increase rational decision making in financial markets (Lusardi and Mitchell, 2007).

2.2. Personal service

The importance of personal service has been claimed to increase in services with a high
level of intangibility (Berry, 2000) as well as a people-intensive character (Sirdesmukh,
Singh, and Sabol, 2002). Being a customized type of service high in credence qualities,
financial services have further been described as part of a service industry where the relation
between employees and customers is particularly important (Yim, Chan, and Lam, 2012). In
line with this, dissatisfaction with in-branch banking is one factor that has been shown to
push customers into alternative service distribution channels such as internet banking (Devlin
and Yeung, 2003).

It has been recognized that a high quality of personal service is instrumental for creating
and maintaining satisfied customers (Crosby, Evans, and Cowles, 1990). Previous studies
have also shown that the quality of personal service is a direct determinant of satisfaction
(Krishnan et al., 1999) as well as of perceived service quality (Taylor and Baker, 1994). In
Bloemer, de Ruyter, and Peeters (1998) perceived service quality was furthermore both
directly and indirectly related to bank loyalty through satisfaction.

We argue that an additional benefit of personal service is that it influences the determi-
nants of customers’ trust in a bank, and through trust satisfaction with the bank. The
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importance of face-to-face meetings when building trust has been documented (Howcroft,
Hewer, and Durkin, 2003). In personal contacts employees may act in a way such that they
are perceived to be competent by giving customers good advice, perceived to be benevolent
by prioritizing customers’ interests, and be transparent by disseminating relevant information
to customers in an understandable way. As a consequence, customers may both perceive that
the banks’ personal service is of high quality and develop trust in the bank, which is one of
the channels through which their satisfaction with the bank is influenced.

2.3. Satisfaction

A positive relation between trust and satisfaction has been empirically verified in several
meta-analyses (Geyskens, Steenkamp, and Kumar, 1999). Particularly relevant are the results
from a survey focusing explicitly on banks, which found that trust is the most important
factor affecting customers’ satisfaction (Chakravarty, Feinberg, and Widdows, 1997). The
difference between the two constructs has been suggested to rely on the duration of the
relation, with trust being a key variable in novel settings, and satisfaction more important in
maintaining an existing relationship (Selnes, 1998). This is consistent with our conjectures
that trust in a bank has the role of reducing uncertainty, and that trust subsequently is a
determinant of satisfaction with the bank. Additionally, because trust is believed to increase
with time (Jones and George, 1998), as well as become more relational and emotionally
oriented over time (Lewicki and Bunker, 1995), customers’ satisfaction would increase with
length of their relation to the bank. Customers are, therefore, likely to be loyal to a bank that
they trust, a result that has been empirically documented (Shainesh, 2012).

2.4. Hypotheses

Previous research has shown that determinants of trust include competence, benevolence,
and transparency (e.g., Ennew, Kharouf, and Sekhon, 2011). Our rationale for including
these determinants of trust in banks is customers’ demand for competent advice by bank
employees, customers’ demand for a benevolent advisor to prevent them from being cheated
by the bank, and customers’ demand for transparency by the bank employees to facilitate
accurate communication in contacts with the bank. Therefore, we propose

Hypothesis 1: The quality of personal service increases trust in banks through its deter-
minants perceived competence, perceived benevolence, and perceived
transparency.

A direct effect of quality of personal service on satisfaction with banks has been documented
(Levy and Hino, 2016; Moin, Devlin, and McKechnie, 2015). However, we expect that this
relationship will be weaker when measuring the indirect effect of trust. We thus expect that the
relationship between quality of personal service and satisfaction is mediated by trust and its
determinants perceived competence, perceived benevolence and perceived transparency.

Hypothesis 2: Perceived quality of personal service has an indirect effect on satisfaction
through trust and its determinants perceived competence, perceived be-
nevolence, and perceived transparency.
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Perceived quality o
personal service

Fig. 1. The hypothesized direct effects of perceived quality of personal service on perceived competence,
perceived benevolence, and perceived transparency, the direct effects of perceived transparency, perceived
competence and perceived benevolence on trust, and the indirect effect of perceived quality of personal service
on satisfaction through perceived competence, perceived benevolence, perceived transparency, and trust. (Solid
lines represent the direct effects, broken lines the indirect effect.)

3. Study

3.1. Overview

To test Hypotheses 1 and 2 an on-line survey questionnaire was administered to bank
customers asking them questions that provide indicators of the constructs entailed by the
hypotheses. We then use covariance-based structural equation modeling (SEM) to estimate
the expected direct and indirect effects associated with the latent constructs perceived
competence, perceived benevolence, perceived transparency, trust, and satisfaction (see Fig.
1). In SEM (see, e.g., Bollen, 1989; Kaplan, 2009) the regression coefficients of a theoret-
ically specified system of linear regression equations are simultaneously estimated. This is
made by comparing covariances between constructs derived from the regression equations to
observed covariances computed from the indicators. Several measures of goodness-of-fit of
the model are computed.

3.2. Method

Questionnaire data were collected in an on-line survey administered in January 2013 to
participants randomly selected from a customer database maintained by the Swedish bank
Skandiabanken. Skandiabanken is an internet-only bank providing special services. Only a
minority of participants (25.3%) indicated in the questionnaire that it was their main bank,
whereas approximately equal numbers of the majority indicated that their main bank was one
of the four largest banks in Sweden (Handelsbanken, Nordea, SEB, and Swedbank).

Participants were invited by e-mail to answer a questionnaire that in pretests took about
10 min to complete. The e-mail explained the general purpose of the study, informed about
the funders of the research (a governmental agency and Skandiabanken), and whom to
contact to make enquiries. Participants were guaranteed confidentiality and were not prom-
ised any monetary compensation. A reminder e-mail was sent to those who after three days
had not replied. The invitations were sent to 4,968 potential participants of which 293 (5.9%)
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Table 1 Sample descriptives (n = 293)

Variable Value
Sex (% women) 28.0
Mean age (years)® 554
Education (spouse)
Elementary school (% degree) 6.1 (8.5)
High-school (% degree) 23.9 (18.4)
College (% degree) 69.6 (54.3)
Employment (spouse)
Employed (%) 60.4 (50.5)
Self-employed/entrepreneur (%) 17.4 (11.3)
Agriculturist (%) 0.3 (0.3)
Student (%) 1.4 (0.7)
Unemployed (%) 0.3(1.4)
Retired/house-wife, -man (%) 28.7 (20.8)
Other type of occupation (%) 3.1(1.0)
Married/cohabiting (%) 81.6
Annual household income (SEK)®
200,000 or less (%) 1.4
201,000-350,000 (%) 7.8
351,000-500,000 (%) 12.6
501,000-650,000 (%) 19.8
651,000-800,000 (%) 15.0
801,000-950,000 (%) 13.0
More than 950,000 (%) 25.6
Disposal assets (cash, savings, investments) (SEK)
10,000 or less (%) 1.4
11,000-50,000 (%) 5.5
51,000-150,000 (%) 10.2
151,000-300,000 (%) 12.6
301,000-600,000 (%) 16.7
601,000-900,000 (%) 10.2
More than 901,000 (%) 34.8
Type of home
House/garden apartment 63.1
Apartment/flat (%) 35.2
Other 1.4
Type of agreement
Rented apartment (%) 14.7
Owned apartment (%) 21.8
Owned house (%) 60.8
Other 2.3

# National average in Sweden: 50.1 % women (Statistics Sweden, 2013), mean age 41.1 years (Statistics
Sweden, 2012). Other national averages are given within brackets.
" 1SEK was approximately 0.16 US$ and 0.11 EURE at the time of the study.

completed the questionnaire (28.0% women, age ranging from 21 to 79 years with a mean
of 55.4 years). Sample descriptives obtained from the questionnaire are given in Table 1.
A detailed description of the questionnaire is given in Carlander (2015). Briefly, partic-
ipants were in the indicated order asked questions about frequency and types of bank
contacts, quality of personal service, trust in and satisfaction with their main bank (defined
as the bank with which they had the closest relation), trust in society and its institutions,
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financial literacy assessed through both self-reported knowledge and true/false responses to
knowledge questions, and questions about socio-demographic variables. The model test uses
only the questions about quality of personal service, trust, and satisfaction described below.

We based our trust questions on those developed in a larger set of studies (van Raaij and
van Esterik-Plasmeijer, 2017) aimed at measuring trust in the finance sector. We received
from these authors (personal communication, November 2011) an earlier version of the
questions that at that time had been used to measure trust in insurance companies. The
questions we used asked participants to rate statements about their main bank. They had been
translated, modified, and pretested in two pilot studies to obtain reliable indicators of the
latent variables perceived competence, perceived benevolence, perceived transparency, and
trust." Similarly phrased statements about perceived quality of personal service and satis-
Jaction were constructed by us. The participants rated each statement on a seven-point
Likert-type numeric scale ranging from 1 “totally disagree” to 7 “totally agree.” The
statements (translated from Swedish) are given in Table 2. In the questionnaire the state-
ments were presented in a counterbalanced order.

3.3. Results

Firstly, we assess discriminant and convergent validity of the theoretical constructs (Hair
et al., 2010). Secondly, we use covariance-based SEM (Bollen, 1989; Kaplan, 2009) to test
the relationships between the latent constructs. We report goodness-of-fit of the model as
well as estimates of standardized regression coefficients corresponding to total, direct and
indirect effects as specified in the model.

Because missing data are not permitted in the analyses, we conducted a preliminary test
showing that the missing values were not systematic (Little’s MCAR test, ¢* = 1376.47,
df =1470, p = 0.960). Expectation maximization was, therefore, used for replacing the
missing values. Table 2 reports means, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis, and inter-
correlations of the indicators.

By means of the maximum likelihood method in IBM SPSS AMOS 21, we first tested a
six-factor measurement model of the latent constructs satisfaction, trust, perceived compe-
tence, perceived benevolence, perceived transparency, and perceived quality of personal
service. This resulted in a marginally acceptable model fit: ¢* = 377.84, df = 120, p < 0.001;
normed fit index (NFI) = 0.92; comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.95; and root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.09. The standardized indicator weights are given in
Table 2. With one exception these are uniformly high. In contrast, a one-factor measurement
model yielded an unacceptable fit, ¢* = 691.56, df = 90, p < 0.001; NFI = 0.84; CFI =
0.85; and RMSEA = 0.15.

Table 3 reports the correlations between constructs, composite reliability (CR), Cron-
bach’s as, average variance extracted (AVE), maximum shared squared variance (MSV),
and average shared squared variance (ASV). As recommended by Hair et al., (2010) and
Fornell and Larcker (1981), all CRs and as are above 0.70. Furthermore, the recommended
criterion for convergent validity (Hair et al., 2010) is fulfilled in that AVE is above 0.50 and
CR is larger than AVE. However, the criterion for discriminant validity, that AVE should be
larger than both MSV and ASV, is only approximately fulfilled. In the main diagonal of the
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Table 3 Composite Reliability (CR), Cronbach’s «, Average Variance Extracted (AVE), Maximum Shared
Squared Variance (MSV), and Average Shared Squared Variance (ASV), and correlations between constructs
with square root of AVE in the min diagonal

Construct CR A AVE MSV ASV Factor correlation matrix
SAT TRUST COMP BEN TRANS PERS
Satisfaction (SAT) 095 095 0.87 084 0.66 0.93
Trust (TRUST) 090 090 0.76 0.84 0.77 0.92 0.87
Competence (COMP) 0.77 0.77 053 076 0.63 0.76 0.87 0.73
Benevolence (BEN) 0.90 089 0.75 0.71 0.63 0.79 0.84 0.75 0.86

Transparency (TRANS) 0.82 0.79 0.60 0.80 0.67 0.73 0.89 0.79 0.79 0.78
Personal service (PERS) 0.87 0.86 0.68 0.79 0.70 0.85 0.86 0.80 0.80 0.89 0.82

correlation matrix, the square roots of AVE are given for each construct. As may be seen,
these are lower than the correlations with the other constructs for perceived competence,
perceived transparency, trust, and perceived quality of personal services. An overlap between
indicators of these constructs is hence implied. Adding a common latent factor improved the
model fit marginally, ¢* = 284.01, df = 102, p < 0.001; NFI = 0.94; CFI = 0.96; and
RMSEA = 0.08. Still suggesting that a common latent factor may account for the covariance
between the indicators, the standardized indicator weights were reduced for all the constructs
(see MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012).

The proposed structural model (Fig. 1) tested by the maximum likelihood method resulted
in a marginally acceptable fit, ¢ = 443.05, df = 127, p < 0.001; NFI = 0.91; CFI = 0.93;
and RMSEA = 0.09. Two alternative models were also tested. A poor fit was obtained for
the model positing that satisfaction is directly determined by trust, perceived competence,
perceived benevolence, perceived transparency, and perceived quality of personal service,
¢ = 1489.23, df = 130, p < 0.001; NFI = 0.70; CFI = 0.72; and RMSEA = 0.19, as well
as for the other model, positing direct effects on satisfaction of trust and perceived quality
of personal service, and indirect effects of perceived competence, perceived benevolence,
and perceived transparency through trust, ¢ = 1127.58, df = 130, p < 0.001; NFI = 0.77,
CFI = 0.79; and RMSEA = 0.16.

Table 4 gives standardized regression coefficient estimates of total, direct, and indirect
effects. Bootstrapping was used to obtain bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals (as
recommended by Hayes and Scharkow, 2013) for a total of 2,000 replicates. As expected
(Hypothesis 1), a significant indirect effect is observed of perceived quality of personal
service on trust through perceived competence, perceived benevolence, and perceived trans-
parency. Perceived competence, perceived benevolence, and perceived transparency also
have significant direct effects on trust. Furthermore, according to Hypothesis 2 there is a
significant indirect effect on satisfaction of perceived quality of personal service through
perceived competence, perceived benevolence, perceived transparency, and trust. The direct
effect of perceived personal service on satisfaction is positive although not significant.
Perceived competence, perceived benevolence, and perceived transparency have all signif-
icant indirect effects on satisfaction through trust.
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Table 4 Standardized estimates (), 95% confidence intervals (CI), and p values for total, direct, and
indirect effects

Personal service Competence Benevolence Transparency Trust

B Cl= p B CIx p B CIx p B CIx p B CIx p

Total effects

Competence 0.83 0.10 0.001

Benevolence 0.83 0.12 0.001

Transparency 0.91 0.14 0.001

Trust 0.88 0.08 0.002 0.37 0.32 0.005 0.32 0.30 0.001 0.33 0.42 0.009

Satisfaction  0.84 0.16 0.002 0.27 0.26 0.003 0.23 0.28 0.001 0.24 0.26 0.005 0.73 .50 0.002
Direct effects

Competence 0.83 0.10 0.001

Benevolence 0.83 0.12 0.001

Transparency 0.91 0.14 0.001

Trust 0.37 0.32 0.005 0.32 0.30 0.001 0.33 0.42 0.009

Satisfaction  0.20 0.50 0.173 0.73 .50 0.002
Indirect effects

Competence

Benevolence

Transparency

Trust 0.88 0.04 0.002

Satisfaction  0.64 0.21 0.002 0.27 0.13 0.003 0.23 0.28 0.001 0.24 0.26 0.005

4. Discussion

Our results obtained from the survey of customers of Swedish retail banks support
Hypothesis 1 that that the quality of personal service increases the customers’ trust in their
banks through perceived competence, perceived benevolence, and perceived transparency.
We propose that the basis for customers’ perceptions of competence, benevolence, and
transparency is personal contacts with the bank employees, but we are only able to infer this
from the indirect effects in statistical model tests based on questionnaire data. Additional
research, therefore, needs to verify our results by observations of actual interactions between
bank customers and employees.

In support of Hypothesis 2 we found that the quality of personal service influences
satisfaction through trust and its determinants perceived competence, perceived benevolence,
and perceived transparency. In a financial service context, previous studies of trust, including
some aspects of the interaction between employee and customer (e.g., Shainesh, 2012), have
not attempted to draw implications for satisfaction. However, the focus on a satisfied
customer is important from a practical perspective because customer satisfaction indices are
measured regularly and attract much attention. Assessing the determinants of satisfaction
with specific banks has furthermore the virtue of identifying concrete measures aimed at
increasing the level of customer satisfaction proximal to the management of the banks.

Previous research has reported a direct effect on satisfaction of personal service (Crosby
et al., 1990; Krishnan et al., 1999; Taylor and Baker, 1994). A direct effect was, however,
only weakly supported by our results. A direct effect may be explained by personal contacts
that elicits affective (Johnson and Grayson, 2005) or relational (Ponder, Bugg Holloway, and
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Hansen, 2016) components, which are likely to be less salient when answering a question-
naire. This also speaks to the need for additional research using, for instance, in-depth
interviews to disentangle direct affective or relational effects on satisfaction.

We note that the sample we recruited represents customers of all the large Swedish banks
despite that is was obtained from the customer register of one of the smaller niche banks.
This is probably because of the fact that individuals increasingly are customers of more than
one bank and hence appear in several customer registers. For the purpose of our study, this
creates an opportunity to generalize the results that would otherwise have not been possible.
However, it also creates a potential bias since our questions pertained to the “main bank,”
that is the bank with which the customers perceive having the closest relation. Likely for this
reason the ratings were generally positive, thus resulting in negatively skewed distributions
that is a common finding in studies of customer satisfaction (Moe, Netzer, and Schweidel,
2017). This poses a problem for the statistical analyses. Yet, we found no differences in
results in supplementary tests of our structural model using distribution-free estimation
methods. Another problem that the statistical analyses do not address is that the skewed (or
J-shaped) distribution reflects that predominantly positive but also more negative than neutral
customers were more likely to participate.

Although sampling biases cannot be discounted because of the low response rate, there are
other possible causes of the positive ratings. A choice-supportive bias (Mather and Johnson,
2000) may have caused participants to be overly positive towards the bank of which they are
regular customers. Previous research has also found that bank customers judge their own
financial advisor as more trustworthy than financial advisors in general (Sunikka et al.,
2010). It is, furthermore, possible that our somewhat older and more than average affluent
participants may have closer relations to their banks than other customers, thus rating trust
and satisfaction higher. In addition, 70% of the participants stated that they have been a
customer with their main bank for more than 10 years. Previous studies have reported that
the longer a successful trusting relationship lasts, the stronger the trust is (Gulati, 1995;
Lewicki and Bunker, 1995).

A halo effect (Rosensweig, 2014) implies that satisfaction or trust with their own bank
may have spilled over to participants’ evaluations of other aspects (Sunikka et al., 2010). If
the ratings we obtained have a common variance component because of the halo effect, it
may account for the low discriminant validity. Statistical support was, however, only partial
for that a single construct explained some of the common variance of the indicators. Another
not mutually exclusive explanation includes a common method of data collection resulting
in correlations between error variances.

Trust in and satisfaction with banks may be increased or decreased by, for example, media
reporting about financial crises. This may also have potential spill-over effects that can affect
similar financial products that are being discussed in the media (Shin, 2009) as well as similar
companies and institutions (Dahlén and Lange, 2006). It has been suggested that the 2008
financial crisis was sparked by a loss of trust (Sapienza and Zingales, 2012) that spread
through the financial system like a pandemic outbreak. A serious outcome of such an
outbreak is that it may create a self-fulfilling prophecy because banks are not fortified against
a surge in liquidity outflow (Diamond and Dybvig, 1983). Considering that both good and
bad news may spill over in an interconnected financial system, an issue for future research
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is to understand how under such circumstances loss of trust would be regained to avoid the
severity of financial meltdowns.

Additional research focusing on other customer segments is needed to generalize the
results of the study. It is possible that a younger, less affluent sample would judge personal
service to be less important considering the penetration of internet services, smartphone apps,
and financial intermediaries, such as for example PayPal, that makes financial errands
convenient without a long-term bank relationship (KPMG NunWood, 2016). Self-service
technology is at least a complement that may serve as an important means of increasing
product differentiation and thus satisfaction. Whether automation increases or decreases trust
in the provider is another issue for future research to address.

5. Conclusions

Perceived quality of personal service deserves further empirical examination because is
likely to be an important factor for both trust in and satisfaction with retail banks. Compe-
tence, benevolence, and transparency are possible channels through which personal service
influences trust and satisfaction. Improving bank employees in these respects are, therefore,
a potential means by which banks may increase their customers’ trust and satisfaction.

Note

I We also included statements to measure stability as a determinant of trust as van Raaij
and van Esterik-Plasmeijer (2017) did. Stability did however not show the expected
correlation with trust. Two other variables that we measured were “good citizenship”
and “bank’s trust in customers.” “Good citizenship” was excluded because it had a
high correlation with benevolence, whereas the other variable did not correlate with
trust.
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