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Abstract: The objective of this study was to observe the factors 

causing the high perceived risk of using FinTech products or 

services in Indonesia based on four main dimensions of risk that 

have been developed [1]. Qualitative method is used to reveal the 

holistic symptoms of the main dimension of perceived risk and 

public accountant in 499 Public Accounting Firm in Indonesia as a 

research population, while sampling method using a convenience 

sampling method. The data analysis procedure uses the data quality 

test following a statistical description. The findings obtained from 

this study is that availability risk is a major factor underlying the 

high perceived risk of FinTech products or services in Indonesia. 

Keywords : Perceived Risk, Security Risk, Availability Risk, 

Performance Risk, Compliance Risk, Fintech 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Authority Financial Services (OJK) sees the phenomenon 

of shifting consumer behavior, from traditional or conventional 

services to information technology-based services. One way to 

meet the challenge of the phenomenon is to move towards 

digital transformation with Digital Products [2]. A key aspect of 

digital transport is the ability to process repetitive sequences of 

tasks at previously unknown speeds in trade. This digital 

transportation is influenced by the development of information 

and communication technology (ICT) which has brought good 

solutions for the production side (data base, decision-making 

tool) and for distribution (digital channel, customer knowledge, 

good customer experience, and customer flexibility). One of the 

digital Transformations, with the advent of fintech has further 

its reach all begins with the increasing availability of solutions 

that can improve across the entire value chain [2]. For digital 

banking products that have now been used by 40 percent of 

customers, which means that FinTech's chances of growth and 

develop are huge, especially for startups, micro businesses that 

are not reachable by banks, in addition to bridging access to 

finance to the public [3].  
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Financial services users will benefit from lower tariffs and 

lower cost, functionality, and quality as well as innovative 

financial products and services [4]. Along with the widespread 

implementation of FinTech, awareness of the importance of 

intensive evaluation of the development of new innovations 

IS/IT needs to be done immediately related to adverse threat 

impacts for developers, service providers, and users. 

The main issue in this research is the difference of setting 

and the main dimension of perceived risk related to the 

company's behavior in developing the product or providing 

FinTech service to the end user in doing the online transaction 

[5]–[10]. In addition, the concerns of the community are 

increasingly widespread due to misuse of function and sensitive 

information data [6], [10] which has an impact on people's 

reluctance to use FinTech's products or services.  

According to Tchernykh et al.[11] and Nguyen & Huyunh 

[8] the condition is because the public feel the potential for high 

risk due to unpreparedness of vendors to meet the needs of the 

main resources in adopting FinTech. In addition, people are 

reluctant to use FinTech products or services due to the low 

involvement of service providers when critical constraints occur 

to their users[12].  

Based on the research gap, the purpose of this study is to 

observe the main dimensions of the potential high risk perceived 

by FinTech users in Indonesia. This study will observe four 

major risks that have been developed [1] which consists of 

security, availability, performance and compliance risk.  

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

A. Financial Technology (FinTech) 

The development of digital technology began in 1967 in 

communication and transaction processing increasingly 

transforming finances from analog to digital industry. In its 

progression from year to year experienced developments in 

various advanced countries in using technology to provide 

financial products and services. In 2008 the new phase of 

change began with the emergence of FinTech. New companies 

and established technology companies have begun delivering 

financial products and services directly to businesses and 

consumers [2].  
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The beginning of FinTech's birth was firmly rooted in the 

financial crisis conditions and the public's concerns about the 

banking system that thrived on the perfect financial 

technological innovation [13]. Wonglimpiyarat [14] explained 

that the banking services industry witnessed the reform of 

FinTech's development in improving the efficiency of financial 

transaction services such as checks, electronic cards and funds 

transfer to electronic payment systems, e-banking, mobile 

banking or digital banking. In addition, new competitors such as 

non-banks also enter the financial system and use FinTech to 

offer financial products or services to compete with the current 

banking system.  

From several definitions of recent research, it is concluded that 

FinTech is an innovative development of applications, 

processes, online products, or new business models that 

combine business, interaction and service [15], [16] as an 

additional technology to the financial services industry that 

includes third party payments, MMF, insurance products, risk 

management, authentication and peer-to-peer loans [17]–[19] 

those are more efficient [20]. 

FinTech's core concept stems from the application of peer 

to peer (p2p) used by Napster in 1999 to share music. Later, 

FinTech's development first penetrated the UK in 2004 by 

introducing Zopa in investing or lending money in peer to peer 

(p2p). Then in 2008 Satoshi Nakamoto created BitCoin (in 

Indonesia is not allowed/illegal), then Apple Pay, Samsung Pay, 

and PayPall, which as a company based on FinTech as well as 

T-Cash, Indosat Wallet, XL Tunai, Android Pay Dompetku, and 

others [21]. 

The category and number of FinTech products or services 

in accordance with Bank Indonesia Regulation 

No.19/12/PBI/2017 is tabulated on Table 1 below: 

Table 1: Categories and Number of Indonesia FinTech 

Products/Services 

Kategori Σ Product 

Market Aggregrator 

Portals that gather and collect financial 

data to be presented to users. 

12 

P2P Lending & Crowfunding 

Information technology provides the 

means by which investor and borrowers can 

borrow online 

20 

Payment, Settlement, and Clearing 

Payment portal that aims to facilitate and 

accelerate the process of payment or 

transaction via internet or smartphone. 

20 

Risk and Investment Management 

A financial planner service in digital form 

by filling in the relevant data to know the 

appropriate financial plan as needed. 

8 

The impact of these technological innovations has the potential 

to disrupt the financial services industry [22] comprehensive 

and sustainable in the economic sector [23] and has implications 

for revenue, costs, and margins [24], type of bank, asset and 

wealth manager, fund and payment provider, broker, exchange, 

insurance company [25]. Besides, the FinTech phenomenon 

will bring about a very fundamental change and lead to the 

ongoing global revolution [26].  

B. Perceived Risk 

Since 1960-1980, perceived risk theory has been used to 

explain the behavior of users or consumers [27]–[29]. At the 

beginning of the 20th century is more conical, [30] defines 

perceived risk as a possible disadvantage of subjective feelings 

when pursuing desired results from a product or service. Littler 

& Melanthiou [31] perceived risk is defined as the consumer's 

perception of the uncertainty and possible unintended 

consequences of purchasing a product or service.  

IT risk encompasses an unlimited range of risks and can 

result in disasters on internal and external IT operations. Based 

on the evaluation report related to information technology risk 

factually, Symantec [1] classifies into four main dimensions, 

namely security, availability, performance, and compiliance 

risk. Each of the perceived risk dimensions is described as 

follows: 

Security risk is financial loss potential caused by cheating 

or utilization of IS/IT security hole [31], [32]. Security risk 

encompasses aspects of privacy, integrity, authentication, 

access control and non-repudiation.  

Availability risk is a condition of unavailability of the 

system or the failure of hardware components so incapable of 

recovering services on time [11]. Availability risk encompasses 

inadequate capacity management, ICT system failures, 

inadequate IT continuity and disaster recovery planning, 

disruptive and destructive cyber-attacks, institution factors and 

controls [33]. 

Performance risk is a condition that does not work in 

serving its users as promised to reduce the level of productivity 

and business value [30]. Performance risk encompasses fail to 

meet promised service levels, bottlenecks in back-office 

systems, old technology, unscalable, and errors in 

implementation. 

Compliance risk is a potential failure due to handling or 

not in accordance with established requirements, regulations, or 

business policies [34]. Compliance risk consists of 

environmental risk, workplace health & safety, corrupt 

practices, social responsibility, quality risk, and process risk. 

III. RESEARCH METHOD AND MATERIAL 

This research used qualitative method to express symptom 

holistically-main dimension of perceived risk product or service 

of FinTech in Indonesia, and research data were obtained 

directly from first-party (primary) using survey technique by 

spreading questionnaires sent by official and active e-mail. The 

population of the study is a public accountant working on 499 

Public Accounting Firm throughout Indonesia [35] while the 

sampling method is using the convenience sampling method 

because the number of public accountants working in Public 

Accounting Firm throughout Indonesia is not known with 

certainty. 

This research instrument uses closed question types. The 

research instrument using the previous research questionnaire 

that is divided into four dimensions, namely: a) Security Risk 

[31], [32], [36], b) Availability Risk [11], c) Performance Risk 

[30] and d) Compliance Risk 

[34].  
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While the measurement of all indicators is using the Likert 

scale of seven-point format from Strongly Disagree (1) to 

Strongly Agree (7). A large score of these variables indicates 

the high degree of the perceived risk of respondents on FinTech 

products or services. The measurement of scale 1-7 was used in 

this study is expected to produce an unbiased value of the value 

of an indicator. 

The phase in the data processing used is the test of data 

quality and statistical description. observed, manipulated, 

controlled is the perceived risk that was divided into four main 

dimensions of security, availability, performance, and 

compliance risk, the following control variables (island, 

position, firm scale, work the experience, professional title, 

gender). 

IV. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

This research is conducted on the perceived risk against 

four main dimensions. This test is done to see the awareness and 

validity of the dimensions to be used in this study. This test is 

done with SPSS version 23 software. The result of data quality 

test of the dimension of perceived risk in research is presented 

in 

Table 2.  

Table 2: Reliability and Validity Test Result 

Code 
Validity Reliability 

 
Code 

Validity Reliability 

Cor. r Result α Result 

 

Cor. r Result α Result 

SCR1 ,905
**

 Very High 

0,782 High 

 

PFR1 ,756
**

 High 

0,816 High 

SCR2 ,822
**

 Very High 

 

PFR2 ,733
**

 High 

SCR3 ,445
**

 Normal 

 

PFR3 ,760
**

 High 

SCR4 ,504
**

 Normal 

 

PFR4 ,763
**

 High 

SCR5 ,905
**

 Very High 

 

PFR5 ,811
**

 Very High 

AVR1 ,712
**

 High 

0,780 High 

 

COR1 ,753
**

 High 

0,874 High 

AVR2 ,716
**

 High 

 

COR2 ,806
**

 Very High 

AVR3 ,717
**

 High 

 

COR3 ,806
**

 Very High 

AVR4 ,615
**

 High 

 

COR4 ,787
**

 High 

AVR5 ,713
**

 High 

 

COR5 ,824
**

 Very High 

AVR6 ,679
**

 High 

 

COR6 ,765
**

 High 

Source: Results test decision with SPSS 23 base on Ghozali 

(2016) 

 

All indicator test results are valid above normal, as well as 

Cronbach α above 70%. It shows that the respondents in this 

study answered the question in the questionnaire consistently 

with high reliability. In Table 3, the characteristics of 416 

respondents are sorted and grouped. Based on the islands where 

Public Accounting Firm is located, the respondents are 

predominantly from Java Island with a percentage of 68.8%, 

Sumatera and Riau Islands by 20%, and other islands with a 

percentage of 11%, while the average score range answers 

between 4.72-6,08. Based on respondents position in Public 

Accounting Firm is dominated by an answer from a junior 

accountant with a percentage equal to 38,22%, 

senior/supervisor 25,96%, manager 18,75% and partner equal 

to 17,07%, average score range answer between 5,25-5, 83. 

Based on the firm scale, the answer is dominated by 

national-scale Public Accounting Firm with a percentage of 

73.32% while affiliate/international firm scale is 26.68%, 

average score range answers between 5.23-5.82. 

Table 3: Respondent Characteristic 

Sort By F % SCR AVR PFR COR    

Is
la

n
d

 

Sumatra & Riau Islands 83 20 5,41 5,91 5,37 5,33 5,51 

Java 286 68,8 5,61 5,91 5,52 5,32 5,59 

Bali & Southeast Islands 9 2,2 4,77 5,89 5,00 4,72 5,10 

Kalimantan 13 3,1 5,46 6,08 5,08 5,33 5,49 

Sulawesi & Papua 25 6 5,56 6,04 5,56 5,5 5,67 

P
o

si
ti

o
n

 

Junior 159 38,22 5,48 5,83 5,40 5,37 5,52 

Senior/Supervisor 108 25,96 5,52 5,79 5,34 5,25 5,48 

Manager 78 18,75 5,52 5,83 5,38 5,29 5,51 

Partner 71 17,07 5,52 5,82 5,31 5,39 5,51 

F
ir

m
 

S
ca

le
 

International 111 26,68 5,49 5,82 5,34 5,23 5,23 

National 305 73,32 5,51 5,81 5,37 5,36 5,36 
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W o
r

k
 

E
x

p
e

ri
e

n
c

e 2 – 5 years 98 23,56 5,45 5,89 5,26 5,40 5,40 

 

6 – 10 years 176 42,31 5,56 5,82 5,44 5,28 5,28 

16 – 20 years 126 30,29 5,50 5,74 5,39 5,34 5,34 

> 21 years 16 3,85 5,29 6,03 5,10 5,20 5,20 

 P
ro

fe
ss

io
n

al
 

T
it

tl
e 

BKP 49 11,78 5,63 6,00 5,62 5,14 5,60 

CA 170 40,87 5,40 6,17 5,60 5,33 5,63 

CPA 159 38,22 5,56 5,73 5,41 5,37 5,52 

CMA, PMA, CRMA, 31 7,45 5,20 5,76 5,02 5,49 5,37 

CSRA, CSRS               

G
en

d
er

 

Male 335 80,53 5,52 5,83 5,39 5,31 5,51 

Female 81 19,47 5,44 5,75 5,26 5,40 5,46 

SCR=security, AVR=availability, PFR=performance, and 

COR=complience 

 

Based on work experience, answers are dominated by 

accountants who have experience in Public Accounting Firm for 

6-10 years with a percentage of 42.31%, long experience of 

16-20 years of 30.29%, 2-5 years experience of 23.56% and the 

rest of 3.85%, the average score range of answers between 

5.10-6.03. Based on the professional title, the answer is 

dominated by an accountant who has tittle Chartered 

Accountant/CA with the percentage of 40,87%, Certified Public 

Accountant/CPA equal to 38,22% and other professional titles 

equal to 19,23%, average score range answer between 5, 

02-6.17. Respondents answers by gender were dominated by 

male respondents 80.53% and female 19.47% with an average 

score range between 5.26-5.83. From the respondents's average, 

the rate that availability risk (AVR) as the main factor of 

perceived risk. 

In Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics of the perceived 

risk dimension using the total, mean and standard deviation of 

respondents’s answers, including the tendency of respondents's 

answers to questions submitted in the questionnaire in the form 

of risk rating. 

Table 4: Dimension and Indicator Statistic Description 

Mi=minor, Mo=moderate, Sr= Serious and Cr=Critical impact 
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V. CONCLUSION 

Availability risk is the main cause (critical issue) of high 

perceived risk products or services FinTech in Indonesia that 

needs to be handled properly. Conditions that occur in service at 

FinTech service providers occur system failure or failure of 

hardware components used. Thus startup companies are aware 

of the risks that occur when ignoring the aspect of management 

capacity and institution factor in order to be able to minimize 

ICT system failures and disaster risk that harming the user and 

also the survival of startup company in Indonesia in particular. 
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