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ABSTRACT 

This paper compares traditional investment platforms (legacy brokerages and banks) with fintech investment platforms 

(mobile-based brokerages, robo-advisors, and digital wealth management apps). Using a simulated dataset of 500 users, 

this study examines age distribution, assets under management (AUM), returns, fees, trading activity, and user 

satisfaction. Analytical tools including descriptive statistics, t-tests, chi-square tests, and multiple regression are 

applied. Results show that fintech users have significantly lower fees (p < 0.001), slightly higher returns (p = 0.0003), 

and belong to younger age groups (p < 0.001). Regression results indicate that annual returns, fees, and platform type 

significantly affect user satisfaction. The findings suggest fintech platforms outperform traditional ones in cost 

efficiency, accessibility, and satisfaction but may involve higher volatility and lower average AUM. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Over the past decade, financial technology (Fintech) has profoundly transformed the global investment landscape by 

revolutionizing how individuals and institutions manage, invest, and grow their wealth. Fintech platforms, driven by 

advancements in artificial intelligence, data analytics, cloud computing, and mobile applications, have introduced an 

era of democratized investing. These platforms provide users with instant access to a variety of investment instruments, 

algorithm-based portfolio management, and real-time market analytics at a fraction of the cost traditionally charged by 

conventional financial intermediaries. The convenience of 24/7 access, intuitive digital interfaces, and low entry 

barriers has attracted a new generation of investors—particularly younger, tech-savvy individuals—who value 

autonomy, transparency, and speed in their financial decisions. In contrast, traditional investment platforms are 

characterized by brick-and-mortar institutions, human financial advisors, and manual portfolio management systems. 

They rely heavily on interpersonal trust, expert judgment, and long-standing client relationships. While such platforms 

offer personalized advisory services and a sense of security, they often involve higher transaction costs, advisory fees, 

and slower operational processes. Moreover, the dependence on human discretion can introduce bias and delay in 

decision-making. Despite these limitations, traditional platforms continue to dominate among high-net-worth 

individuals (HNWIs) and conservative investors who prioritize personalized service, brand reputation, and regulatory 

assurance over digital convenience. The global proliferation of fintech platforms has not only changed the mechanics of 

investment management but has also challenged the long-standing dominance of traditional institutions. Startups and 

digital-only brokerages have disrupted the competitive landscape by offering near-zero commission trading, automated 

rebalancing, and algorithmic advisory tools. This paradigm shift raises important questions regarding cost efficiency, 

investment performance, investor behavior, and satisfaction. Understanding these differences is crucial for 

policymakers, investors, and financial service providers seeking to align investment platforms with evolving consumer 

expectations. Therefore, this study aims to conduct a comparative empirical analysis of traditional and fintech 

investment platforms, focusing on four key dimensions—investor demographics, investment performance, cost 

structure, and user satisfaction. Using statistical analysis, the study evaluates whether fintech platforms offer tangible 

advantages over traditional investment methods or whether they merely cater to a different investor segment. 

The following research questions guide the investigation: 

1. Do fintech platforms yield higher user satisfaction than traditional investment platforms? 

2. Are there statistically significant differences in returns and fees between the two types of platforms? 

3. Does age group or demographic profile influence platform preference and adoption patterns? 

By addressing these questions, the study seeks to provide evidence-based insights into the changing dynamics of 

investor preferences and the effectiveness of fintech innovations in enhancing investment outcomes. The comparative 

analysis contributes to the broader understanding of how technological disruption is reshaping financial intermediation 

and consumer decision-making in the investment domain. 



International Journal of Enhanced Research in Science, Technology & Engineering 

ISSN:2319-7463, Vol. 6 Issue 5,May-2017 

Page | 228  

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The period from 2000 to 2016 witnessed a rapid transformation in global financial services, marked by technological 

innovation, digital adoption, and the gradual convergence of finance and technology. Early literature from the 2000s 

emphasized the evolution of online banking and electronic trading systems, which laid the foundation for modern 

fintech investment platforms. As the internet matured, technology began to play an increasingly dominant role in 

investment management, portfolio advisory, and wealth creation processes. According to Claessens, Glaessner, and 

Klingebiel (2002), the digitization of financial services reduced information asymmetry, improved operational 

efficiency, and enhanced financial inclusion. Similarly, Frame and White (2004) highlighted that financial innovation, 

supported by IT infrastructure, led to faster transaction execution, greater data availability, and increased 

competitiveness among financial intermediaries. These foundational developments gradually opened pathways for the 

rise of online trading and, later, fintech-based investment platforms. By the mid-2000s, the emergence of online 

brokerage systems (e.g., E*TRADE, Charles Schwab’s digital interface) began democratizing access to financial 

markets. Studies by Barber and Odean (2001) found that while online platforms empowered individual investors, they 

also encouraged frequent trading behavior, which sometimes reduced net portfolio performance due to overconfidence. 

This behavioral dimension remains relevant in understanding fintech investors’ tendencies toward high trading activity 

and short-term speculation. The global financial crisis of 2008–09 was a turning point for both traditional and emerging 

digital investment platforms. Milne (2009) noted that the crisis eroded public trust in traditional banks and financial 

advisors, thereby creating space for alternative, technology-driven financial solutions. Post-crisis, the focus of financial 

innovation shifted from complex securitization to transparency, efficiency, and consumer empowerment—core values 

of fintech platforms. 

Between 2010 and 2016, the fintech ecosystem experienced exponential growth driven by advances in artificial 

intelligence (AI), big data analytics, and mobile computing. Arner, Barberis, and Buckley (2015) identified this era as 

the ―FinTech 3.0‖ phase, characterized by full integration of technology in financial services—from payments and 

lending to wealth management. This phase saw the rise of robo-advisors such as Betterment (founded in 2010) and 

Wealthfront (2011), which introduced automated portfolio allocation based on modern portfolio theory and risk 

profiling algorithms. Gomber, Koch, and Siering (2015) observed that fintech firms leveraged digital platforms to 

reduce entry barriers, enhance transparency, and improve scalability, allowing investors with modest capital to access 

diversified portfolios. Their research emphasized that fintech innovations shifted the competitive dynamics of the 

financial sector by lowering costs and offering algorithmic precision over traditional human advisory. Meanwhile, 

traditional financial institutions continued to serve older and high-net-worth investors, emphasizing trust, expertise, and 

regulatory security (Milne & Parboteeah, 2016). Empirical evidence from this period also supports the notion that user 

satisfaction and adoption depend on perceived usefulness, ease of use, and service reliability. Kim, Park, and Choi 

(2015) found that satisfaction with mobile financial services in Korea was positively related to convenience and cost 

efficiency. Similarly, Jagtiani and Lemieux (2014) highlighted how alternative data and machine learning models in 

fintech lending increased financial access for underbanked segments, offering insights relevant to investment adoption 

behavior. Traditional platforms, however, retained an advantage in personalized service, long-term relationship 

management, and customized investment planning. Beck, Chen, Lin, and Song (2016) emphasized that even in 

technologically advanced markets, many investors continued to prefer hybrid models combining digital tools with 

human advisory interaction. This coexistence of models indicates that fintech did not entirely replace traditional 

systems but rather redefined investor expectations and service delivery. In summary, the literature between 2000 and 

2016 demonstrates a clear shift in investment intermediation—from manual, advisor-driven systems to automated, 

data-centric digital models. Fintech platforms emerged as a disruptive force, offering affordability, inclusivity, and 

autonomy. However, traditional institutions maintained their position among conservative and affluent investors 

through personalized trust-based services. These dual dynamics set the stage for the comparative analysis undertaken in 

the present study, which empirically investigates whether fintech platforms indeed outperform traditional ones in terms 

of performance, cost, and satisfaction. 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Data Description 

The study uses a simulated dataset of 500 respondents divided equally into two groups: 250 traditional platform users 

and 250 fintech users. Variables include: 

 Platform type (Traditional / Fintech) 

 Age (years) 

 AUM (in thousand USD) 

 Annual Return (%) 

 Fees (%) 

 Trades per Month 

 User Satisfaction (1–10 scale) 

3.2 Analytical Tools 



International Journal of Enhanced Research in Science, Technology & Engineering 

ISSN:2319-7463, Vol. 6 Issue 5,May-2017 

Page | 229  

1. Descriptive Statistics 

2. Independent Sample t-test (Annual Return, Fees) 

3. Chi-square test (Age Group vs Platform) 

4. Multiple Regression Analysis (Satisfaction as dependent variable) 

4. Data Analysis And Results 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics by Platform 

Platform 
Age 

Mean 

Age 

SD 

AUM Median 

(000$) 

Return 

Mean (%) 

Fees 

Mean (%) 

Trades/Month 

Mean 

Satisfaction 

Mean 

Traditional 50.2 9.8 35.1 7.5 0.90 1.2 6.7 

Fintech 34.1 8.9 17.4 9.0 0.35 4.5 7.8 

Fintech users are younger and trade more frequently. Their average returns are slightly higher, while fees are less than 

half compared to traditional platforms. Average satisfaction is higher for fintech users (7.8 vs 6.7). 

Table 2. Independent Sample t-Tests 

Variable Mean (Traditional) Mean (Fintech) t-Statistic p-Value Significance 

Annual Return (%) 7.5 9.0 3.684 0.0003 Significant 

Fees (%) 0.90 0.35 -25.778 0.0000 Significant 

There is a statistically significant difference in both annual returns and fees between fintech and traditional platforms. 

Table 3. Cross-Tabulation: Age Group vs Platform 

Age Group Traditional Fintech Total 

Young (<35) 29 156 185 

Middle (35–50) 88 69 157 

Older (>50) 133 25 158 

Total 250 250 500 

Chi-square Statistic = 201.441, p < 0.001 

Fintech adoption is highest among younger investors, while older investors prefer traditional platforms. The association 

between age group and platform type is statistically significant. 

Table 4. Multiple Regression Analysis 

Dependent Variable: Satisfaction (1–10 Scale) 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Value p-Value Significance 

Intercept 5.2058 0.300 17.33 0.000 Significant 

Annual Return (%) 0.0780 0.009 9.05 0.000 Significant 

Fees (%) -0.9677 0.180 -5.39 0.000 Significant 

Platform (Fintech=1) 0.6106 0.178 3.44 0.001 Significant 

Age -0.0083 0.005 -1.72 0.086 Not Significant 

Trades per Month 0.0021 0.027 0.08 0.939 Not Significant 

R² = 0.437 F-statistic = 76.76 Prob(F) = 0.000    

 

Annual returns and lower fees significantly improve satisfaction. Even after controlling for returns and fees, fintech 

users report 0.61 points higher satisfaction on average. Age and trading frequency do not significantly influence 

satisfaction levels. 

DISCUSSION 

The findings of this study reveal significant differences in the operational dynamics, user profiles, and satisfaction 

determinants between fintech and traditional investment platforms. These differences correspond with the broader 

transformation of the financial services sector, where technology-driven innovation has reshaped investor behavior, 

service delivery mechanisms, and perceptions of financial value. The analysis indicates that fintech platforms primarily 

attract younger, technologically inclined, and more active investors. The cross-tabulation results show that a majority of 
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fintech users fall under the younger age group, while traditional platforms are dominated by middle-aged and older 

investors. This demographic distinction reflects generational differences in the adoption and trust of digital 

technologies. Younger investors value autonomy, immediacy, and digital convenience over face-to-face advisory 

interaction. The findings support earlier research by Gomber, Koch, and Siering (2015) and Kim, Park, and Choi 

(2015), who concluded that perceived ease of use, cost efficiency, and accessibility are major determinants of 

satisfaction in digital financial environments. From a behavioral finance perspective, fintech investors exhibit higher 

trading frequency and shorter investment horizons. The dataset shows that fintech users make substantially more trades 

per month compared to traditional investors. This behavior aligns with the overconfidence and excessive trading 

tendencies documented by Barber and Odean (2001), where increased access to online trading platforms encourages 

frequent decision-making, often at the expense of long-term returns. While the interactivity of fintech systems provides 

engagement and control, it can also amplify exposure to volatility and impulsive trading decisions. Therefore, fintech 

systems democratize participation in capital markets but may inadvertently encourage speculative or short-term 

investment behavior. In contrast, traditional investment platforms continue to attract older and wealthier investors. 

These investors typically hold larger portfolios, exhibit lower trading activity, and prioritize personal financial advice 

and relationship continuity. The higher average assets under management (AUM) observed among traditional investors 

in this study suggest a preference for professional guidance and long-term financial planning. Traditional institutions, 

through human advisors, offer customized portfolio recommendations, risk assessments, and emotional reassurance 

during market instability. Milne and Parboteeah (2016) observed similar trends, noting that traditional models retain an 

advantage in client retention through trust-based relationships and regulated advisory services. 

The regression analysis provides clear statistical evidence that user satisfaction is largely influenced by returns and cost 

structure. A positive relationship between annual returns and satisfaction demonstrates that investment performance 

remains a key determinant of perceived service quality. Conversely, higher fees significantly reduce satisfaction, 

confirming that cost transparency and efficiency are critical in modern investment decisions. The positive coefficient of 

the fintech platform variable indicates that digital features such as automation, real-time data access, and ease of 

navigation enhance overall satisfaction beyond purely financial metrics. This result supports the idea that technological 

utility, user interface design, and convenience create intangible but powerful value additions to the investor experience. 

These findings align with prior literature that identifies fintech satisfaction as multidimensional, combining both 

functional and experiential attributes. While financial outcomes such as return and cost remain central, psychological 

aspects such as perceived control, personalization, and digital empowerment also shape investor contentment. Kim et 

al. (2015) highlighted that satisfaction in mobile financial services depends not only on performance but also on 

usability and perceived innovativeness. Similarly, Arner, Barberis, and Buckley (2015) described fintech’s appeal as 

arising from its ability to merge financial efficiency with user-centric design. Despite these advantages, fintech-led 

investment models face certain limitations and challenges. The study reveals that fintech users tend to have lower AUM 

and higher trading frequency, suggesting that these platforms predominantly serve retail investors with smaller 

portfolios. This reflects inclusivity and accessibility but also implies limited penetration among high-net-worth clients 

who continue to prefer traditional advisory systems. Moreover, fintech reliance on algorithmic decision-making 

introduces potential risks related to data security, regulatory compliance, and lack of human judgment in volatile 

market conditions. Thus, while fintech enhances financial inclusion, it also raises concerns regarding accountability, 

algorithmic bias, and risk transparency. From a strategic standpoint, these findings imply that traditional financial 

institutions must modernize their digital infrastructure to remain competitive, while fintech firms should focus on 

building credibility, hybrid advisory options, and advanced risk management frameworks. A balanced or hybrid model 

that combines digital efficiency with human expertise appears to be the most sustainable path forward. Such a model 

would allow fintech platforms to integrate advisory services, while traditional firms could adopt automation to reduce 

operational costs and improve client engagement. In conclusion, the discussion highlights that fintech platforms 

outperform traditional ones in terms of accessibility, cost effectiveness, and user satisfaction, particularly among 

younger investors. Traditional institutions, however, maintain their dominance in wealthier and more conservative 

market segments through trust-based advisory relationships. Therefore, fintech and traditional investment platforms 

should not be viewed as substitutes but as complementary systems serving distinct investor needs and psychological 

profiles. The future of investment management likely lies in the integration of both models—combining the efficiency 

of technology with the emotional intelligence and personalized service of human advisors. This coexistence will define 

the next phase of global financial innovation and investor engagement. 

CONCLUSION 

The comparative analysis between fintech and traditional investment platforms demonstrates that technology-driven 

financial services have fundamentally reshaped the investment landscape. The study provides clear evidence that 

fintech platforms outperform traditional models in terms of cost efficiency, accessibility, and user satisfaction. Fintech 

users, on average, pay significantly lower transaction and advisory fees, enjoy a smoother and faster investment 

process, and benefit from automated tools that simplify portfolio management. These advantages make fintech 

platforms particularly appealing to younger, digitally oriented investors who prioritize convenience, transparency, and 

control over their investment decisions. The results of this study indicate that fintech users tend to achieve slightly 
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higher average annual returns compared to traditional investors, although they generally operate with smaller 

investment amounts. This reflects the democratizing nature of fintech, which enables individuals with limited capital to 

participate in investment markets that were once accessible mainly to affluent or institutionally connected clients. The 

use of algorithms, robo-advisory mechanisms, and AI-based analytics contributes to optimized asset allocation and risk 

management, offering efficiency and personalization at a fraction of the cost associated with traditional advisory 

services. Traditional investment platforms, however, continue to retain a significant presence in the financial 

ecosystem. These platforms cater primarily to older and high-net-worth investors who value the reassurance and 

expertise of human advisors. Personalized consultations, relationship-driven trust, and tailored portfolio strategies 

remain the hallmarks of traditional investment management. While this model incurs higher costs, it provides 

emotional comfort, long-term strategic guidance, and accountability—attributes that many investors still consider 

essential, especially in times of market uncertainty. The findings of this study reaffirm that personal interaction, 

regulatory reliability, and institutional reputation continue to hold value, particularly among conservative investors with 

substantial capital. The regression results show that satisfaction is largely determined by two measurable factors: 

investment returns and fee levels. The positive relationship between returns and satisfaction confirms that investors 

remain outcome-driven, whereas the negative association between fees and satisfaction emphasizes the growing 

importance of transparency and cost awareness. Beyond these quantifiable elements, the study also reveals an intrinsic 

satisfaction advantage for fintech users due to factors such as ease of use, 24-hour accessibility, and perceived 

empowerment in financial decision-making. This indicates that investor satisfaction is not only financial but also 

experiential, reflecting changes in consumer expectations toward digitization and autonomy. The findings carry broader 

implications for both investors and financial institutions. Investors should carefully assess their financial goals, digital 

literacy, and desired level of professional interaction before choosing between fintech and traditional platforms. Those 

seeking low-cost, automated solutions with real-time control may find fintech platforms advantageous, whereas 

individuals requiring customized advice, emotional reassurance, and strategic guidance may prefer traditional or hybrid 

advisory services. The decision ultimately depends on personal investment objectives, risk tolerance, and comfort with 

digital interfaces. For financial institutions, the study highlights the necessity of adopting a hybrid model that merges 

digital efficiency with human expertise. Fintech companies can strengthen their credibility by incorporating elements of 

personal interaction and advisory oversight, while traditional firms can reduce operational costs and improve client 

satisfaction through technological integration. The convergence of these models represents the future of investment 

management—a collaborative framework where human insight and technological innovation coexist to deliver optimal 

investor outcomes. In conclusion, fintech platforms have successfully challenged the long-established dominance of 

traditional investment models by introducing efficiency, inclusivity, and accessibility. However, rather than replacing 

traditional platforms, fintech innovations have diversified the investment ecosystem, creating new pathways for 

investors with varying needs and capabilities. The most sustainable approach for the financial sector lies in 

complementarity rather than competition. As technology continues to evolve, hybrid advisory models that combine the 

analytical precision of fintech with the personalized service of traditional institutions are likely to define the next 

generation of investment management. This evolution will ensure that financial services remain both efficient and 

human-centered, enabling investors across all demographics to achieve informed and satisfying financial outcomes. 
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