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were notoriously skeptical of banks’ efforts involving
moderate-income consumers. (In 2010, the Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau [CFPB]was formed, in part,
to demystify the agreements consumers made with pro-
viders of financial services)."®

Options in a Competitive
Landscape

The EG team wasn't alone in recognizing the oppor-
tunities in a changing landscape in financial services.
Consumers were gradually changing the way they made
transactions, altering the medium they used to make
their payments. See Exhibits 6 and 7 for indicators of
the movement to a greater reliance on debit and prepaid
cards among U.S. consumers. Exhibit 8 provides the pur-
chase volume, market share, and 2010 growth rates of
leading US. card companies.
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Although the Bank 2.0 initiative team was attempt-
ing to serve the underbanked, the team knew that the
term “underbanked” was in some ways deceiving. First,
underbanked consumers regularly engaged in financial
transactions—those transactions were simply outside
of the traditional banking system. For example, they
performed many transactions in cash and used check-
cashing centers, payday lenders, and remittance com-
panies (known as alternative financial services [AFS]).”
The team recognized that all of these were potential
services that could be provided by payments companies.
Second, in addition to these AFS competitors, a cadre
of technology start-ups was already attempting to enter
the market with novel solutions.** For example, Green
Dot was testing the marketplace through a partnership
with Wal-Mart, while GoBank and NetSpend had forged
relationships with check cashers. Square Cash had also
launched, providing an opportunity for consumers to



