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Abstract

Financial literacy is necessary skill for life that could be improved through financial education. To enhance
financial education, it is important to examine more deeply how students' financial knowledge and
personal background affects their views on personal finance issues and financial decision making. This
study analyzing the questionnaire survey results of 522 university students to assess the relationships
between the financial literacy and students' financial opinions and choices; and the impact of educational
and demographical characteristics to the participants' financial literacy, opinions and choices. Results of
regression analyze show that statistically significant impact on the financial literacy have factors as gender,
nationality, academic discipline, and financial choices and opinion, as holding a debit card, a bank loan,
plan the financial affairs in advance on a daily basis and an interest to get more information about
financial services and monetary affairs. Students studying in the science or mathematics oriented subjects
have more knowledge in finance, especially male students. These results of study enable to develop

financial education and give the direction for future research.
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1. Introduction

Nowadays financial knowledge is essential as in a society much of the financial responsibility has shifted
from governments to the individual. Financial literacy gives individuals the ability to make informed
financial choices. “Just as it was not possible to contribute to and thrive in an industrialized society without
basic literacy - the ability to read and write - so it is not possible to successfully navigate today’s world
without being financially literate” (Lusardi, 2017, p. 1).

According to the definition used by Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD),
financial literacy is a combination of awareness, knowledge, skill, attitude and behavior necessary to make

sound financial decisions and ultimately achieve individual financial wellbeing (OECD, 2012).
In an international study to assess the financial literacy of young people, PISA 2012 , the financial literacy

definition was used the following: “Financial literacy is knowledge and understanding of financial concepts

and risks, and the skills, motivation and confidence to apply such knowledge and understanding in order
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to make effective decisions across a range of financial contexts, to improve the financial well-being of

individuals and society, and to enable participation in economic life “(OECD 2014, p. 33).

There is a range of factors that we do not know yet or whose effect we cannot assess. Good knowledge
cannot always result in reasonable behavior. For instance, in OECD International Network on Financial
Education pilot study undertaken in 14 countries Estonians ranked in the second group in financial
knowledge and last in behavior - exhibited significantly lower levels of behavior than all other countries,
except Albania. (OECD, 2012)

“Financial education is the process by which financial consumers/ investors improve their understanding
of financial products and concepts and, through information, instruction and/or objective advice, develop
the skills and confidence to become aware of (financial) risks and opportunities, to make informed choices,
to know where to go for help, and to take other effective actions to improve their financial well-being and
protection “(OECD, 2006, pp. 118)

The financial literacy test, PISA 2012, was taken in 18 countries and economies, including Estonia. In
Estonia 1088 students took the test and achieved a mean score of 529 points, which was significantly above
the OECD mean (500 points) score (OECD, 2014). The disturbing fact in results was the gap, between the
groups with different languages spoken at home. The students’ who have Estonian language spoken at
home, had the mean score 46 points higher, than the students' whose home spoken language was another
language (OECD, 2014).

Previous studies among adults (Estonian Institute of Economic Research, 2010; Faktum & Ariko, 2010;
Kann, 2010) have shown that Estonians elementary level of financial literacy is not a problem, because it
is compensated by the conservative behavior of the money matters. Problems in financial literacy arise
when there is a need for using long term financial services and calculations. Faktum & Ariko identified the
main risk group or target audience for the improvement of financial literacy as the average urban consumer:
younger or middle age group; wage earner; an average income of middle class and regularity; level of
education above the average of the sample (Faktum & Ariko, 2010). Earlier study to analyze financial
literacy of university students has shown that students' financial literacy level in Estonia was low and
students’ interest for long-term planning was not very high. The low level of financial literacy had 51% of
the respondents, only 3, 4% had plan their financial affairs on a several year basis and 55, 9% had consider
retirement funding. The survey revealed that lower financial literacy level had females, as well as non-
Estonians, younger than 26 years old and students studding in non-economic discipline. (Mandmaa and
Zhiguleva, 2013; Mindmaa, 2019)

The low level in students' financial knowledge could be explained by lack of financial education. To
improve the financial literacy level, it is required to integrate topics in economics and personal finance to

all academic disciplines, especially to non-economics academic disciplines and to the non-Estonian
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curriculums. As financial education should be meet the needs and the financial literacy level of their target
audience, it is necessary to examine more deeply how students' financial knowledge affects their views on

personal finance issues and financial decision making. (Mdndmaa, 2019).

This study had two purposes: First, it examines the relationships between the financial literacy and
university students' financial opinions and choices (i.e. views on personal finance issues and financial
decision making). Second, it explores the impact of socio demographic characteristics to the participants'
financial literacy, opinions and choices. The analysis may help identify factors that determine the level of

competency possessed by students.

The main goal of this study was more deeply examine personal financial opinions and choices of university
students in Estonia to give the results what will enable to identify needs and gaps in financial education

provision to develop the field.

The paper is organized as follows. At section 2, the previous most relevant contributions in literature related
to financial literacy and education are considered. Section 3 is focused on the methodology. Section 4

reports the results that were obtained, and finally section 5 concludes the paper.

2. Literature review

Worldwide, only 33 percent of the population is financially literate. Wealthy people are more financially
literate than poor people, and those with high education attainment are also more financially literate.
Furthermore, women have lower financial literacy than men and financial literacy is lower amongst young
people. (Lusardi, 2017)

Financial education should be regarded as a lifetime, on-going and continuous process, in particular in
order to take account of the increased complexity of markets, varying needs at different life stages, and

increasingly complex information. (OECD, 2006, pp. 119)

The findings from an OECD International Network on Financial Education pilot study undertaken in 14
countries show that compound interest and diversification is lacking amongst sizable proportion of the

population in every country. (OECD, 2012)

Several studies throughout the world have shown that females tend to display lower level on personal
financial literacy than males, among adults (Lusardi & Mitchell, 2006; Fonseca, et al., 2010; Monticone,
2010), students (Chen and Volpe, 1998; Chen and Volpe, 2002; Atkinson et al 2006; OECD, 2012;
Mindmaa and Zhiguleva, 2013; Méandmaa, 2019), and adolescents (Lusardi et al 2010). Goldsmith and
Goldsmith (1997; 2006) suggest that females have lower level in financial literacy than males as their
general interest in investment and personal finance is usually lower, and they are less confident in their

ability to perform financial analysis. Following same line of reasoning, Chen and Volpe (2002) found that
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women generally have not only less knowledge about personal finance, but also have less enthusiasm for,
lower confidence in, and less willingness to learn about personal finance topics than men do. Personal
Finance is mostly number-oriented subject and not very attractive to women, as women prefer courses with
less mathematics and other number-oriented science. Chen and Volpe (2002) argue that enthusiasm and
confidence may be the contributing factors that explain why men are more financially knowledgeable than
women. Fonseca et al (2012) pointed out that women tend to live longer than men, have shorter work
tenures, lower earnings and levels of pension or survivors’ benefits, what put them at higher risk of having
financial problems. Understanding how and why men and women have different levels of financial literacy
allow develop policies aimed at reducing the gender gap and improving the saving and investing decisions

of women.

As been shown before the 26 year old and older students are in higher financial literacy levels than the
younger students (Mindmaa, 2019). Atkinson et al (2006) obtained a similar result in the study of financial
literacy of the United Kingdom population. Chen and Volpe (1998) surveyed college students in US and
noted that participants under the age of 30 are more likely to be less knowledgeable as compared with those
of the age of 40 or older. Wagland and Taylor (2009) came to the result that age would not affect the level

of financial literacy of Australian students.

Earlier study revealed that students with an economic academic discipline have better financial literacy
than students who do not learn in the economic direction (Méndmaa, 2019). The same result was obtained
by Chen and Volpe (1998). Altintas (2011) surveyed the level of financial literacy of Turkish students and
exposed that academic discipline does not affect the level of financial literacy. The study that was conducted
among Portuguese students gave the results according to which individuals attending programs in business
sciences tend to reveal a higher level of financial literacy (Pires and Quelhas, 2015).

Lewis Mandell (2008) who was surveyed the Financial Literacy of Young American Adults, has reported
that students who have taken a full semester course in money management or personal finance in high
school appear to do worse than average in every subject while those who have taken a course in economics,

finance or accounting in college seem to do better in every subject. (Mandell, 2008, pp. 37)

But in the same report Mandell revealed his opinion:” Regardless of major, college students learn how to
do research and solve problems. In a rapidly changing financial system, these two skills are more important
to financial decision-making than understanding financial products, rules and regulations. Knowing how
to approach a problem and how to research it are key to making the best personal financial decisions.* (2008,
pp. 29) According to the results students who study science and engineering have the highest financial
literacy scores and those who study business or economics come next. (Mandell, 2008)

Low levels of financial literacy can be explained by the lack of motivation to learn or to retain new insights.

Thus, as the emergence of new financial products and the rapid development of financial markets
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continuous, it is necessary that individuals are predisposed to educate themselves towards to achieve better
results. (Mandell & Klein, 2007)

Previous research has found that financial literacy can have important implications for financial behavior.
People with low financial literacy are more likely to have problems with debt (Lusardi and Tufano, 2009),
less likely to participate in the stock market (van Rooij et al, 2007), less likely to accumulate wealth and
manage wealth effectively (Hilgert et al, 2003; Stango and Zinman, 2007), and less likely to plan for
retirement (Lusardi and Mitchell 2006, 2007, 2009).

The financial situation of today’s youth is characterized increasingly by high levels of debt. In USA
between 1997 and 2007, average undergraduate student loan debt rose from $9,250 to $19,200 — a 58%
increase after accounting for inflation (Reed 2008). There are other potentially costly consequences of

accumulating high levels of debt early on, such as bankruptcy (Roberts and Jones 2001).

The research among Portuguese students' revealed that the existence of prior experience, as credit clients
or the existence of saving habits increases the financial literacy of individuals (Pires and Quelhas, 2015).

Financial literacy is an important component of sound financial decision-making, and many young people
wish they had more financial knowledge. In a 2009 survey on credit card use among undergraduate students
in USA, 84% of students said they needed more education on financial management topics, 60% would
have liked to receive information about financial management topics in high school, and 40% would have
liked to receive such information as college freshmen (Sallie Mae, 2009). In survey that was organized in
Estonia among the university students, to the question “Do you want to get more information about
financial services and monetary affairs planning?” 65% of the participants answered “yes”. Students with
low financial literacy were most interested, as 55% of "yes" answers came from them. (Méndmaa, 2019)

Understanding financial literacy among young people is thus of critical importance for policymakers in
several areas; it can aid those who wish to devise effective financial education programs targeted at young

people as well as those writing legislation to protect younger consumers (Lusardi et al, 2010).

3. Methodology

This study uses results that were gathered during a survey conducted among students in higher education
institutions in Estonia earlier. The questionnaire covered major aspects of personal finance and contained
financial knowledge about economic base-terminology, saving, borrowing, investment and insurance. The
survey participants were asked to answer multiple-choice questions, including ten questions about
demographic data, 14 questions to assess financial literacy and eight questions regarding students’ financial
opinions and choices. The validity and clarity of the survey was previously evaluated by three master level

students and by three individuals who are knowledgeable in personal finance topics.

In this study the responses from participants were used to calculate the mean and median of correct scores

for measure the financial literacy levels and to analyze the results. Consistent with the existing literature
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(Chen and Volpe, 1998), the mean percentage of correct scores was grouped into three categories. The first
category represents a relatively high level (more than 80%) of knowledge, the second a medium (60% to

79%) and the third represent a relatively low level (below 60%) of knowledge.

Previous research advises that levels of financial literacy vary among subgroups of students (Chen and
Volpe, 1998). To provide evidences of the differences this study used analysis of variance (ANOVA). The
differences were further analyzed using logistic regression models. The participants were divided into two
groups using the median percentage of correct answers of the sample. Students with scores higher than the
sample median were classified as students with relatively higher (More) knowledge, coded as “1” and
students with scores equal or below the median are classified as those with relatively lower (Less)
knowledge, coded as “0”. This dichotomous variable, financial literacy level (More, Less), was used in
logistic regression as the dependent variable, which was explained simultaneously by all of the independent

variables.

The independent variables in this case (described below the Table 6) were variables such as gender,
academic discipline, age, nationality, currently available financial services, planning period of financial
affairs and interest about personal finance topics.
In this study, the logistic model took on the following functional form:
loglp/(1 — p)] = By + B, (Nationality) + B,(Agel) + B;(Age2) + B,(Age3) + Bs(Academic discipline)

+ Bg(Level of Educationl) + B,(Level of Education2) + Bg(Level of Education3)

+ By(Level of Education4) + B, (Gender) + By, (Interest ) + B,, (Investment) + B,; (Insurance)

+ By, (Bank loan) + B;s (Debit Card) + B, (Incomel)

+ B;;(Income2) + B, (Income3) + B,g (Income4) + B,, (Income5) + B,,(Planning — daily)

+ B,,(Planning — quarterly) + ¢;

(1)

Where, p = the probability of a participant with relatively more knowledge about personal finance;
B= the coefficient. Coefficients Bl to B22 represent the effect of each subgroup compared with the
reference group, which were arbitrarily selected.

Several researches throughout the world report that females have lower level in financial literacy than males.
To understand, and find some evidence if financial education should be taught to male and female students
differently, students' choices (financial planning, information sorces and services using), opinions and self-

assessment, were analyzed in addition.

The relationships between students' choices, financial literacy and socio-demographic background, were
described using the Cross-tabulations, Chi-square tests, descriptive statistics and analysis of variances
(ANOVA). Same methods were used to analyze students’ self-assessment.

Earlier study (Mandell, 2008) revealed that students who study science and engineering have the highest

financial literacy scores, as they learn how to do research and solve problems. To find out whether this
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study confirms the above statement, the connections whit students' financial literacy level and field of study
were further investigated and compared using the Cross-tabulation, Chi-square test and analysis of

variances.

4. Results and Analysis

The survey was conducted among students studying in higher education institutions in Estonia to evaluate
their level of financial literacy and analyse the influencing factors. The questionnaire was filled in by 522
students from 13 educational institutions, including 12 public and one private school. The collected data

were analyzed by using the software Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).

4.1 Overall Results of the Survey
Table 1 Characteristics of the Sample

Characteristics Male participants | Female participants Entire sample
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency Yo

Totzl amount of chservations 204 301 318 60.0 522 10
A. Fducation
1. Academic disciplme
2) Mon-economical 175 358 271 852 446 854
b) Economic 29 142 47 14.3 76 14.6
2. Level of education
z) Applied higher educational 30 19.1 107 336 146 280
studies
b) Bachelor studies 106 32.0 114 358 220 121
¢) Combined smdies o 4.4 26 5.2 33 6.7
d) hiaster studies 44 24.0 67 211 116 232
&) Dioctorzl stdies 1 035 4 1.3 3 1.0
B. Experience
1. Age groups
a) 18-21 102 50.0 148 465 2350 47 0
b) 22-23 6/ 32.8 110 34.6 177 33.9
c) 26 and up 33 172 60 13.9 a3 18.2
2. The work experience
a) 0 vears EE] 41.2 o7 305 181 347
b) 1 to 2 vears 60 204 103 33.0 165 3l.6
c) 3 vears and up 60 204 116 36.3 176 33.7
C. Demographic
characteristics
1. Mationality
a) Estonian 161 R 257 808 418 301
b) Mon-Estonian 43 211 61 192 104 194
2. Household size
a) Live alone 61 200 712 226 33 233
b) Live with husband' wife 37 15.1 o0 31.1 13 26.0
¢} Lrve with husband’ wife and 11 534 34 10,7 45 3.6
children
d) Live with 20 436 a2 280 181 347
parents, grandparents
g) Oither i 24 21 6.0 27 52
D. Income
1. Personzl monthly net mcome
z) Do not want to answer 22 10.8 33 11.0 57 109
b) Under 300 EURO o1 446 148 46.5 239 458
c) 301- 600 EURO 30 245 33 267 230 2390
d) 601 — 1000 EURO 19 9.3 37 11.6 a6 10.7
e) 1001 EUF.O and over 22 10.3 13 41 35 6.7
E. Background
1. Level of education ofthe
PErents
2) Higher education exists 131 642 133 37.5 314 602
b) Higher educatton mizszmng ] 33 13 425 208 B

International Educative Research Foundation and Publisher © 2019 pg. 471



International Journal of Innovation Education and Research Vol:-7 No-7, 2019

Table 1 presents detailed characteristics of the sample. In terms of gender, male participants accounted for
39% of the sample, female participants 61%. Based on education, about 85% of the participants acquired
"Non-economical" educations, the largest proportion (42%) of the participants were in Bachelor studies,
28% in Applied higher educational, 22% in Master, 7% in Combined, which in current case was 5 years
study in the field of engineering and 1% in Doctoral studies. About 82% of the participated university
students were from 18 to 25 years of age. The majority of participants were Estonians (80%) and by the
work experience the sample was almost evenly distributed to three groups. 44% of male students stated
that they live with parents or grandparents, which was their most preferred choice and exceeded the female
students' same choice by 14%. Nearly half of participants had monthly income under 300 Euro. 60% of the

participants had parents with higher education.

Table 2 summarizes the survey and shows differences in financial literacy by sample characteristics.

Table 2. Characteristics by Level of Financial Literacy in percentages except where noted

Characteristics | Observations students™ Timancial Titeracy Chi-Square | P-values
level
T Humber T Cow | Medium High
Totalamountof X7 100 6B 200 a7 145 370+ 0.000
observations
Gender 24 aTe 0.000
Female 310 &1 &0 34 i
Tale 204 30 30 45 T3
Ageaqroups T0.570* 0.023
T8-21 L] 43 Ed 40 B
2278 177 34 EZ 36 12
26 and up 119 18 a0 40 11
Mationality 1069 D.005
Estonian 4718 a0 45 47 10
Mon-Estonian 04 20 o4 32 E)
Academic discipline 209660 D.000
Economic TG 15 26 B3 21
Mon-economical 435 i3 EE 33 T
Level of education 19.606% D.072
Appliedhigher LEL] 28 %) 37 ]
educational studies
Bachelorsiudies 220 Fike] BT 43 o
Combinedsiudies 35 T 66 28 B
Master studies 116 el 45 47 15
Docloralstudies B i V] 100 V]
Householdsize RBaT 0683
Livealone 133 25 BT kit 10
Live with husbandwife 136 26 52 37 11
Live with husband wife 45 ] 47 45 T
and children
Live with 187 35 Ll 43 T
parents/grandparents
Other 27 LY %3 28 11
Thework expenence 4105 0.352
D years 187 35 43 43 ]
1to2 years T6h 3 T 36 T
Jyears andup 176 34 43 47 1
Personalmonthly net 12515 0.130
income
Do notwantio answer LYy 11 &0 37 3
Under 300 EURD 239 45 BT 47 o
F01- 80D EURD %] 26 Ed k1] 10
01 — 1000 EURO EG 11 45 43 11
1007 EURO and over k19 B 3 L) a0
Level of educafion of BT 2282 0319
the parents
Higher education exists G 43 43 i
Higher education 40 ¥ kT 10
missing

Notes: *significant at the 0.03 level; **significant at the 0.01 level or greater.

Source: Author’s own preparation based on Mindmaa 2019,
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204 male and 318 female students participated in the poll. Looking at the distribution of students between
the different financial literacy levels it is notable that the biggest number of male students (49% or 100)
was in medium level but the biggest number of female students (60% or 189) was in low level. 57 percent
of the students holding a higher level, were men. Using the cross-tabulation and Chi-Square test the results
show that the differences in financial literacy by gender were statistically significant (p=0.000), as well as

differences by age, nationality and education.

4.2 Analysis of Results by Subgroups of the Sample

In this section, the relationship between personal financial literacy and characteristics of sample;
participants' financial choices and opinions were examined. Table 3 shows the mean percentage of correct
responses' for entire survey and ANOVA has been used to detect if participants from various subgroups
have differences in levels of financial knowledge.

Participants' educational background has a significant impact on their financial knowledge. The results for
the entire survey clearly show that students from academic discipline Economic are more knowledgeable
than students from Non-economical discipline. On average, the students from Economic discipline
answered correctly 68% of the survey questions and from non-economical discipline 57%. The findings
also suggest that participants from different level of education have different levels of financial knowledge.
Generally, graduate students know more than the undergraduate students. The testing results of ANOVA
indicate that the differences are statistically significant at the 0.01 level.

Table 3 shows that participants' financial knowledge varies within their demographic characteristics. The
percentages of correct answers from the female participants (56%) were lower than those from the male
participants (64%). The values of F-statistic suggest that these differences are highly significant. The
participants from different age groups had different levels of financial knowledge. The group of youngest
students (18-21) got the lowest scores (56%) and the group of oldest students (26 and up) reached the
highest (64%). These results are as expected as knowledge grows over time. The different scores are
statistically significant at the 0.01 level. The nationality has as well an influence to the level of financial
literacy, as the difference between Estonians and non-Estonians correct answers scores is 6% and the results
are statistically significant at the 0.01 level.

The differences in financial knowledge in subgroup named, Personal monthly net income, were statistically
significant at the 0.01 level and the financial literacy level rose together with income. Students who did not
want to reveal their income were at the lowest level (55%) of financial knowledge, on next level (58%)
were students with monthly income under 300 EURO and at the highest level (69%) were students who
earn over 1000 EURO per months.

Based on F-statistic values there were no obvious differences in these groups: Household size, Work
experience, and Level of education of the parents.
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Table 3 Mean percentage of correct responses by characteristics of sample and results of ANOVA

Characteristics Number %o
Edueation
1. Academic discipline
a) MNon-sconomic EEL 5137
b} Economic ] 6795
F Gtatistic PRI
2. Lewal of sducation
a) Applied higher sducsational studias JEL 5773
b} Bachslor studias 244 57.56
¢) Mlastar and Doctoral studiss 121 64 .29
d) Combinad studias 33 33.67
F Gtatistic R
Demographic Characteristics
1. (rander
a) Famala 3IE 3577
b} Male U4 6280
P Statistic {23.254)%%
2. Age proups
a] [8-I1 230 3594
by IZ-I5 | i) 6049
c] 26 andup 95 63.76
F Gtatistic LR
3. Hationalitr
al LEstonian 418 ol 1%
b) MNon-Estonian JDE 33078
F Gtatistic (10301
4. Houszhold sizs
a]l Live alons 133 60.04
b} Live with husband’ wifz 136 38.56
¢} Live with husband! witz and childran 4> 60.16
d)} Live with parants/’erandparants 151 3BT
g) UOther i 5794
T Statistic 0287
Experience
1. lhe work sxperience
al (0 wears 151 5055
bl 1 to 2 wears 1683 3641
2) 3 vears and up | N 6039
F Statistic (£.436)
Income
. Parsonal monthly nat incoms
a) Under 300 EURD 135 5822
b} I0I- 600 EURED 135 58.20
c) 601 - T000 EURD LT £1.61
d} 1001 EUED and over 33 £9.18
z] Do not want to answer ¥ 3451
F Gtatistic ERTINE
Backeround
1. Leweal of sducation of the parsnts
a) Highar aducation axists 314 59.03
b} THighar education missing 208 5872
T Statistic (0.036)

Wotes: *significant at the 0.03 level; *¥significant at the 0.01 level or greater.

As the number of participants (Table 3) in the level of doctoral studies was lower than 1% of sample size,

the answers have been taken into consideration together with master level.
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Table 4 shows the mean percentage of correct responses of survey by subgroups, and results of ANOVA.

Table 4 Results of ANOVA and mean percentage of financial literacy level in cases of differing financial

choices
F. | Students' financial choices Number %o
I. Currently availabls Financisl servicas
Current Accoumt
a)Les 473 L L]
b1 Mo 49 3325
T Gtatistic .19
Diabit Card
a)Les 22 ]
b1 Ho 140 114
T Gtatistic 23T
Cradit Card
2] L es | T3 el.I7
b1 Ho 3196 52819
T Statistic (2.560)
Saving Account
) L es | k] 35 T11
b1 Ho 30T EEIRE
T Statistic (0.0Z1)
Bank Ioan
) L es 136 L]
b1 Ho 156 T2
T Statistic B 4In=
Wehicla Laasz=
BN 16 3562
b1 Ho ERT SEET
T Statistic [0.04T)
Investmant Servicas
) L es 4 6201
b1 Ho 458 SEZT
T Statistic [IT.THFE=
Insurance
) L es | T3 6303
b1 Ho LT 3658
T Statistic (15 30==
T. Flanning of finsncial affsis

Om a current basis, ona dailv basis
a) Mo ER 6008
blTes TaT 5403
T Gtatistic R
Um a monthly basis
a) Mo 118 IR
blTes 04 SE0Z
T Gtatistic (0800
Umn a I months basis
a) Mo EEN SB.08
blTes a1 RN
T Gtatistic > 50T
Omn a 6 months basis
a) Mo E 5863
blTes EE] AR
T Gtatistic (1.335)
Onal vearbasis
a) Mo 454 SE6Y
BlTes 35 2323
F Statistic (1.133)
Um a several vear basis
a) Mo 304 3862
BlTes | 3 6708
T Statistic (3.760)
Do not seethz nead to plan
a) Mo 49% X909
ES 4 3306
T Statistic A eEY

Motes: *significant at the 0.03 level; **significant at the 0.01 level or greater.
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Analysis of variance has been used to detect if participants' with different financial choices have different
levels of knowledge. Based on earlier studies (Pires and Quelhas, 2015) available financial services have
an impact on students’ financial literacy level. Current study results show that financial services that had
statistically significant effect were: Debit Card, Bank loan, Investment Services, Insurance, and financial
affair planning periods one and three months.

Table 5 shows the mean percentage of correct responses of survey among subgroups and ANOVA has been

used to detect if the participants' with different financial opinions have different levels of knowledge.

Table 5 Results of ANOVA and mean percentage of financial literacy level in cases of

differing financial opinions

G.. | Students' financial opinions Number %
1. Interest about get more information
a)Yes 340 57.04
b) No 182 62.40
F Statistic (10.477)**
2. Have thought about retirement funding
a)Yes 292 59.59
b) No 230 58.04
F Statistic (0.927)

Notes: *significant at the 0.05 level; **significant at the 0.01 level or greater.

In earlier studies (Goldsmith and Goldsmith, 1997; Chen and Volpe, 2002) there are several researchers
suggested that financial literacy tends to be affected by interest about financial topics. Students were asked
two questions: first about, if they have interest to get more information and second, to clear out, if they
have interest about long term planning. The results show that the interest about get more information in
field was statistically significant. Furthermore, students’ with lower financial literacy level were more

interested in topics.

4.3. Determining factors of personal financial literacy

The results in previous sections were shown the differences in financial literacy. In this section the
statistically significant differences were analyzed further. The relationship between personal financial
literacy and the participants’ gender, education, age, nationality, income and some financial choices and
opinion were examined. Table 6 reports means, standard deviation, and correlation coefficients of the
independent variables. As shown, the coefficients among the independent variables are low. Typically, the
correlation coefficient of 0, 60 or higher would indicate a serious multi-collinearity problem, but that is not

a problem in current analysis.

The Forward Stepwise method was chosen for run the regression analysis. Table 7 reports the statistically

significant results of logistic regressions. As suggested by the Chi-square values, the model has high
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explanatory power. Another measure of the overall fit of the model is to assess its ability correctly classify

observations. In current case, the observations that are correctly classified are much higher than the chance

classification of 51%. Based on the results of the logistic regression analysis, men are 2.5 times more likely

to be more knowledgeable about personal finance than women. The students studying economical

discipline were 3.5 times more likely to be in a higher level of financial literacy group than students, who

studied in other academic disciplines. The coefficient (B) of non-Estonians is negative and significant at

the 0.05 level. Consistent with findings of ANOVA, the result suggests that non-Estonians are more likely

to be less knowledgeable about personal finance than Estonians.
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Using a small calculation (1/Exp(B)N=1/0.559=1.788) the result could be presented on the contrary, that

is to say from Estonians perspective and to state that is 1.8 times more likely they belong to group with

higher level of financial literacy than non-Estonians.
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The variables that affected level of knowledge in one-way ANOVA, as age, income, educational level

pursued by students’, currently available Insurance and Investment Services and advance planning

quarterly, they no longer have any significant impact.

4.3.1 How different study fields affect financial literacy
Table 8 illustrates the gender distribution and financial literacy levels of students in different field of study.
Table 8 The differences of students' gender and financial knowledge in different fields of study

Faculty/field of study Students’ personal | Total Gender
financial kmowledge
Less More Female Male
Orther Count 157 o7 234 125 49
%o within 38 3% 41 3% 100.0% 7o 1% 20 9%
oo of Total 31.3% 37 0% 44 8% 38 2% 24 0%
Info technology Count 11 36 47 12 35
To within 23 4% T 6% 100.0% 25 3% 74 5%
oo of Total 4, 1% 14,1% 0.0% 3,2% 17.2%%
Chemistry Count 28 14 42 31 1
%o within 66 7% 33 3% 100.0% T3 8% 26 2%
o4 of Total 10, 5% 5.5% 2.0% 0. T%a 3 4%
Mathematics Count 2 g 17 11 &
%o within 47 1% 32 0% 100.0% 64 7% 35 3%
oo of Total 3.0% 3. 3% 3.3% 3.3% 2.0%
Science of law Count 11 7 18 15 3
%o within 61.1% 32.0% 100.0% 23 3% 16, 7%
oo of Total 4, 1% 2. 7% 3.4% 4. 7% 1.5%
Construction Count 18 9 27 7 20
%o within 66 7% 33 3% 100.0% 25 0% 74 1%
oo of Total 6, 8% 3,39 52 2 304 0 8%
Economy Count 20 57 77 48 20
Lo within 26 0% 74.0% 100.0% 62 3% 37.7%
oo of Total T.3% 22 3% 14, 2% 13,1% 14 204
Mechanics Count 3 16 24 3 21
%o within 33.3% o6, 7% 100,094 12.53% 27.5%
oo of Total 3,0% 6.3% 4.6% 0,9% 10,3%%
Energetics Count 25 11 36 & 30
%o within 60 4% 30 6% 100.0% 16, 7% 83 3%
oo of Total O 4% 4 3% 6. 9% 1.8%4 14 T4
Total Clount 266 256 5322 318 204
%o within 31.0% 40.0% 100, 0% 60, 9% 30 1%
o4 of Total 100,0% 100,09%% 100,09 | 100,0%% 100,0%%
Chi-Sguare, 34.4609%* 131,006%*

Mote: ** Simmificant at the 0.001 lewvel

Students were distributed to nine different groups, bearing on mind if the fields of study were scientific or
Math based. The Science of Law was added to the list as an exception just for curiosity as the name includes
the word science. The section "Other" contained the data of those participants whose field of study was

education, art, social work, flight attendance, nursing or medicine. The breakdown is based on the views
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suggested by Mandell (2008) that the level of financial literacy of students in scientific fields of study is
higher and Chen & Volpe (2002) that women prefer courses with less mathematics and science. The scores
of students’ personal financial knowledge were distributed in to two groups (less or more) based on the
median result of financial literacy test. Same method is used by Chen and Volpe (1998). The cross
tabulation and Chi-square tests were run and the statistically significant results showed us that the biggest
part (51%) of students with less knowledge belonged to the group Other and 79% of students in this group
were female.

Figure 1 describes the differences in financial literacy levels depending on gender and the field of study.

75

70

65

60

55

50

45

40

Financial literacy level (%)

35

B Total —e—Female Male

Figure 1 Differences in financial literacy levels depending on gender and the field of study

To show the differences in female and male students’ financial literacy levels in different fields of study a
two-way ANOVA test and mean values of participants’ results were used. F-statistic was used to assess
significance and the results obtained were statistically significant at the level 0.001. Male students’ financial
literacy level was higher in most of study fields except the Mathematics where female students got 2%
higher score. The highest scores got the students whose study field was Economy, accordingly females 67%

and males 70%. The Info technology came next where females got 65% and males 70%.

4.3.2 How interest about financial affair and monetary planning affect to financial literacy
The test results show that in this case the lowest level of interest was among students studied in field of
Construction and Science of Law where the level of female students was accordingly 26% and 83% and

the financial literacy mean scores were 58% and 52%.

Table 9 Relationship between the field of study and the interest to get additional information

about financial services and monetary affairs planning
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Crosstab
Field of Study
Other IT Chem Math Law Constr Econ Mechan Energ Total

Do you want to get more  Yes  Count 153 29 33 12 10 15 49 16 23 340
information about 9% within Field
financial senices and o Study 65,4% 61,M% 78,6% 70,6% 55,6% 55,6% 63,6% 66, 7% 63, % 65,1%
monetary afair planning? - Ny Copy 81 18 9 5 8 12 P 8 13 182

P

(f; ;\:IE; Field 34,6% 38,3% 21,4% 29,4% 44,0% 44,0% 36,4% 3% 36,1% 34, %
Total Count 234 47 2 17 18 27 77 24 36 522

9% within Field . ) ) . " " ) " ) )

o Study 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Notes: Chi-Square=5.756 significant at the 0.675 level
As the test significance was over 0.05 the generalizations are not allowed.

Table 10 Relationship between the participants’ gender and the interest to get

additional information about financial services and monetary affairs planning

Crosstab
Gender
Female Male Total

Do you want to get more Yes Count 214 126 340
information about 9% within
financial senices and Gender 67,3% 61,8% 65,1%
monetary affair planning? No Count 104 78 182

% within

Gender 32, 7% 38,2% 34,9%
Total Count 318 204 522

% within

Gender 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

Notes: Chi-Square=1.674 significant at the 0.115 level

The test significance was over 0.05 and the generalizations cannot been made, but in current case it can be
shown that the level of interest to get additional information about financial services and monetary affairs
planning among male and female students was quite similar. Male students’ interest was just 5% lower.

Table 11 describes the relationship between selected variables and students' interest about financial services
and monetary affair planning. Factors affecting financial literacy found by regression analysis in the present
and earlier studies were selected as variables to describe the background of students with an interest.
Statistically significant results showed that students with lower financial literacy level (below the median
57.14% level), Estonians and from youngest (18-21) age group had more curiosity. Academic discipline
did not affect the curiosity in current case. Participants who were not owners of Bank loan, Debit card or
Investment services were slightly more interested to get information about financial services and monetary

planning.

International Educative Research Foundation and Publisher © 2019 pg. 481



-7 No-7, 2019

Vol

International Journal of Innovation Education and Research

PARTOFC0 BFARTLITO PATHITO [G! PART9E0°0 PART 967 0 PFARH00°0
I RGN | Oy} 18 RIS | A Je JUEDYWEE | [7(0( Y 1B WEOYWSE | 2yl WEOUMEE |2 JE WEOYMSS | Iy IE JUedymEs
£00'0=2Tenbg 1) | pI§0=RIENbSY) | $9£7]=2enbg-T) 789 (=mnbgm) | §09°¢ =Prembgm) | (10 =PENbS) | /€67 =PTenbSTY) RN
%EE6 | %S9 | %T6l | %308 | %6EL | %I9T | %USI | %6EE | %6 Ly | %661 | %I03 | %P8 | %9l %06y | %0T¢ %0007 | TEl130%
1mon
83y 43 001 iy 93¢ | 9¢1 56 LLT 1 0ST | #01 8y oFF 8L 95T 997 s [EL
%8PE | %ECE [ %0TE | %8CE | %P EE | %06 | %E9r | %0CE | %P 0S| %697 | %89¢ | %8TE | %SSE %907 | %E6L %6 e | WWm0d JO
WPE6 | %99 | %0LL | %0E8 | %60L | %167 | %UPT | %IPE | %8P | %rST | %9%8 | %IC3 | %SHI YIS | %6TH %0007 | WL 0
mmon)
0L a It 1¢1 T S i 9 9L 8T 7T &1 LT ]t BL 31 ON
%9 | %Lt9 | %069 | %P9 | %9799 | %0T9 | %LES | %0°C9 | %969 | %Il | %IE9 | %9 | %CH9 %b6E | %L0L % C | Wmmod 10,
%6 | %S9 | %E0T | %L6L | %9CL | %bTT | %0l | %8EE | %UIC | %PTT | %9LL | %9C8 | %I %Lrr | %ECE %0007 | WIpLs 04
E.soD
81t 4 69 1T LST | {8 1¢ ST | #LT 9L 97 16 b 4 881 07t 2L
¢ Summeyd arege
dn Arejauom pue
. ) . puE ¥1 1 $3DLLIAS [BIITENT]
0N $9X 0N A N $9X 9T | STTT | TT81| -WON B Uy oYy | MOl §59] JI0QE TOI)EULIOJUT
3TN0 §DIATAS 19UM0 1M a0 125
JUIMW)SIAU] pIvd JIgaq ueo[ yueyg by Aienoney ampdiosip “pedy | Loedagj [edmenry | [elof 0] JUEAM NOA o(

Surumeld mejye £12)aUOW PUR SADTALAS [RIOURUL] JNOGE 1SAIRJUT SJUAPMS PUB SA[qRLIRA PJIR[es Teamjaq dIysuonelay 11 e[qel

pg. 482

International Educative Research Foundation and Publisher © 2019



-7 No-7, 2019

Vol

International Journal of Innovation Education and Research

13T 10U I STOIIIPUOI 1531 - INNVOL
oA §0°0 18 JUBDIIUSIS, (S1ON

¥87°0 1£5°0 LOF0 191°0 96+ 0 7T0'0 ++9°0 780 1+70 61.°0 | 515 pue atenbg-1q)
%571 %0701 2%£01 %811 %80T %+ 01 %9TT | %06 %80T 0T 11 ¥'6 | UMINod WM 95
%9°ET % 9L 2%9°¢8 %F 91 %0 0F 260709 %8 IT | %167 %1 6F 07001 Fog O'Ch | MOT UM 0
JUnoD 2210 BJEP
£1 o oF 6 T 13 71 91 LT o 1¢ ¥ | Aue asn jou pinom ; asn jou og
£€LT0 £16°0 L¥T0 6LET 78+ 0 61070 1£L°0 8790 0Z1°0 £65°1 | 815 pue srenbg-14D
%t 6§ %Y %S Ty %L 8F % TF %8 Tt %68 | %6t %9 ¢ 44 g'6¢ €0t | Moo Um0
%5 81 %18 2% ER %.L°91 %L°8¢ %< 19 %L9T | %I e %16t 07001 ULy €'TC | morunpm %
uno) JEIDUEEI]
JO PIe1l oI} W WIoM OfMm
1t 181 ¢81 LE 98 9¢1 LE 9L 601 7Te 907 911 | SRANE[2I/ SPURH] WOIJ SIVAPY
1120 6560 0LE°0 00 €£1°0 0951 9710 oFT'F 891°0 5611 | 515 pue arenbg-14D
%9°6 %TET %8 T1 %501 %L FT %011 %t L %851 %0°T1T 71 601 ['H1 | Um0 Ui 9
%t ST %98 %18 %ETT %79 %8°¢¢ %80T | %T'¢k %79t 07001 9t F66 | moTuIpmm o
oD S30TAISS [RIJUETI]
ur pako]dura Jou 218 oM
01 [ LS 3 0¢ 43 L 8z 0¢ 59 67 9¢ | SeANE[2I/SPURLY WO SAJIAPY
WNVOL WNVDIL WNVDL NNVDL 9£0°0 «Z8Tt | Sis pue arenbg-1yD
12 te 8°0 | TmEnjod unppm 9%
07001 818 T8I | MOT UM o
(ANWDL) 190 10T 3T8 SUOHIPUOD 183) arenbg-1qD 11 & 7| uned JUSWIRSTIRADY
65770 6L50 66070 c00°C 71070 66T g efoy 6LT°1 9+0°0 +ZL1°¢ | 515 pue arenbg-1yD
%8°0¢ %0 LT %6 8T %1 1T %I1°TT %t 1€ %9 TE | % ST %0°8¢T gLe T1g T+ | ummjoo unpia o4
%I1°Te %6 LL %0°68 %011 %0°TE %069 %L°0T | %0 1¢ % 8t 0001 TLS $TF | MOTUNIIM %
uno) 2J1ATRS s yUBRg
(43 €11 671 91 St 001 0¢ ot 0L ST £8 79 | B Ul UBAIS UOHRULIOJUL SYL
. uonismboe
SIIIAIDS TEIueuy Elig]
JO UOISIIAP JNOL PIDWIN[UI
/ dduINPUl JSOW UOT)BULIOFUI
JO S32IN0S 3} IAIE  JEYAN
150 "Wodq dn aspapuouny | aSpapmouy
-uoN 354 -woN oy S[EN | Q2ewmdq | pue 97 §T-Tt 1781 % 559 210y
A)[RUOTIEN aunddsip peavy AIPUID) EY A 1e10L AIBI2)1] [EIDUEBULY

sarnea] 2ANdLISap pue AJBII] [RIDURTL AU YSNOIY) PAMAIA S20INO0S UONRWIOJUT [RTOURUIT SIUAPNIS UT ST T 2198l

pg. 483

International Educative Research Foundation and Publisher © 2019



International Journal of Innovation Education and Research Vol:-7 No-7, 2019

Table 12 shows the financial information sources that influence students on the financial services
acquisition and describes participants who made these choices. The first popular choice was “Advices from
friends / relatives who work in the field of financial”, as 43% of the participants marked this, but the results
were not statistically significant. “The information given in the Bank’s service” was statistically significant
and the second popular choice, as this choice was marked by 27% of students, including 31% of females,
22% of males and 57% of financially less knowledgeable students who participated in poll. Remarkable
was result that only 2% of participants rely on advertising. Totally 11% of participants admitted that they

do not use any data sources for making decisions of the financial services acquisition.

4.3.3 How financial affair planning affect financial literacy
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Figure 2 Differences in students' financial planning depending on financial literacy level

As the result of the regression analysis the statistically significant factor for financial literacy level was
financial affairs advance planning daily. To describe the background the ANOVA (F=5,321 at Sig= 0,000)
and Chi-Square tests were run and results were presented in Figure 2 and Table 13. In conclusion, there
was a trend in the choices of male students, where the length of the planning period rose as the level of
financial literacy increased. Most popular period for advance planning was one months and that choice was
similar for male and female participants. Both gender groups had financial literacy level very close to group
mean value despite the fact that male and female students' mean scores gap was 8%.

Viewed differences regarding financial planning periods by nationalities the results were not statistically
significant. Notable was the difference (11%) in advance planning period "one month", what was preferred
by non-Estonians.
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Table 13 Differences in students' financial planning depending on gender and nationality

Gender Wationality Total

Female Male Estonian Non-Esftonian
How long in advance do you plan
your financial affairs (the expected
revenues, the necessary costs and
predictable financial situation)?
0n a current basis, on a daily basis
Count ol 39 o1 20 101
Yo 21,4 30,6 o0 2 19,8 00,0
%o within column 1895 EN 15,4 15,2 19,3
Un a monthly basis
Count 135 oo 154 ] 204
Yo B, 7 333 [LE 245 00,0
Yo within column 478 333 36,0 45 1 301
On a 3 months basis
Count 47 39 ] 13 o1
Yo 51,9 45,1 od [ 16,0 1000
Yo within column 13,2 15,1 16,3 125 165
On a & months basis
Count 24 21 35 2] a5
Yo % K] 48T a0 D 200 1000
%o within column Ih 10,3 o6 ol 0,6
On a1 year basis
Count 21 17 32 ] 30
Ta 1] 447 o4 2 158 00,0
o within column BB ] i 5,0 ]
Un a several year basis
L-ount o 10 17 1 Ta
Yo 444 Y3 844 BE 00,0
o within column 25 445 41 1,0 3.4
Ulo not see the need 1o plan
Count 17 T 20 g 24
Yo 70,8 252 033 18,7 00,0
%o within column B3 3.4 43 3,8 21
Do not know
Count o 3 10 1 11
Yo 72,7 23 800 o1 00,0
Yo within column 25 15 24 1.0 21
Total
Count 318 204 418 04 el
Yo &0,5 39 1 o0, 1 185 00,0
%o within column 00,0 1000 1000 1000 1000
Chi-=quare and Significance 10,522 0,142 7, 158 0413
Have you thought about retirement
funding?
Yes
Count 178 114 230 G it
Yo &1,0 390 74,0 212 00,0
%o within column bb, 0 bh o bh 0 Bo b bh o
)
Count 140 1] 188 g7 230
Yo &0,5 39 1 ol 7 18,3 00,0
Yo within column 44 0 441 45 0 40 4 441
Total
Count J18 204 418 104 e
Yo &0,5 39 1 o0 1 188 00,0
To within column 100,0 00,0 00,0 00,0 00,0
Lhi-=quare and Significance 0,000 UE27 Ak U232
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To evaluate students’ opinions about long run planning the question concerning retirement funding was
analyzed. The results show that there were no differences in male and female answers, as 56% of
participants from both gender groups were thought about retirement funding. Differences in responses by
nationality were small and were not statistically significant. Meanwhile, non-Estonian participants thought
more about retirement funding. Based on ANOVA test (Table 5) the level of students' financial literacy who

had thought to the question, was 1.5% higher.
4.3.4 Relationships between self-assessment, confidence and financial literacy

Table 14 Student' self-assessment viewed through the financial literacy and

Self-assessment about Financial literacy level Gender
financial knowledge? Low Medium High Total Female Male
High Count 12 18 12 42 16 26
% within 28.6% 42.9% 28.6% 100.0% 38,1% 61,9%
% within column 4.5% 8.6% 25.5% 8.0% 5,0% 12,7%
Medium Count 140 128 29 297 188 109
% within 47.1% 43.1% 9.8% 100.0% 63,3% 36,7%
% within column 52.6% 61.2% 61.7% 56,9% 59,1% 53,4%
Low Count 106 56 6 168 104 64
% within 63.1% 33.3% 3.6% 100.0% 61,9% 38,1%
% within column 39.8% 26.8% 12.8% 32.2% 32,7% 31,4%
Hard to say Count 8 7 0 15 10 5
% within 53.3% 46.7% 0% 100.0% 66,7% 33,3%
% within column 3.0% 3.3% 0% 2.9% 3,1% 2,5%
Total Count 266 209 47 522 318 204
% of Total 51.0% 40.0% 9.0% 100.0% 60,9% 39,1%
Note: Chi-Square=37.591 Chi-Square= 10,174
significant at the 0.000 level significant at the 0.017 level

Source: Author’s own preparation based on Anonymous (2019)
Notes: The highest frequency and percentage are highlighted by bold.

Previous studies (Goldsmith and Goldsmith, 1997; Chen and Volpe, 2002) observe that women have lower
confidence in and less interest to personal finance than men do. In this topic two questions were asked to
answer. First question to examine students’ interest about financial services and monetary affair planning
(results in Table 10) and the second asks them to evaluate their own financial knowledge (results in Table
14). The level of own financial literacy was assessed rightly by 246 students, which accounted for 47% of
the total number of respondents. 297 students, which were 57% of the respondents, evaluated their financial
knowledge to the medium level and 168 students, which were 32%, evaluated their financial knowledge to
the low level. Previous researches in Estonia have made the conclusion that if the self-assessment about
financial knowledge is not high that means it is quite adequate (Faktum & Arico, 2010; Anonymous, 2019).
Students that assessed their financial knowledge to the high level (42 students) could be counted as self-

International Educative Research Foundation and Publisher © 2019 pg. 486



International Journal of Innovation Education and Research Vol:-7 No-7, 2019

confident, as well as those (140 students) whom financial literacy level was low but proposed their level

on medium.

Table 15 Descriptive statistics about gender and financial literacy levels of students' who assessed their

knowledge to Medium level

Gender Level of knowledge Financial literacy level Count
Female Low 46,5% 98
Medium 70,2% 78
High 86,9 12
188
Male Low 48,1% 42
Medium 70,7% 50
High 90,8 17
109

The results suggested that 52% of female and 39% of male students who assessed their financial literacy
level as Medium had knowledge at a Low level. In the light of these results, it can be argued that contrary
to the results of previous studies, female students are rather confident.

Because of limits, the issue of relationship between confidence and financial literacy is not discussed in

depth in this paper however it needs to be done in the future.

4.4 Discussion

The target of this study was to explore deeper the financial choices and opinions of students. For this
purpose, the participants' financial knowledge and the factors influencing them were first assessed and then
analyzed their impact on the students' financial choices and opinions.

The results obtained during this work show that the level of financial literacy of students is low. Altintas
(2011) and Chen and Volpe (1998) came to the same results in their financial literacy studies surveying the
level of financial literacy of Turkish and US students, respectively. Pires and Quelhas (2015) research about
Portuguese university students financial literacy gave opposite results, means students financial knowledge
was good.

Earlier studies conducted among Estonian citizens have no significant differences in the level of financial
literacy of women and men. Also, there were no significant differences between the girls’ and boys’
financial literacy skills, as revealed in PISA 2012 test results OECD (2014). Differences were marked in
previous study of male and female university students’ financial literacy (Anonymous, 2013) and current
study revealed the same, that men have a higher level of financial literacy than women. To the same result
came Atkinson et al. (2006) in UK, Goldsmith and Goldsmith (1997; 2006) and Chen and Volpe (1998)
while studying the US students, Lusardi et al. (2010), who studied the US youth and Monticone (2010),
who examined the financial literacy of the Italian population. Wagland and Taylor (2009), who examined
the level of financial literacy of Australian students, came to the result that the gender does not affect the
level of financial literacy. Altintas (2011), whose study was conducted in Turkey, came to the result that

the level of female financial literacy is higher than men’s.
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As earlier results, it were noted that older students are in higher financial literacy levels (Atkinson et al.,
2006; Mindmaa, 2019; Chen and Volpe, 1998). In the current research the regression analysis gave the
outcome that age would not affect the level of financial literacy. Wagland and Taylor (2009) in researching
Australian students’ financial literacy came to the same result.

The study revealed that students with an economic academic discipline have better financial knowledge
than students who do not learn in the economic direction. The same result was obtained by (Anonymous,
2019), Chen and Volpe (1998), Pires and Quelhas (2015). Altintas (2011) in his study exposed that
academic discipline does not affect the level of financial literacy.

Analyzing the impact of nationality on financial literacy, it turned out that Estonians have a higher level of
financial literacy compared to non-Estonians. The same results were obtained in Faktum and Ariko’s (2010)
and Médndmaa, 2019, financial literacy study and in PISA 2012 test results OECD (2014).

The findings of this study show that the characteristics of sample, as the levels of education students pursue,
household size, work experience, personal monthly income and higher education of parents do not affect
significantly the level of financial literacy Mandmaa and Zhiguleva (2013) got similar results to this study
about the levels of education students pursue, work experience, and higher education of parents but in
contrast, Chen and Volpe (1998) came to the result that working experience does affect the level of financial
literacy of students. The impact of educational level to the level of financial literacy is reported in survey
results by Atkinson et al. (2006) and Chen and Volpe (1998). The result that higher education of students’
parents affects the students' level of financial literacy has been receive by Altintas (2011) and Lusardi et al.
(2010) in their surveys.

As previous research has found the financial literacy can have important implications for financial behavior,
as people with low financial literacy are less likely to participate in the stock market (van Rooij et al. 2007),
less likely accumulate and manage wealth effectively (Hilgert et al. 2003; Stango and Zinman, 2007), and
less likely to plan for retirement (Lusardi and Mitchell, 2006, 2007, 2009).

The survey statistically significant results show that only 7% of students hold the investment services and
they belong to group of financially more knowledgeable, as well as these who provide their welfare through
insurance services (25% of students). 25% of participants own Savings account, and 56% of students have
thought about retirement funding but the level of students financial literacy does not make any significant
differences in these cases.

Lusardi and Tufano (2009) noted that people with low financial literacy are more likely to have problems
with debt and Reed (2008) marked that the financial situation of today’s youth in USA is characterized
increasingly by high levels of debt. Current study results show that loans are not very popular among
students as 24% of participants use credit cards and 26% have bank loan, while their average financial
literacy score is 61% and 62% respectively.

In a 2009 conducted survey among undergraduate students in USA, 84% of students said they needed more
education on financial management topics (Sallie Mae, 2009). In current study to the question “Do you
want to get more information about financial services and monetary affairs planning?” 65% of the
participants answered “yes”. More curiosity had students with lower financial literacy level (below the

median 57.14% level), Estonians and participants from youngest (18-21) age group.
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Students were asked about sources of information most influenced their decision of the financial services
acquisition and the first popular choice was “Advices from friends / relatives who work in the field of
financial”. 43% of the participants marked this, but the results were not statistically significant. “The
information given in the Bank’s service” was statistically significant and the second popular choice. 27%
of students, including 31% of females and 22% of males marked that.

Previous studies (Goldsmith and Goldsmith, 1997; Chen and Volpe, 2002) observe that women have lower
confidence in and less interest to personal finance than men do. In current case the level of interest to get
additional information about financial services and monetary affairs planning among male and female
students was quite similar. Male students’ interest was just 5% lower. The study results suggested that 52%
of female and 39% of male students who assessed their financial literacy level as Medium had knowledge
at a Low level. So, it can be argued that contrary to the results of previous studies, female students are
rather confident.

Researchers (Chen & Volpe, 2002; Mandell, 2008) suggested that the level of financial literacy of students
in scientific fields of study is higher and that women prefer courses with less mathematics and other
number-oriented science. Results show that male students’ financial literacy level was higher in most of
study fields except the Mathematics where female students got 2% higher score. The highest scores got the
students whose study field was Economy, accordingly females 67% and males 70%. The Info technology
came next where females got 65% and males 70%. The gender distribution based on the total number of
women and men involved was as follows: Economy 15% women and 12% men; Info technology 4%
women and 17% men. 58% of female students enrolled in the group “Other”, where the average level of
financial literacy was 53% for women and 63% for men. (Table 8) Therefore, we can conclude that in
science and mathematics-based areas the level of financial literacy is higher and women prefer non-
numerical fields of study.

One of the statistically significant factors for financial literacy level of the regression analysis was financial
affairs advance planning daily. The most popular period for advance planning was one months and that
choice was similar for male and female participants. There was a trend in the choices of male students,

where the length of the planning period rose as the level of financial literacy increased.

5. Conclusions

This study had two purposes: First, to examine the relationships between the financial literacy and
university students' financial opinions and choices, and secondly, to explore the impact of socio
demographic characteristics to the participants' financial literacy, opinions and choices.

The study analyzed the questionnaire survey results that were collected from 522 university students from
13 different higher education institutions.

To examine the relationships participants' financial knowledge was assessed and the factors influencing the
financial literacy were analyzed using the logit regression model. The overall mean of correct answers for
the survey was about 59% and on average women knew less about personal finance than men. Results of
regression analyze shown that statistically significant impact on the financial literacy had factors as gender,

nationality, academic discipline, and financial choices and opinion, as holding a debit card, a bank loan,
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plan the financial affairs in advance on a daily basis and an interest to get more information about financial
services and monetary affairs.

The cross-tabulation, Chi-square and ANOVA test were used to analyze the impact of educational and
demographical characteristics to the participants' financial literacy, opinions and choices.

Students studied in the science or mathematics oriented subjects, have learned how to do research and solve
problems and the results shown that they were more knowledgeable in finance (Figure 1), especially male
(75%) students. There was one exception, but despite that, it could be conclude that abilities how to
approach a problem and how to research it, are very important and in the future the financial education
should be taught intertwined with these skills.

To find out what could have the influence on students’ interest the question “Do you want to get more
information about financial services and monetary affairs planning?” was asked and results analyzed. 65%
of the participants answered “yes” including 62% of male and 67% of female students. More curiosity was
among students with lower financial literacy level (below the median 57.14% level), in Estonians and in
participants from youngest (18-21) age group. Students studied in the field of Construction or Science of
Law had the lowest interest and compared to other study areas, the Construction was with lowest average
financial literacy level. Earlier studies revealed that low levels of financial literacy can be explained by the
lack of motivation to learn. This is an argument what needs future research as in current case the results
can’t give the obvious answer.

Analyze about students' financial information sources were found that the first popular choice was “Advices
from friends / relatives who work in the field of financial”. “The information given in the Bank’s service”
was statistically significant and the second popular choice and that choice was more preferred by women
(69%) and by financially less knowledgeable students (57%). Remarkable was result that only 2% of
students relyed on advertising.

Students’ most popular period for advance planning of financial affairs was one months and that choice
was similar for male and female participants. The higher level of financial literacy had trend to longer
planning period, especially for male participants’. (Figure 2) This can be conclud, wiser students make
wiser - far reaching choices.

To find out if the women have lower confidence, the question about self-assessment was asked and the
answers were analyzed. The level of own financial literacy was assessed rightly by 47% of the total number
of respondents. 52% of female and 39% of male students who assessed their financial literacy level as
Medium had knowledge at a Low level. In the light of these results, it can be argued that female students
were rather confident.

Because of limits, the issue of relationship between confidence and financial literacy is not discussed in
depth in this paper however it needs to be done in the future.

The main goal of this study was more deeply examine personal financial opinions and choices of university
students in Estonia to give the results what will enable to identify needs and gaps in financial education
provision to develop the field.

The important fact what was already earlier known but got confirmation with current study results, is that

there is a gap between females and males financial literacy levels what should be taken to account when
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design curriculum for personal finance courses. This study could not give the straight answers but show
the directions how to move on. So, it is necessary to continue research with bigger sample sizes, in different
study fields and ask students standpoints about financial education — what, where, when have been taught
or should be taught or topics desired to know. That information together with earlier published thoughts

could help educators to develop financial education to much higher level.
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