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ABSTRACT

The purposes of the study are; to determine thel le¥ financial literacy among
university students, to find out the relationshiptvizeen financial literacy and stude
characteristics, and to provide an information resme that may assist with the developm
of strategies to improve financial literacy amongwuersity students. In this study, a sunjf
instrument which includes 29 items that measuresttoats such as saving and spendi
banking, risk and insurance, investing, and geneiabncial knowledge levels of ttjg
participants was administered to 1,127 studentsnfrihiree universities. The results we

analyzed based on gender, field of study, typesitience, class rank, work status, pareijfs

education, and the school of student. The relalignsbetween financial literacy an
demographic characteristics of the students weesrgxed by employing analysis of variar
and logistic regression analyses. Significant nelaships were found between financip
literacy and student characteristics.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Financial Literacy, university students.

JEL Siniflandirmasi:D14, D83, 123.

Universite Grencilerine Yonelik Bir Finansal Okuryazarlik AnkétUygulamasi

OZET

Calismanin  amaci, Universite gtencilerinin finansal okuryazarlik duizeyini
belirlenmesi, finansal okuryazarlik seviyeleri ilégrencilerin demografik 6zellikler
arasindaki ilgkilerin ortaya konmasi ve Universitegréncilerinin finansal okuryazarli}
duzeylerinin yukseltilmesi icin stratejilerin ggirilmesine yardimci olacak bir bilgi kayga
saglanmasidir. Verilerin toplanmasinda, iki bolumdeleom 29 maddeden glan bir dlgme
aract kullaniimgtir. Anketin ilk kisminda katilimcinin; cinsiyetpkulunun ait oldgu
akademik disiplin, ikamet turt, okuldaki yili, gata durumu, ebeveynlerinigigm durumu
ve @rencinin okudgu boliimiin belirlenmesine yonelik sorular bulunmdktakinci kisimda
ise @rencilerin; finansal okuryazarlik ve tasarruf verbama, bankacilik, risk ve sigort
yatirm ve genel finans-ekonomi bilgilerini 6lcmeyénelik coktan secmeli sorular y
almaktadir. Anket U¢ Universitede toplam 1,127edciye uygulanmtir. Sonugclar varyans v
regresyon analizleri kullanilarak incelenstit. Universite @&rencilerinin  finansal
okuryazarlik dizeyleri ile demografik 6zellikleraginda anlamli ilskiler g6zlemlenngtir.

Keywords:Finansal okuryazarlik, Gniversitestencileri.
Jel Classification D14, D83, 123.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Financial literacy is a basic concept in understagadnoney and its use in daily life.
This includes the way income and expenditure aneaged and the ability to use the common
methods of exchanging and managing money. Furfireancial literacy incorporates an
understanding of everyday situations that neecetarimlerstood such as insurance, credit and
an appreciation of savings and borrowings. The tgtdieding of financial terms and concepts
includes an understanding of key financial conceptgral to investing and managing funds
to increase wealth and security. Individuals regjin awareness of features available for
borrowing and investing. This awareness includes uhderstanding of prospectuses and
annual statements, compound interest calculatiom$ @elaying the use of funds for
consumption. Individuals further need to be awaeg high return investments are also likely
to involve high risk, the realization that marketues fall as well as rise, and the principles of
diversification. This need introduces a new comek of skills in relation to products and
how they work, the advantages and disadvantagesoifffer component of financial literacy
is the skill to utilize knowledge and understandiogmake beneficial financial decisions
(Wagland and Taylor: 2009, 16-17).

Financial literacy is important at several levdlshas major implications for the
welfare of individuals in the management of theimahcial affairs. Financial literacy
influences how people save, borrow, invest and artbeir financial affairs. It therefore
affects their capacity to grow their wealth andome, and has significant implications for
people’s lifestyle choices. Financial literacy alsas a significant part to play in influencing
financial institutions. Because financial literaoyfluences people’s investment decisions,
including risk/return tradeoffs, it also affectsvhoesources in the economy are allocated. In
turn, it influences the allocation of resourceghe real economy and therefore the longer-
term potential growth rate of the economy (Widdowsand Hailwood, 2007: 37-38).
Financial literacy helps individuals to improve ithéevel of understanding of financial
matters which enables them to process financia@rition and make informed decisions
about personal finance. Financial literacy is disecelated to the well-being of individuals
(Bhushan and Medury: 2013, 155). Having finanaigracy skills is an essential basis for
both avoiding and solving financial problems, whighturn, are vital to living a prosperous,
healthy and happy lifeln addition, “financial hardship can increase isiola, emotional
stress, depression and lower self-esteem, whichyrm can generate or exacerbate marital
tensions” that lead to divorce (Wolcott and HugHEx99, 10). Most importantly, the lack of
financial literacy may lead the young adults, thaufe labor force contributors, to become
involved in a higher level of financial problemsrihg school life, which has a significant
effect on their present and future family, and pssfonal life.

In this context, the purposes of present study@rél) determine the level of financial
literacy among university students, (2) find ow tkelationship between financial literacy and
student characteristics, and (3) provide an infoionaresource that will assist with the
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development of strategies to improve financiakéitgy among university students. The paper
is organized as follows. The second section brieflyiews the literature regarding the

analysis of financial literacy. The third sectioxpkins the empirical methodology and data
employed in the analysis. The fourth section prisstre results. The paper ends with some
concluding remarks.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Financial literacy as a construct was first champabby the Jump$tart Coalition for
Personal Financial Literacy in its inaugural 199ddyg Jump$tart Survey of Financial
Literacy among High School Students. In this stublynp$tart defines financial literacy as
“the ability to use knowledge and skills to manage's financial resources effectively for
lifetime financial security (Hastings, et al.: 20B). However, as happens in many research
areas, different researchers and organizations dhefiged financial literacy in many different
ways.

Atkinson and Messy (2012) has defined financiatréity as “a combination of
awareness, knowledge, skill, attitude and behaviecessary to make sound financial
decisions and ultimately achieve individual welldgg. According to Vitt et al. (2000),
financial literacy is the ability to read, analymeanage, and communicate about the personal
financial conditions that affect material well-bgirit includes the ability to discern financial
choices, discuss money and financial issues witljoutdespite) discomfort, plan for the
future, and respond competently to life events thié¢ct every day financial decisions,
including events in the general economy. HogarD22 states that the financially literate
individuals are: 1) knowledgeable, educated, aforimed on the issues of managing money
and assets, banking, investments, credit, insuraand taxes; 2) understand the basic
concepts underlying the management of money arnetsasand 3) use that knowledge and
understanding to plan and implement financial deoss

There are also many studies that investigate fiahknowledge and financial literacy.
Among them; Danes and Hira (1987) surveyed colkgdents using a questionnaire of 51
items to measure their knowledge of credit canasurance, personal loans, record keeping,
and overall financial management. The findingsheirt Pearson Product Moment correlations
and ordinary least squares regression analysesatedihat males know more than females in
most areas, married students know more than unedastudents, and upper class individuals
know more than lower class individuals. Their ollefiading is that college students have
low financial knowledge.

Volpe et al. (1996) surveyed undergraduate busisgsgients using an instrument of
23 items that focused primarily on investment kremigle. Findings show a low average
literacy score of 44%, with those who majored irsibass being more knowledgeable on
investments than those who did not major in busin€hen and Volpe (1998) conducted a
financial literacy survey involving 924 college dants in USA. The survey examined
literacy across four main areas, investigated ¢etionship between literacy and the student
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characteristics, and analyzed the impact of litgr@e student opinions and decisions. They
used analysis of variance techniques to demondinatevariation in the levels of financial
literacy among subgroups of students. In additiogistics regression models were used to
examine the financial literacy levels of studentsas different demographic characteristics.
They found that those students with a nonbusinegsrmrand who are female, in a lower class
rank, under the age of 30 and with little work exgrece have lower levels of knowledge. The
study indicates that these students with less kedgd are more likely to hold wrong
opinions and make incorrect decisions.

Hogarth (2002) explored the financial literacy diulis in the U.S using 28 true/false
type questions on topics related to personal fieaite study shows that, in general, less
financially knowledgeable respondents are morelylike be single, relatively uneducated,
relatively low income, minority, and either youngadd (not middle aged).

Volpe et al. (2002) surveyed investors to examhmartinvestment literacy and the
relationship between the literacy and online inwestharacteristics. They used analysis of
variance to determine the differences in investrkantvledge among participants and further
analyzed how various factors impact investors'llef&nowledge using logistic regressions.
The results of their study indicate that investot® are 50 years of age or older are more
knowledgeable than those who were younger. Womere hawer levels of investment
knowledge than men. Investors with graduate degaeesmore knowledgeable than those
with some high school or college education. Thoke wade online are more knowledgeable.
Bowen (2002) aimed to determine the financial kremlge of high school juniors/seniors and
their parents and the relationship between thestesmd parents' financial knowledge. She
used a non-parametric technique, phi coefficiengdscribe relationships between teens' and
parents' knowledge about money terms and finacoiatepts. The result of her study shows
that teens are knowledgeable about net incomes amtbrsing checks. Parents are
knowledgeable on all areas studied except, credd Gability for unauthorized use, annual
percentage rates, auto collision coverage, andestteaccrual on outstanding credit card
balances. Beal and Delpachitra (2003) measureadiabliteracy of Australian students by
using 25 four-option multi-choice questions andniduhat university students are neither
skilled nor knowledgeable in financial matters.whas found that students with higher
financial literacy scores are more likely to be enddave greater work experience and have a
higher income. The results of their logistic regies model indicate that financial literacy
improves with work experience and income. Valentenred Khayum (2005) aimed to
determine the effect of various demographic anahecoc socialization factors on the results
of a personal finance literacy quiz administeredurl and urban high school students in
Indiana. They used cross-sectional regression tantgy the effect of their family
backgrounds and patrticipation in financial actestion their financial literacy. Worthington
(2006) explored the financial literacy of Australiadults. The analytical technique employed
in the study was to specify each respondent's éiahniteracy quintile as the dependent
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variable in a linear regression with demographicieeconomic and financial characteristics
as predictors. Results of the study suggestedittatcial literacy was found to be highest for
persons aged between 50 and 60 years, professidmsimiess and farm owners. Financial
literacy was lowest for unemployed, females andséhdrom non-English speaking
background with a low level of education. Waglamdl &aylor (2009) investigated if any
differences in financial literacy among Australiaosiness students can be explained by
gender. They used a linear regression method amdifthat gender is not a significant factor
among Australian students.

Lusardi et al. (2010) examined financial literacycang young adults. They showed
that financial literacy is low; less than one-thaflyoung adults possess basic knowledge of
interest rates, inflation and risk diversificatioRinancial literacy is strongly related to
sociodemographic characteristics and family finahsophistication. Van Rooij et al. (2011)
devised two special modules to measure finandiaacy and study its relationship to stock
market participation. They found that the majordfy respondents display basic financial
knowledge and have some grasp of concepts suctteasst compounding, inflation, and the
time value of moneyTheir estimates showed that the relationship batviéeracy and stock
market participation remains positive and sta@iycsignificant in the Generalized Method
of Moments regression and the OLS estimates diddiftar significantly from the GMM
estimates.They found that financial literacy affects finaricéecision-making: Those with
low literacy are much less likely to invest in dteclLusardi and Mitchel (2011) examined
financial literacy in the US, wherein they demoatss that financial literacy is particularly
low among the young, women, and the less-educadtiedeover, Hispanics and African-
Americans scored the least on financial literacycepts. They also showed that people who
score higher on the financial literacy questionsenrauch more likely to plan for retirement,
leaving them better positioned for old age. Budkeenen and Lusardi (2011) examined
financial literacy in Germany and found that knodge of basic financial concepts is lacking
among women, the less educated, and those liviligagt Germany. In particular, those with
low education and low income in East Germany haweflnancial literacy compared to their
West German counterparts. Interestingly, thereoigiender disparity in financial knowledge
in the East. The empirical analysis of Fornero &mohticone (2011) shows that, most
individuals lack knowledge of basic concepts sushderest rates and inflation, in Italy.
Men, who are more educated, and residents in thdré&eéNorth possess higher financial
literacy.

In Turkey, although there appears to be a consaregasding the importance of it, the
empirical research on financial literacy is limitedltintas (2009) aimed at evaluating the
financial literacy level of potentiatlefined contribution pension plan beneficiaries and
developing an alternative investment curriculum basic investment education. The results
show that investment education can remarkably sopleéhe financial knowledge of the
subjects who participated in the survey. Temirel Bayram (2011) examined the level of
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basic financial literacy of students of a Facultygconomics and Administrative Sciences in
Anadolu University. They used Pearson Chi-Squasttteassociate the variables such as age
and gender with the survey responses.

3. THE DATA AND RESEARCH METHOD

This study uses a questionnaire designed to coa@@rraspects of financial literacy of
university students. The survey participants wesleed to answer multiple-choice questions
of their knowledge on personal finance and somestipues on demographic data. Before the
survey got its final form, it was used in a pilaidy to refine the instrument. The reliability of
the survey was evaluated by using Cronbach's alpha.

3.1. Survey Questionnaire

The final survey instrument is comprised of 29 dgoes and is divided into two
sections. First section contains 7 items relatedetnographics of the participant and is based
on the following inputs: (1) gender, (2) field audy, (3) type of student's residence, (4)
class rank, (5) work status, (6) parents educddwel, and (7) business or economics major
or not.

Section Il contains 22 multiple choice questiorachewith four response choices,
which assessed the students' knowledge relatadaocial literacy. In some of the questions
the fourth response provides the student the oppitytto respond "don't know". This
permits the students the opportunity to admit naiviing the answer of the question. Since
the approach taken in this study is not to testifipdinancial questions, the questionnaire is
designed by drawing on thgeneral and basic questions on the following firgnderacy
concepts: (1) general knowledge, (2) saving anddipg (3) banking, (4) risk and insurance,
and (5) investing. The questions in this sectionevaadlopted from the items used in previous
surveys in the published literature (Van Rooij ket 2011, ANZ: 2011, Bowen: 2002; Chen
and Volpe: 1998, Dew and Xiao: 2011, Jorgensen7 20&ECD: 2013, Robb and Woodyard:
2011, Prawitz et al.: 2006). The survey instrumeatvailable upon request from author.

3.2. Descriptive and Frequencies of Data

The population for this study is a sample of undmtgate students at the Mevlana
(Rumi) University, Necmettin Erbakan University aBelcuk University. The survey was
administered 1,127 students, of which 1,099 weablesfor analysis. The principal limitation
of this study is the investigation of studentsaftial literacy drawn from the Universities in
the city of Konya. Detailed characteristics of Hanple are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Study Participant Characteristics
Number of Percentage Cumulative
Participants Percentage
Gender
Female 597 54.32 54.32
Male 502 45.68 100.00
Field of Study
Educational sciences 273 24.84 24.84
Health sciences 108 9.83 34.67
Natural sciences 436 39.67 74.34
Social sciences 282 25.66 100.00
Type of Residence
Student dormitories 390 35.49 35.49
Private households (alone) 24 2.18 37.67
Private households with friend(s) 289 26.30 63.97
Private households with family 382 34.76 98.73
Other residences 14 1.27 100.00
Class Rank
Freshman 468 42.58 42.58
Sophomore 276 25.10 67.69
Junior 208 18.90 86.62
Senior 147 13.38 100.00
Work Status
Full time 26 2.37 2.37
Part time 54 491 7.28
Casual or holiday work 345 31.39 38.67
Never worked before 674 61.33 100.00
Parents Education Level
Masters or doctorate degree 69 6.28 6.28
Associate's or bachelor's degree 377 34.30 40.58
High school 284 25.84 66.42
Secondary or elementary school 357 32.49 98.91
No formal education 12 1.09 100.00
Business Education
Majors 168 15.29 15.29
Not Majors 931 84.71 100.00
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3.3. Methodology

The methodology used in this study is similar tosth of Beal and Delpachitra: 2003,
Chen and Volpe: 1998; Volpe et al.: 2002, Chen ¥obtpe: 2002, Volpe et al.: 2002 and
Suwanaphan, 2013.

The responses from each participant were usedltolate the mean percentage of
correct scores for each question, section, ancetiiee survey. Consistent with the existing
literature, the mean percentage of correct scom® \grouped into (1) more than 0.80 (2)
0.60 to 0.79 and (3) below 0.60. The first categmpresents a relatively high level of
knowledge. The second category represents a mddiwehof knowledge. The third category
represents a relatively low level of knowledge (Snaphan: 2013, 1063). T test or Analysis
of variance (ANOVA) is used to determine the diffieces between each of the independent
variables and the summated financial literacy stoffeand F statistics are tested at 0.05
significance level.

The next step is to analyze how various factorsarhstudents' level of financial
literacy. Logistic regression diagnostic techniqgaes adopted for use in model validation.
The independent variables used in the model areegeriield of study, type of student's
residence, class rank, work status, parent’s edugaand business or economics major. The
coefficients represent the effect of each subgmpared with a reference group, which is
arbitrarily selected. For example, gender is coded"l" if a participant is a female
participant, "0" otherwise. The reference groumale participants. If the logistic coefficient
of the variable is positive and statistically sfgrant, then it means that compared with male
students, female students are associated with aemtdog odds ratio of being more financial
literate. Whereas, dependent variable must be thammus to use a logistic regression model,
the participants are classified into two subgroupsig the median percentage of correct
answers of the sample. Students with scores hitjagr the sample median are classified as
those with relatively more financial literate andidents with scores equal to or below the
median are classified as students with relativelys|financial literate. This dichotomous
variable is then used in the logistic regressiothasdependent variable, which is explained
simultaneously by all of the independent variabkdditionally, the same methodology is
used to analyze the responses for each of thdifaurcial literacy concepts.
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The form of the linear regression equation is:
log [p/(1 -p)] =5, + £,(Gender) +f,(Educational ) +5,(Health) + 5,(Natural) +

B (Social) + g (Dormitory) + 5.(Housealone) +4, (Houseothers) +

B, (Housefamily) + g, _(Freshman) +5,,(Sophomore) +5, ,(Junior) +

B, ,(Senior) + &, (Fulltime) + £ _(Partime) + 5, .(Cashol) + £,,(Noworkbef)
+ B,.(Msphd) + 5 _(Assobach) +4, (Highschl) + 5,,(Secondelem)

+ f,.(Majors) + e,

Table 2: Variable Definitions

Variable Definition
p The probability of a student who is more knowlealge
Gender 1 if the student is a female, 0 otherwise.
Educational 1 if the student studies an educational scienoghérwise.
Health 1 if the student studies a health scieBagherwise.
Natural i 1 if the student stucs a natural science, 0 otherwise.
Social 1 if the student studies a social scieQagherwise.

Dormitory 1 if the student lives in a student daory, O otherwise.
Housealone 1 if the student lives in a househadelO otherwise.
Houseothers1 if the student shares a household with othed(sjherwise.
Housefamily 1 if the student lives with family, O otherwise.

Freshman 1 if the student is a freshman, O otherwis

Sophomore 1 if the student is a sophomore, 0 oikerw

Junior 1 if the student is a junior, O otherwise.
Senior 1 if the student is a senior, O otherwise.
Fulltime 1 if the student is a full time employ@eptherwise.
Parttime 1 if the student is a part time employeetherwise.
Cashol 1 if the student is a casual employee oksvior hollidays, O otherwise.
Noworkbef 1 if the student never worked beforetlteowise.
Msphd 1 if at least one parent has masters degreb®, O otherwise.
Assobach 1 if at least one parent has associatescbelors degree, 0 otherwise.
Highschl 1 if at least one parent has a high scmddma, 0 otherwise.

1 if at least one parent has an elementary or siecgrschool diploma, 0
Secondelem )

otherwise.
Majors 1 if the student is a business or economig®r, 0 otherwise
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4. RESULTS

Before the survey instrument got its final formlopistudy was conducted with 136
students in Mevlana University. Classical relidpilianalysis was performed on the
questionnaire including 30 multiple choice queddiont was found that the value of
Cronbach's coefficient did not reach 0.80 critesiom order to discern which items were
causing the coefficient to be lower than desiregimidiscrimination indices and item-to-total
score correlations were examined and 7 items tovtkee negatively correlated with the total
or items whose correlation with the total was Iésm 0.20 were deleted from the survey.
Afterwards, the final survey instrument with 23 tiple choice items were tested again and
reliability coefficient (Cronbach alpha) of 0.84 svbound. Item analysis of the final survey
revealed no item that was negatively correlatedh wie total, and no item whose correlation
with the total was less than 0.20. Conclusivelg, tisst was found to be a reliable instrument
for financial literacy investigation.

The final survey instrument was further administete a sample of 1,127 university
students of which 1,099 were usable for analybable 3 shows the mean percentages of
correct responses of the sample for each sectiah the entire surveyOn average,
participants answered 0.65 of questions correéity. the percentage of the right answers
checked for each section, the results are in thewimg order: 0.63 for general knowledge,
0.75 for saving and spending, 0.61 for banking9Ud¥ risk and insurance, and 0.56 for
investing. Considering that the questions were dbasid simple, these mean percentages
suggests that university students’ financial litgrkevel is inadequate.

Table 3: Mean Percentage of Correct Responses to EacloSectd the Entire
Survey

Level of Financial Knowledge

Low Medium High
Below 0.60 0.60-0.79 Over 0.80

General knowledge 0.63

Saving and spending 0.75

Banking 0,61

Risk and insurance 0.69

Investing 0.56

Entire Survey 0.65

Furthermore, the relationship between personalniz literacy and participants'
gender, field of study, type of residence, clagkravork status, parents’ education and
business or economics education were examinedst$ t& ANOVA were used to detect if
participants from various subgroups had differaviels of knowledge. Table 4 shows the
mean percentage of correct responses for Sec{iGeneral knowledge), Section Il (Saving
and spending), Section Il (Banking), Section IMglRand insurance), Section V (Investing),
and the entire survey by different subgroups aeddkults of t tests and ANOVA.
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Table 4. Mean Percentage of Correct Responses to EacloSéstiCharacteristics of
Sample and Results of ANOVA

General Savingand Banking Risk and Investing ISEunure
rvey

Knowledge Spending insurance
Gender
Female 0.61 0.76 0.59 0.69 0.52 0.64
Male 0.66 0.74 0.63 0.70 0.62 0.67
T Statistic 20.04* 1.07 8.40* 0.31 21.01* 0.34*
Field of Study
Educational sciences 0.54 0.73 0.56 0.64 0.45 0.59
Health sciences 0.65 0.72 0.59 0.70 0.46 0.65
Natural sciences 0.66 0.75 0.62 0.71 0.60 0.67
Social sciences 0.67 0.78 0.62 0.71 0.66 0.69
F Statistic 22.91* 4.96* 5.45* 4.89* 20.83* 22.50*
Type of Residence
Student dormitories 0.63 0.76 0.62 0.72 0.60 0.66
Private households(alone) 0.64 0.74 0.59 0.72 0.58 0.66
Private households with other(s) 0.66 0.75 0.62 90.6 0.59 0.67
Private households with family 0.61 0.79 0.66 0.66 0.51 0.63
Other residences 0.57 0.75 0.76 0.54 0.64 0.65
F Statistic 2.78** 0.42 1.59 2.12 2.67 2.88*
Class Rank
Freshman 0.62 0.74 0.60 0.67 0.57 0.65
Sophomore 0.63 0.76 0.60 0.70 0.59 0.66
Junior 0.62 0.74 0.61 0.70 0.49 0.65
Senior 0.66 0.77 0.65 0.73 0.60 0.69
F Statistic 1.69 2.02 2.43 1,89 3.74** 3.19**
Work Status
Full time 0.64 0.66 0.58 0.67 0.52 0.63
Part time 0.63 0.75 0.67 0.69 0.58 0.67
Casual or holiday work 0.67 0.78 0.62 0.62 0.61 80.6
Never worked before 0.61 0.70 0.60 0.60 0.54 0.64
F Statistic 5.70* 2.54%* 2.43 0.57 3.09** 4.19*
Parental Education
Masters or doctorate degree 0.57 0.70 0.53 0.68 8 0.4 0.60
Associate's or bachelor's degree 0.62 0.74 0.61 0 0.7 0.55 0.65
High school 0.63 0.75 0.61 0.69 0.56 0.65
Secondary or elementary school 0.65 0.77 0.62 0.69 0.59 0.67
No formal education 0.67 0.65 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.66
F Statistic 2.11 3.96** 3.17 0.17 1.61 3.51*
Business or Economics Education
Majors 0.70 0.78 0.65 0.73 0.67 0.71
Not majors 0.62 0.75 0.59 0.68 0.54 0.65
T Statistic 19.34* 4.62** 8.64* 5.25**  4183* 23.57*

** < 0.05, * p< 0.01

The difference between genders is significant fenegal knowledge T=20.04
p<0.01), banking T=8.40, p<0.01), investing T=21.01, p<0.01) and entire survey£€0.34,
p<0.01). The percentages of correct answers fronfetin@le participants are lower than those
from the male participants.
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The students whose field of study is one of thdthesziences or educational sciences
are less knowledgeable than the others. The marelkdgeable students are the participants
who studies one the social sciences. The differdrtween field of study is significant for
general knowledge F£22.91, p<0.01), saving and spending-=4.96, p<0.01), banking
(F=5.45, p<0.01), investingk=20.83 p<0.01) and entire surve¥£22.50, p<0.01).

There are not interactions between spending andgavanking, risk and insurance,
investing and the type of students’ residences. rdds the testing results of ANOVA
indicate significant differences between the type students’ residences and general
knowledge F=2.78, p<0.05) and entire survey (288 p<0.05). The percentages of correct
answers from the students’ who lives in the privadeseholds are lower than the others for
general knowledge section and the entire survey.

The findings indicate that seniors know more thiae tfreshmen, sophomores and
juniors about investing. They are also more knogéadble than the others for the entire
survey. The differences in the level of investi(fg=3.74) and entire surveyF=3.19)
knowledge among class ranks are statistically Bggmt at the 0.01 level.

The difference among work status of the studenssgsificant for general knowledge
(F=5.70, p<0, 01), saving and spending=2.54, p<0.01), investing £=3.09, p<0.01) and
entire survey K=4.19, p<0.01). The level of general knowledge, saving apeénding
knowledge, investing knowledge and entire surveyremd answers percentages of the
students’ who work casual or holidays are highantthe others.

In terms of parents’ education of the studentstippants whose one of the parents
has a secondary or elementary school diploma ame kmowledgeable than the others in
saving and spending sections and the entire suiMay.differences in saving and spending
section(F=3.96) and the entire survg§r=3.51) are statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

The results for the sections and the entire suolegrly show that the students who
are attending to business or economics schoolsare knowledgeable than the non-business
or non-economics schools’ students. The result$ st indicate statistically significant
differences at the 0.01 level for general knowle@fe0.62), banking T=0.59 and entire
survey 1=0.65. The differences in saving and spendifig=4.62), risk and insurance
(T=5.25 and investingT=14.83 sections are statistically significant at thes0i€vel.

The differences were further analyzed using logistgression model&esults of the
logistic regression are shown in Table 5. The Cuiase is statistically significant at the 0.01
level for the entire survey, general knowledge @redinvesting sections, and at the 0.05 level
for the saving and spending, and banking sectibogistic models exhibit high explanatory
power for these sections. The Chi-square is stalbt insignificant for the risk and insurance
model.

Another widely used measure of the overall fitled thodel is to examine its ability to
correctly classify observations. For the entire gi&n0.64 of the observations are correctly

218



Muhasebe ve Finansman Dergisi Ekim/ 2014

classified as compared with 0.52 chance classificatSimilar results are found in each
individual question where the correct classificatice always higher than the chance
classification. The model can classify from 0.6D161 of the observations correctly whereas
the chance classifications are from 0.51% to Ods2He other sections.

The results of the logistic regression analysispaesented in Table 5. There are some
differences between the t tests-ANOVA and logistigression because the logistic regression
had all of the variables in the model, which colebthe effect of the independent variables
on each other and on the dependent variable ohdiakliteracy. In addition, the financial
literacy scores in the t tests and ANOVA could mrxetween 0-100, where the logistic
regression had only above the mean and below tlag tegels.

Table5: Logistic Regression Results on Financial Literacy

Estimated Coefficients and the Significance Ledétach Section
and Entire Sample

General Saving and Banking Risk and Investing Entire

Knowledge Spending Insurance Survey
Gender -0.101 0.258 -0.272 -0.092 -0.409* -0.309**
Educational -1.214* -0.591** -0.468** -0.332 -03 -1.247*
Health 0.150 -0.832* -0.329 0.061 -0.638**  @B%*
Natural -0.243 -0.411* -0.126 -0.066 -0.332 -850
Social 1.272* 0.846* 0.951* 0.462 0.504*  .588*
Dormitory 0.237 -0.229 1.090 -0.559 0.042 0.623
Housealone 0.851 -0.133 1.120 -0.119 0.432 70.82
Houseothers 0.520 -0.409 0.980 -0.691 -0.133  53D.
Housefamily 0.143 -0.475 1.060 -0.832 -0.169 00.2
Freshman -0.295 -0,296 -0.446 -0.197 -0.418* 4013
Sophomore -0,59 -0.217 -0.799 -0.221 -0.396 -0:674
Junior -0.400 -0.221 -0.295 -0.203 -0.599 -0.575
Senior 0.014 0.454** 0.689** 0.239 0.113 02
Fulltime 0.323 0.734 0.168 -1.039 0.332 -0.415
Parttime -0.060 0.684 -0.349 -1.039 0.148 0.196
Cashol 0.172 0.071 -0.048 0.109 0.016 0.134
Noworkbef -0.657 -0.051 -0.073 -0.387 -0.501 -0.62
Msphd -0,226 0.589 -0.748 0.312 -0.889 -0.179
Assobach -0.507 0.456 -0.600 0.176 -0.745 -0.005
Highschl -0.480 0.562 -0.493 0.048 -0.751 0.029
Secondelem -0.314 0.762 -0.520 -0.039 -0.634 080.2
Majors 0.180** 0.101 0.181 0.215 0.110*  70D4**
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Constant 0.892 1.212 0.996 0.204 1.152 0.714
-2 log Likehood 1,443.051 1,286.878 1,357.880 1883 1,377.365 1,424.848
Chi-Square 80.224* 35.378* 32.234** 23.311 54.607* 93.006*
Nagelkerke R Square 0.094 0.045 0.040 0.029 0.067 .1080
Correct Classification  61.3 71.3 68.3 66.4 65.0 164.
Change Classification  50.8 51.1 52.2 50.1 52.4 51.6

** p< 0.05, * p< 0.01

The coefficient of Gender for the entire samplaagative and significant at the 0.05
level. The result suggests female students are hketg to be less knowledgeable than male
students. The significant positive coefficients faocial variable indicate that the students
whose field of study is one of the social sciereesmore likely to correctly score below the
median level than the students whose study fietdseducational sciences, health sciences
and natural sciences. The coefficient of freshmamnthe entire sample is negative and
significant at the 0.05 level, which indicates thashmen are less knowledgeable than others.
The seniors are likely to be more knowledgeablaiabaving and spending and banking than
the others. The coefficients of Major on generalledge and entire survey are positive and
statistically significant indicate that the studemtho are attending to business or economics
schools are more knowledgeable than the non-busiokeaon-economics schools’ students.
The coefficients of Fulltime, Parttime, Cashol, NokWbef, Assobach, Highschl and
Secondelem are statistically insignificant.

5. CONCLUSION

This study surveys 1,099 students from three usities in Konya to examine their
knowledge about saving and spending, banking, aistk insurance, investing, and general
financial knowledge and the relationship betweenfihancial literacy and the characteristics
such as gender, field of study, type of residentass rank, work status, parents’ education,
and the school of students

For the percentage of the right answers checkeddon section, the survey results are
in the following order: 0.63 for general knowledd@e75 for saving and spending, 0.61 for
banking, 0.69 for risk and insurance, and 0.56ifgesting. Considering that the questions
were basic and simple, these mean percentagessssighat university students” financial
literacy level is inadequate. Results suggest timersity students need to improve their
knowledge of personal finance. If the individuale aot able to manage their finances, it may
become a problem not only for them but for the etyciWithout adequate knowledge, they
are likely to make more mistakes in the real world.

The results of t tests and ANOVA indicate that;

- The percentages of correct answers from the fepat&cipants are lower than
those from the male participants,
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- The students whose field of study is one of thdthestiences or educational
sciences are less knowledgeable than the others,

- The more knowledgeable students are the partitspaho studies one of the
social sciences.

- There are not interactions between spending anahgsabanking, risk and
insurance, investing and the type of studentstiersies.

- The percentages of correct answers from the sts’dehb lives in the private
households are lower than the others for geneahladge section and the entire survey.

- Seniors know more than the freshmen, sophomoregiaias about investing.
They are also more knowledgeable than the otherthéoentire survey.

- The level of general knowledge, saving and spendimgwledge, investing
knowledge and entire survey correct answers peagestof the students’ who work casual or
holidays are higher than the others.

- In terms of student' parent’s education, participavhose one of the parents
have a secondary or elementary school diploma are knowledgeable than the others in
saving and spending sections and the entire survey.

- The students who are attending to business or emgsoschools are more
knowledgeable than the non-business or non-ecososalwools’ students.

The differences were further analyzed using logistigression models. The results
suggest that female students are more likely tes$gknowledgeable than male students. The
students whose field of study is one of the sostances are more likely to correctly score
below the median level than the students whoseydialtls are educational sciences, health
sciences and natural sciences. The freshmen ar&nhesvledgeable than others. The seniors
are likely to be more knowledgeable about savind) ggending and banking than the others.
The students who are attending to business or ewioscschools are more knowledgeable
than the non-business or non-economics schooldénts.

The differences between the t tests-ANOVA and logiegression are resulted from
the logistic regression’ having all of the variabla the model, which controlled the effect of
the independent variables on each other and odapendent variable of financial literacy. In
addition, the financial literacy scores in the stseeand ANOVA can range between 0-100,
where the logistic regression has only above thanaad below the mean levels.

These results reveal the need for universitiesusye a program of improving the
financial literacy of their students considering ttharacteristics of the students. The sooner
such a program is put in place; the better willthe outcomes for both individuals and the
economy as a whole.

This study also has some limitations. The principaltation is the investigation of
students’ financial literacy drawn from the univees in the city of Konya. In addition to
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this, short periods of time for the participantditiothe questionnaire prevented survey from
including more questions. Future researches, witountry-wide sample, can direct more
efforts in identifying other important items in éincial literacy tests.
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