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Abstract 

This study examined the structural relationship between perceived parental financial transparency and two 

outcome domains, objective financial literacy and behavioral decision-making heuristics, among 200 

urban adolescents aged 15 to 18 in Pune, India, in what is, to the author's knowledge, the first joint test of 

these three constructs in an Indian adolescent sample. Guided by family financial socialization theory and 

Bandura's social cognitive theory, a cross-sectional survey measured perceived parental financial 

transparency (PFT; 12 items, alpha = .84), objective financial literacy (FL; 12 items, alpha = .73, 

decomposed into basic and sophisticated subscales), and behavioral decision-making heuristics (BDMH; 

10 situational-judgment vignettes, alpha = .75, a researcher-constructed scale that showed a ceiling effect 

in this sample). Parental financial transparency was not associated with basic financial knowledge or with 

total behavioral decision-making heuristics, but it was consistently and specifically associated with the 

sophisticated subscale of financial literacy, a relationship confirmed across bivariate and multivariate tests, 

and one that helps explain why prior composite-level tests in comparable samples found no relationship 

at all. Mediation analysis using cross-sectional, same-time-point data found a significant positive indirect 

association between parental transparency and decision-making, running through sophisticated financial 

literacy (B = 0.031, 95% CI [0.008, 0.067]), even though the total effect of transparency on decision-

making was not significant; this pattern is consistent with, though not proof of, inconsistent mediation 

(suppression). Female respondents scored higher than male respondents on decision-making (p = .015, 

uncorrected), despite no corresponding gender difference in financial knowledge, but this comparison did 

not survive false discovery rate correction for the full family of demographic tests (corrected q = .150) 

and is accordingly treated as provisional pending replication. Household income showed no reliable 

association with any study variable, though the sample's restricted income range limits statistical power 

to detect such an effect and this null result should not be read as evidence that income is irrelevant; family 

structure showed only a non-significant trend for sophisticated financial literacy (p = .052, non-

parametric). The sample skewed toward relatively advantaged, high-literacy households (72.5% 

postgraduate-educated parents, 43.5% household income above Rs. 2,50,000/month), so these findings 

describe this segment specifically rather than adolescents in Pune or India generally. Parental transparency 

predicts sophisticated but not basic financial literacy, suggesting the home operates as a narrower and 
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more specialized channel than current theory or policy generally assumes, with implications for how 

family and classroom instruction are positioned alongside one another in adolescent financial education. 

 

Keywords: parental financial transparency, financial literacy, behavioral decision-making heuristics, 

adolescents, family financial socialization, India 

 

Introduction 

Financial literacy is widely treated as a foundational life skill, on the same footing as reading and 

numeracy, because it underlies decisions that accumulate over a lifetime: how much to save, whether to 

borrow, how to plan for the future, and how to absorb an unexpected expense without lasting damage to 

household finances. Lusardi and Mitchell (2014) [1] show that financial literacy is unevenly distributed 

across populations and that this unevenness carries measurable economic consequences, including lower 

retirement savings, higher-cost borrowing, and reduced participation in formal financial markets among 

the least literate groups. Financial literacy is commonly understood as encompassing knowledge, attitudes, 

and behavior as related but distinct dimensions (OECD, 2020) [2], a framework detailed in the Literature 

Review below. 

By this measure, financial literacy remains low both globally and in India specifically. The Standard and 

Poor's Global Financial Literacy Survey, based on interviews with more than 150,000 adults across 140 

countries, found that roughly one in three adults worldwide met the criteria for financial literacy (Klapper 

et al., 2015) [3]. India performed below this global average: the same survey found that only 24% of Indian 

adults were financially literate, a gap that widened further along lines of income, education, and gender 

(Klapper et al., 2015) [3]. India's National Centre for Financial Education reached a similar conclusion in 

its most recent nationally representative assessment, finding that 27% of Indian adults were financially 

literate as of 2019 (NCFE, 2019) [4]. India was not among the twenty countries and economies that took 

part in the Programme for International Student Assessment's 2022 financial literacy module (OECD, 

2024) [5]. Consequently, no internationally standardized measure of adolescent financial literacy exists 

for India specifically. The present study responds to that gap at the local level. 

India's policy response, formalized in the Reserve Bank of India's National Strategy for Financial 

Education: 2020-2025 (RBI, 2020) [6], has concentrated on formal, school-based instruction. Working 

through the National Centre for Financial Education, the strategy is built around content, capacity, 

community, communication, and collaboration, with particular emphasis on financial education content 

for school curricula in Classes 6 through 10 (RBI, 2020) [6]. That strategy says comparatively little about 

the informal channel through which children are understood, in the developmental literature, to acquire 

much of their early financial understanding: the family. Parents transmit financial understanding through 

everyday interaction rather than formal teaching alone (Danes, 1994; Gudmunson & Danes, 2011) [7, 8], 

a process this study formalizes in the Theoretical Framework below using family financial socialization 

theory and Bandura's social cognitive theory together. If these frameworks apply to urban Indian 

adolescents, then the family sits alongside the classroom as a second, largely unaddressed channel for 

financial education. Whether they do apply, and how strongly, is an empirical question this study takes up 

directly. 

A further complication is that possessing financial knowledge does not guarantee that a person applies it 

consistently. Simon (1955) [11] describes decision-makers as operating under bounded rationality, 

selecting an acceptable option rather than searching exhaustively for the optimal one. Kahneman and 
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Tversky (1979) [12] show that people weigh losses and gains asymmetrically, a pattern that can lead a 

knowledgeable person toward decisions a purely rational model would not predict. Thaler (1999) [13] 

describes mental accounting, the tendency to evaluate money within separate mental categories rather than 

against a single budget. Agarwalla et al. (2015) [14], studying financial literacy among working young 

adults in urban India, caution against summing scores across the knowledge, attitude, and behavior 

dimensions of financial literacy into a single composite, since two respondents with an identical total score 

can have very different underlying profiles. The present study follows the same logic and measures 

objective financial literacy and behavioral decision-making as two related but distinct constructs, so that 

any gap between what an adolescent knows and what an adolescent would do can be observed directly 

rather than assumed away. 

Three bodies of evidence converge on a question that has not yet been examined together for the 

population this study addresses. Financial literacy in India is low relative to global benchmarks, and no 

internationally comparable data exist for Indian adolescents specifically. Family financial socialization 

theory indicates that parents, through everyday transparency about household finances, are a primary 

channel through which financial understanding is transmitted to children. And the behavioral economics 

literature indicates that financial knowledge and financial decision-making are empirically separable 

constructs. The empirical foundation for family financial socialization theory, however, rests 

overwhelmingly on studies conducted in the United States (Danes, 1994; Jorgensen & Savla, 2010; Kim 

& Chatterjee, 2013; Shim et al., 2010) [7, 15, 16, 17] and, more recently, a small number of studies 

elsewhere, including New Zealand (Agnew & Sotardi, 2025) [18] and Pakistan (Ghafoor & Akhtar, 2024) 

[19]. Studies conducted in India exist but address a different population or a narrower slice of the problem, 

a gap discussed at length in the Indian Context and Research Gap section of this paper. No identified study 

examines parental financial transparency, objective financial literacy, and behavioral decision-making 

heuristics jointly within a school-age adolescent population in India. Treating these as distinct but related 

constructs, rather than collapsing them into a single composite, is central to the present design. Table 1, 

presented in that section, summarizes the closest comparators and shows that no prior Indian study 

combines this population, these constructs, and this measurement approach. 

The purpose of this study, accordingly, is to examine the structural relationship between perceived parental 

financial transparency (PFT) and two outcome domains, objective financial literacy (FL) and behavioral 

decision-making heuristics (BDMH), among urban adolescents aged 15 to 18 in Pune, India. Five 

objectives follow from this purpose: to measure the levels of all three constructs in this population; to 

examine the association between transparency and financial literacy; to examine the association between 

transparency and decision-making; to examine whether financial literacy mediates the relationship 

between transparency and decision-making; and to examine whether these relationships differ across 

gender, school type, family structure, and household income. 

The study is confined to a convenience sample of 202 respondents enrolled in Grades 9 through 12 in 

schools located in Pune, Maharashtra; two of these rows were later identified as embedded spreadsheet 

summary statistics rather than individual responses and removed prior to analysis, yielding a final analytic 

sample of 200 adolescents with complete data on the three primary study variables. Perceived parental 

financial transparency is measured as reported by the adolescent respondent rather than independently 

verified against parental behavior. The behavioral decision-making measure is a researcher-constructed 

instrument, theoretically grounded in the behavioral economics literature and pilot-tested prior to full 

administration; it received a single-expert content relevance review rather than the full expert panel that 
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would be conventional, a process described in the Methodology. Its performance in the present sample, 

including any ceiling or floor effects, is reported in the Results and treated as a limitation in the closing 

sections of this paper. 

Three contributions follow from this design. Prior Indian studies either used composite rather than 

subscale-level literacy scores (Sruthiya, 2021), sampled emerging adults who had generally left the 

parental home rather than school-age adolescents (Kaur & Singh, 2025), or did not test a mediation model 

linking transparency, literacy, and decision-making (Jayaraman & Jambunathan, 2018). Building on but 

distinct from each, this is, to the author's knowledge, the first study to jointly examine parental financial 

transparency, subscale-level financial literacy, and behavioral decision-making heuristics within a school-

age (15-18) Indian adolescent sample using an adapted transparency measure and a mediation framework. 

Second, by testing literacy at the subscale rather than composite level, it identifies a specific, sophisticated-

only association that a composite measure would mask; this pattern is consistent with, and offers a 

plausible explanation for, prior null findings in comparable Indian samples such as Sruthiya's (2021), 

though confirming that explanation directly would require reanalysis of those studies' data at the subscale 

level, which the present study cannot provide. Third, by tracing an indirect pathway from transparency 

through sophisticated literacy to decision-making, it speaks directly to India's current financial education 

strategy, which concentrates on school-based instruction, by identifying a specific, narrower channel 

through which the family may contribute alongside, rather than in place of, the classroom. This third 

contribution should be read in proportion to its size: the underlying PFT-Sophisticated FL association is 

modest (R² = .036), so the policy implication is a differentiated role for family communication rather than 

a large or decisive one. 

 

Literature Review 

Financial Literacy: Definitions, Measurement, and Global Evidence 

Financial literacy has been defined in different ways across the research literature, but most definitions 

converge on a combination of knowledge, skill, and applied behavior. Lusardi and Mitchell (2014) [1] 

treat financial literacy as a form of human capital, acquired through investment of time and effort, that 

affects a person's capacity to process economic information and make informed decisions about saving, 

borrowing, and investing. The OECD's International Network on Financial Education operationalizes this 

idea into a three-part measurement framework, financial knowledge, financial attitudes, and financial 

behavior, and treats the three as related but conceptually separable domains rather than a single trait 

(OECD, 2020) [2]. This distinction matters methodologically: a person can score well on a knowledge test 

and still behave in financially unsound ways, and the reverse is equally possible. 

Cross-national survey evidence indicates that financial literacy, measured this way, is low almost 

everywhere. Klapper et al.'s (2015) [3] Standard and Poor's Global Financial Literacy Survey, drawing on 

interviews with more than 150,000 adults in 140 countries, found that only around a third of adults 

worldwide answered enough questions correctly to be classified as financially literate. India's National 

Centre for Financial Education documented a comparable figure in its own nationally representative 

assessment: 27% of Indian adults met the survey's financial literacy threshold in 2019, with lower rates 

among women, rural residents, and less educated respondents (NCFE, 2019) [4]. Both surveys sampled 

adults, not adolescents, which is one of the reasons the present study is confined to a school-age population 

whose financial literacy has not been assessed by any comparable national or international instrument. 

India's absence from the twenty countries and economies that took part in the 2022 round of the OECD's 
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Programme for International Student Assessment financial literacy module (OECD, 2024) [5] leaves this 

gap unaddressed at the international level. 

Indian studies conducted below the national survey level tell a broadly consistent story. Jayaraman and 

Jambunathan (2018) [20], testing 608 high school students, found percentage-correct scores of 45% on 

basic financial literacy items and 44% on sophisticated items, both below comparable results from 

developed-country samples, and reported that financial literacy was higher among students in the 

commerce and economics stream than among science students and that parental involvement was 

significantly associated with financial literacy scores. Their finding that female students outperformed 

male students ran contrary to the direction typically reported in developed-country samples, a reversal this 

study's own results also produced for a related outcome, discussed later. Gala (2022) [21], surveying 205 

young adults across Mumbai, Thane, and Navi Mumbai, reported a similar pattern of adequate theoretical 

knowledge paired with weak practical application, and argued that declining household savings rates in 

India over the preceding decade made youth financial education an increasingly urgent policy concern. 

Maheria (2023) [22] situates these findings within India's broader financial education policy, describing 

the National Centre for Financial Education's mandate and arguing that India's financial literacy levels, 

while low in absolute terms, compare favorably with several neighboring South Asian economies. None 

of these studies, however, measured financial literacy alongside a validated measure of the family 

communication environment in which literacy develops, which is the specific gap the present study 

addresses. 

 

Family Financial Socialization: Theoretical Origins and Empirical Development 

Danes (1994) [7] introduced financial socialization into the family studies literature as the process by 

which individuals acquire the values, attitudes, standards, knowledge, and behaviors that support financial 

viability and wellbeing, and identified the family as the primary agent through which this process unfolds 

during childhood and adolescence. Gudmunson and Danes (2011) [8] formalized this idea into a 

conceptual model that has since become the field's dominant framework. In their model, family 

socialization processes, comprising personal and family characteristics, family interaction and 

relationships, and purposive financial socialization, are theorized to shape financial socialization 

outcomes: financial attitudes, knowledge, and capabilities; financial behavior; and financial wellbeing. 

The model positions purposive socialization, meaning deliberate parental teaching and communication 

about money, as conceptually distinct from the broader climate of family interaction within which that 

teaching occurs, a distinction that matters for how the present study's transparency measure should be 

interpreted. 

LeBaron and Kelley's (2021) [23] decade-long review of research published in the Journal of Family and 

Economic Issues between 2010 and 2019 found continued empirical support for the Gudmunson and 

Danes model and identified parent-child financial discussion as its central purposive mechanism, while 

also noting that the great majority of the studies it reviewed relied on retrospective, adult recall of 

childhood socialization rather than concurrent reports from adolescents still living at home. The most 

comprehensive test of the model's predictive validity to date is LeBaron-Black et al.'s (2026) [24] 

systematic review and meta-analysis of 39 studies reported across 36 articles, which found that parent 

financial socialization was positively associated with financial outcomes overall, and specifically with 

financial attitudes, financial behavior, financial knowledge, and financial wellbeing. The same meta-

analysis, notably, found no significant association between parent financial socialization and the narrower, 

http://www.ijfmr.com/


 

International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR) 
E-ISSN: 2582-2160   ●   Website: www.ijfmr.com       ●   Email: editor@ijfmr.com 

 

IJFMR260484976 Volume 8, Issue 4, July-August 2026 6 

 

separately coded category of financial capability, a null result the authors attribute to the smaller number 

of studies measuring capability directly rather than to the absence of a true effect. This distinction between 

knowing and doing is one of the reasons the present study measures financial literacy and decision-making 

as two separate constructs rather than assuming that a relationship with one implies a corresponding 

relationship with the other. 

Several individual studies within this literature specify particular mechanisms of transmission. Shim et al. 

(2010) [17], following first-year college students, found that financial socialization occurring during 

adolescence, through parents, work experience, and high school education, predicted financial learning, 

attitudes, and behavior once students reached college, with the parental pathway outweighing the other 

two by a considerable margin. Jorgensen and Savla (2010) [15] similarly found that perceived parental 

influence during adolescence carried a lasting, if partly indirect, effect on the financial attitudes and 

behaviors of young adults, operating through financial attitudes rather than directly. Kim and Chatterjee 

(2013) [16] linked retrospectively reported childhood financial socialization to young adults' financial 

management practices, and LeBaron et al. (2018) [25], drawing on matched reports from emerging adults, 

parents, and grandparents, found that explicit financial teaching and modeling were both recalled as 

influential, though family members frequently disagreed about how much socialization had actually taken 

place, a finding with direct bearing on the present study's decision to rely on a single informant, addressed 

in the Limitations section. 

A smaller body of work distinguishes purposive from unintentional socialization more explicitly than the 

broader Gudmunson and Danes model does on its own. Deenanath et al. (2019) [26], analyzing a large 

sample of 4,473 high school students, separated purposive indicators of socialization, such as a student's 

own earned income, from unintentional indicators, such as simply witnessing family financial activity, 

and found that both were positively associated with subjective financial knowledge and, indirectly through 

that knowledge, with financial behavior. Their finding that exclusively obtaining money through parents, 

rather than earning it independently, was negatively associated with behavior through knowledge 

complicates any simple assumption that more parental involvement is uniformly beneficial, and is one 

basis for treating the present study's transparency measure as capturing the volume of parental 

communication rather than the full range of experiential learning a young person might otherwise acquire. 

 

Financial Socialization Outside the United States 

The empirical base described above draws overwhelmingly on adult and emerging-adult samples in the 

United States. Extensions of the model to other national contexts and to adolescent, rather than 

retrospective adult, samples remain comparatively rare, though a small number of recent studies begin to 

fill this gap. Agnew and Sotardi (2025) [18], studying a large sample of adolescents in Aotearoa New 

Zealand, combined family financial socialization theory with Bandura's social learning framework, the 

same theoretical pairing adopted in the present study, and found that family financial openness was 

associated with adolescents' financial confidence, intentions, and behaviors, while also documenting a gap 

between adolescents' financial intentions and their subsequent actions, a distinction directly relevant to 

interpreting behavioral vignette measures such as the one used here. Ghafoor and Akhtar (2024) [19], 

using a mixed-methods design with Gen Z respondents in Pakistan, found that active parental financial 

socialization was a stronger predictor of financial wellbeing than parental socioeconomic characteristics 

such as education and occupation, a finding this study's own design draws on directly, since exact 
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household income was not collected from adolescent respondents and school type and parental education 

serve as socioeconomic proxies instead. 

Within India specifically, Kaur and Singh (2025) [27] surveyed 242 undergraduate students in Punjab and, 

using structural equation modeling, found that family financial socialization was significantly associated 

with financial attitudes, financial self-efficacy, and financial wellbeing among emerging adults. Their 

sample, however, consisted of university students who had generally already left the parental home, which 

limits how directly their findings can be extended to school-age adolescents still under direct parental 

financial oversight. Closer in both age range and outcome measure is Sruthiya's (2021) [31] study of 15- 

to 24-year-olds, which tested four dimensions of parental financial socialization, financial teaching and 

monitoring, budgeting, parental relationship, and parental responsiveness, as predictors of financial 

literacy using multiple linear regression, and found that none of the four dimensions explained a 

statistically significant share of variance in financial literacy scores; a Mann-Whitney test in the same 

study likewise found no significant gender difference in financial literacy. Sruthiya's null result for the 

direct relationship between socialization and financial literacy, obtained with a broader age band and a 

single undifferentiated literacy score, sits in productive tension with the present study's own finding of a 

narrower, subscale-specific association, a comparison developed further in the Discussion. 

 

Financial Literacy and Financial Decision-Making as Distinct Constructs 

A separate strand of literature, rooted in behavioral economics rather than family studies, supplies the 

theoretical basis for treating financial knowledge and financial decision-making as empirically 

distinguishable outcomes. Simon (1955) [11] describes decision-makers as operating under bounded 

rationality, meaning that cognitive and informational limits lead people toward acceptable rather than 

optimal choices, a process he termed satisficing. Kahneman and Tversky's (1979) [12] prospect theory 

documents an asymmetry in how people weigh losses against equivalent gains, producing loss-averse 

choices that a purely rational-actor model would not predict. Thaler (1999) [13] describes mental 

accounting, the tendency to evaluate money within separate, non-fungible mental categories rather than 

against a single household budget, so that financial knowledge that would apply consistently under a 

unified budget is instead applied unevenly depending on how a given sum is mentally labeled. Bruine de 

Bruin et al. (2007) [28] formalize the broader claim that decision-making competence is a measurable 

construct in its own right, empirically distinguishable from general cognitive ability and from declarative 

financial knowledge, using a battery of general-domain tasks including resistance to framing effects and 

consistency in risk perception. 

Two further lines of evidence indicate that self-efficacy and self-control, rather than declarative 

knowledge alone, may carry much of the explanatory weight in this relationship. Lone and Bhat (2022) 

[29], surveying business school faculty in India, found that financial literacy was positively associated 

with financial wellbeing and that financial self-efficacy partially mediated this relationship, meaning that 

knowledge mattered in part because it built confidence in one's own financial competence. Pulungan et al. 

(2024) [30], studying accounting students in Indonesia, found that parental financial teaching shaped 

students' financial attitudes partly through its effect on self-control, again suggesting that a purely 

cognitive account of how parental communication translates into financial behavior is incomplete. Neither 

self-efficacy nor self-control was measured in the present study; their omission is addressed directly in the 

Limitations and Future Research section, since the mediation model tested here specifies financial literacy, 
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not either of these psychological constructs, as the pathway between parental transparency and decision-

making. 

Taken as a whole, the literature reviewed above supports three conclusions that motivate the design of the 

present study. First, financial literacy is measurably low in India, and no validated, comparative measure 

of it exists for the adolescent population specifically. Second, family financial socialization theory, 

grounded mainly in American and a small number of non-American adult samples, predicts that parental 

communication about money is a meaningful channel of influence, but its size and specificity have not 

been established for Indian adolescents using a measure that separates basic from sophisticated financial 

knowledge. Third, because financial knowledge and financial decision-making are theoretically and 

empirically separable, a study of parental influence on adolescent financial outcomes is incomplete if it 

examines knowledge alone. The research gap that follows from these three conclusions, and the specific 

contribution of the present study, is developed further in the Indian Context and Research Gap section 

below. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

This study draws on two complementary bodies of theory: a macro-level account of how financial 

socialization operates within families, and a micro-level account of the mechanism through which it is 

transmitted from parent to child. 

 

Family Financial Socialization Theory 

Gudmunson and Danes's (2011) [8] family financial socialization model, building on Danes's (1994) [7] 

earlier definition of financial socialization as the acquisition of financially relevant values, attitudes, 

standards, knowledge, and behavior, provides the study's organizing framework. The model specifies three 

categories of family socialization process, personal and family characteristics, family interaction and 

relationships, and purposive financial socialization, which are theorized to shape financial socialization 

outcomes: financial attitudes, knowledge, and capabilities; financial behavior; and financial wellbeing. 

Perceived Parental Financial Transparency, as measured in this study, operationalizes the purposive-

socialization and family-interaction components of this model specifically. It is not a measure of financial 

behavior or financial wellbeing in its own right; it captures the extent to which an adolescent perceives 

their parents as communicating openly about household financial matters, which the model treats as one 

process among several rather than as a proxy for family financial socialization as a whole. 

 

Social Cognitive Theory and the Mechanism of Transmission 

Family financial socialization theory specifies an association between family process and financial 

outcome without explaining the mechanism by which that association arises. Bandura's social learning 

theory, later elaborated as social cognitive theory, supplies this mechanism (Bandura, 1977, 1986) [9, 10]. 

Bandura's central proposition is that individuals acquire behaviors and attitudes partly by observing and 

imitating a model, without requiring direct instruction or reinforcement for learning to occur. Applied to 

the family, a parent's visible financial conduct and communication function as a model from which an 

adolescent can acquire financial understanding, independent of whatever formal financial education a 

school provides. Combining the two frameworks in this way follows the precedent set by Agnew and 

Sotardi (2025) [18] in their study of New Zealand adolescents and by Ghafoor and Akhtar (2024) [19] in 

their study of Gen Z respondents in Pakistan, making the pairing consistent with the closest available 
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precedents for an adolescent or South Asian sample rather than a combination introduced for the first time 

here. 

One limitation follows directly from this mechanism and is worth stating at the outset rather than deferring 

entirely to the closing sections of this paper. Because observational learning transmits whatever the model 

does, a transparency measure cannot on its own distinguish a parent who models financially sound 

behavior from one who models poor behavior with equal openness; both would register as high in 

transparency under the present instrument. The mediation model tested in this study, which routes parental 

transparency through objective financial literacy rather than assuming a direct effect on decision-making, 

is partly a response to this limitation: transparency that fails to build measurable financial knowledge in 

the adolescent is, under this model, unlikely to translate into more sound decision-making regardless of 

how open the parent-child communication may otherwise be. 

 

Conceptual Model and Hypotheses 

Figure 1 integrates these two frameworks into the structural model tested in this study. Perceived parental 

financial transparency is specified as the predictor; objective financial literacy, and specifically its 

sophisticated subscale, is specified as the mediating variable; and behavioral decision-making heuristics 

is specified as the outcome. Gender is included as a covariate in the models predicting decision-making, 

on the basis of the group comparisons reported in the Results section. Four hypotheses follow from this 

model: 

H1. Perceived parental financial transparency is positively associated with objective financial literacy. 

H2. Perceived parental financial transparency is positively associated with behavioral decision-making 

heuristics. 

H3. Objective financial literacy is positively associated with behavioral decision-making heuristics. 

H4. Objective financial literacy mediates the relationship between perceived parental financial 

transparency and behavioral decision-making heuristics. 

H1 is stated at the level of overall objective financial literacy, consistent with how the construct is 

introduced above; the basic-versus-sophisticated subscale comparison reported in the Results was not 

itself pre-specified as a separate hypothesis and is accordingly reported and interpreted as an exploratory 

refinement of H1 rather than as a directly pre-registered prediction. 

As reported in the Results section, the data support H1 only for the sophisticated financial literacy subscale 

rather than for total financial literacy or the basic subscale; do not support H2 as a direct, unconditioned 

effect; support H3; and support a specific form of H4 in which financial literacy carries a significant same-

time-point indirect effect despite the absence of a significant total effect, a pattern discussed in detail in 

the Discussion. 
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Figure 1 

Conceptual Model of the Relationship Among Perceived Parental Financial Transparency, 

Sophisticated Financial Literacy, and Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics 

 
Note. Coefficients are unstandardized regression estimates from the models reported in Tables 10 and 13. 

The dashed path denotes the direct effect of transparency on decision-making after controlling for the 

mediator, which fell at the conventional significance boundary (p = .050). Gender is coded 0 = female, 1 

= male. 

 

Parental Financial Transparency 

Parental financial transparency is treated in this study as a specific, communication-based construct within 

the broader field of family financial socialization, and it is worth distinguishing carefully from that broader 

field before turning to the study's methodology and results. 

 

Defining the Construct 

Within the Gudmunson and Danes (2011) [8] model, financial socialization spans personal and family 

characteristics, family interaction and relationships, and purposive financial socialization, a range broad 

enough to include factors as varied as household income, parenting style, sibling structure, and explicit 

financial teaching. Parental financial transparency, as operationalized in this study, is narrower: it refers 

specifically to the extent to which an adolescent perceives their parents as communicating openly about 

household financial matters, including everyday expenses, budgeting decisions, the reasoning behind 

delayed or avoided purchases, and the family's general financial situation. This definition follows most 

directly from Danes's (1994) [7] original emphasis on parent-child financial communication and from the 

purposive-socialization component of the Gudmunson and Danes model, rather than from the model's 

broader family-characteristics component. Because the scale asks the adolescent to characterize their 

parents' communication rather than recording that communication directly, scores may also encode aspects 
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of the broader parent-child relationship, such as trust or closeness, that extend beyond the literal frequency 

or content of financial disclosure, a conflation consistent with LeBaron et al.'s (2018) [25] finding of 

systematic parent-child disagreement when both are asked to characterize the same household's financial 

socialization; this distinction is revisited in the Limitations. 

The distinction matters because the empirical literature attributes different consequences to different 

components of family financial socialization. Deenanath et al. (2019) [26] separate purposive 

socialization, meaning deliberate parental teaching and communication, from unintentional socialization, 

meaning what a child absorbs simply by living within a household's financial environment without being 

directly taught, and find that both pathways relate to subjective financial knowledge but through somewhat 

different mechanisms. The present study's transparency scale captures the purposive, communicative 

dimension of this distinction. It does not capture unintentional exposure, such as a child who infers 

financial stress from overheard conversation or visible household strain without being directly informed, 

a limitation discussed further below. 

 

Transparency as Volume Rather Than Quality 

A second distinction, implicit in the social cognitive account of how transparency operates, is between the 

volume of parental financial communication and the quality of the financial conduct being communicated. 

Under Bandura's (1977, 1986) framework, a child learns by observing a model's behavior, not merely by 

hearing that behavior described; a parent who openly and frequently discusses household finances while 

modeling poor financial habits, such as habitual overspending or high-interest borrowing, would score 

highly on a transparency measure despite transmitting content that a purely volume-based instrument 

cannot distinguish from constructive financial modeling. The twelve-item Perceived Parental Financial 

Transparency scale used in this study, described in full in the Methodology, measures the extent and 

openness of financial communication; it does not independently assess the financial soundness of the 

behavior being communicated. This is not a flaw unique to the present instrument. It follows directly from 

what a transparency measure can, in principle, capture, and it is one reason the study's mediation model 

routes transparency through an objective, externally scored measure of financial literacy rather than 

treating transparency itself as a proxy for sound financial modeling. An adolescent whose parents are 

transparent about financially unsound behavior would not, under this model, be expected to show a 

corresponding gain in objective financial literacy, since the seven numeracy- and knowledge-based items 

on the literacy test do not depend on the specific content of what a given family happens to discuss. 

 

Transparency in the Indian Household Context 

Existing transparency and financial-socialization instruments were developed predominantly for adult or 

college-aged populations in the United States (Danes, 1994; Gudmunson & Danes, 2011; Jorgensen & 

Savla, 2010; Kim & Chatterjee, 2013; LeBaron et al., 2018; Shim et al., 2010) [7, 8, 15, 16, 25, 17]. The 

present study's transparency scale adapts item content from six such instruments for an urban Indian 

adolescent sample, a linguistic and contextual adaptation rather than a wholesale re-derivation of the 

construct. Two features of Indian household structure are relevant to how this adaptation should be 

interpreted. First, a majority of the present sample lives in nuclear rather than joint or extended family 

arrangements (76.0% versus 24.0%; see Table 2), a pattern consistent with the ongoing urban shift away 

from joint-family living documented in the Indian family economics literature; the transparency scale asks 

specifically about parents rather than about grandparents, uncles, or other extended-family members who 
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retain a financial role in some Indian households, and its results should be interpreted with that scope in 

mind. Second, more than half of the present sample reports that both parents jointly manage household 

finances (55.5%), rather than a single financially dominant parent, which shapes how the construct of 

"parental" transparency, addressed to both parents collectively in the survey items, maps onto the 

household's actual financial decision structure. Both considerations are revisited in the Limitations and 

Future Research section. 

 

The Indian Context and Research Gap 

Policy Landscape 

India's financial education policy is coordinated primarily through the National Centre for Financial 

Education, established under the joint direction of the country's financial sector regulators, and formalized 

in the Reserve Bank of India's National Strategy for Financial Education: 2020-2025 (RBI, 2020) [6]. That 

strategy organizes its efforts around five pillars, content, capacity, community, communication, and 

collaboration, and directs particular attention toward developing financial education content for school 

curricula in Classes 6 through 10 (RBI, 2020) [6]. Maheria (2023) [22] documents the range of NCFE 

initiatives that have followed from this strategy, including nationally coordinated financial literacy weeks 

and school outreach programs, and situates India's financial literacy performance relative to its South 

Asian neighbors. What this policy architecture addresses only indirectly, and mainly through general calls 

for "community" engagement rather than through any specific parent-facing program, is the home as an 

independent site of financial socialization, distinct from and prior to formal classroom instruction. This is 

the specific policy gap that motivates treating the family, rather than the school, as this study's unit of 

analysis. 

 

The Existing Indian Evidence Base 

A small number of Indian studies have examined financial literacy or parental financial socialization 

directly, but none combines the population, the constructs, and the measurement approach used in the 

present study. Table 1 summarizes the closest available comparators. 

 

Table 1 

Comparison of Existing Indian Studies on Financial Literacy and Parental Financial Socialization 

Study 
Sample and 

population 
Constructs examined Key finding 

Agarwalla 

et al. 

(2015) [14] 

Working young 

adults, urban India; 

financially 

independent 

Demographic/employment 

factors; composite and 

dimensional literacy 

Warns against combining 

knowledge, attitude, and 

behavior into one literacy 

score 

Jayaraman 

& 

Jambunath

an (2018) 

[20] 

608 high school 

students, India 

General parental 

involvement; basic and 

sophisticated literacy 

Literacy low overall; 

parental involvement 

significant; no validated 

transparency measure 
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Gala 

(2022) [21] 

205 young adults, 

Mumbai region 

Awareness/demographics; 

self-reported literacy and 

behavior 

Theoretical knowledge 

exceeds practical application 

Kaur & 

Singh 

(2025) [27] 

242 undergraduates, 

Punjab; largely 

independent of 

parental household 

Family financial 

socialization (composite); 

attitudes, self-efficacy, 

wellbeing 

Socialization positively 

associated with all three 

outcomes 

Sruthiya 

(2021) [31] 

Youth aged 15-24, 

India; adolescents and 

emerging adults 

combined 

Four socialization 

dimensions; single 

undifferentiated literacy 

score 

No significant effect of 

socialization on literacy; no 

gender difference 

Present 

study 

200 adolescents aged 

15-18, Pune 

Content-valid transparency 

scale adapted from six 

instruments; 

basic/sophisticated literacy 

and decision-making 

(mediation model) 

Transparency specifically 

predicts sophisticated 

literacy, which mediates a 

path to decision-making 

 

Three gaps emerge from this comparison. First, studies that measure financial literacy in an Indian 

adolescent sample, such as Jayaraman and Jambunathan (2018) [20], do not pair that measurement with a 

validated parental transparency scale; their treatment of parental involvement is broader and less precisely 

operationalized. Second, studies that measure parental financial socialization with a validated instrument, 

such as Kaur and Singh (2025) [27] and Sruthiya (2021) [31], either sample emerging adults who have 

generally left the parental household or combine adolescents and emerging adults into a single age band 

spanning nearly a decade of developmental change, and neither disaggregates financial literacy into basic 

and sophisticated components. Third, no identified Indian study tests financial literacy as a mediating 

variable between parental transparency and a behavioral, rather than purely attitudinal or self-reported, 

outcome. Sruthiya's (2021) [31] null finding for the direct relationship between socialization and financial 

literacy is a particularly relevant point of contrast: tested at the level of a single undifferentiated literacy 

score and a broader 15-to-24 age range, parental socialization showed no significant effect, a result the 

present study's own subscale-level findings help to explain rather than simply contradict, as developed in 

the Discussion. 

 

Statement of the Research Gap 

No identified study examines parental financial transparency, objective financial literacy, and behavioral 

decision-making heuristics jointly within a school-age adolescent population in India, treating them as 

distinct but related constructs rather than a single composite. This is the specific gap the present study 

addresses. It contributes to family financial socialization theory and social cognitive theory by testing their 

combined application, following the precedent of Agnew and Sotardi (2025) [18] and Ghafoor and Akhtar 

(2024) [19], in a population, urban Indian adolescents, for which this particular combination of 

frameworks has not previously been examined. It also responds directly to Agarwalla et al.'s (2015) [14] 

methodological caution against collapsing financial knowledge and financial behavior into a single score, 
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by treating financial literacy and decision-making heuristics as related but empirically separable outcomes 

and reporting them accordingly, and to Sruthiya's (2021) [31] null finding, by disaggregating financial 

literacy into basic and sophisticated components rather than testing socialization against a single 

composite score. 

 

Methodology 

Research Design 

This study employs a quantitative, cross-sectional, correlational design to examine the structural 

relationship between perceived parental financial transparency and two outcome domains, objective 

financial literacy and behavioral decision-making heuristics, among urban adolescents in Pune, India. Data 

on all three constructs were collected from each respondent at a single point in time through a self-

administered structured questionnaire. This design supports the description of statistical association and 

the testing of a specified directional pathway between variables; consistent with the limits of any single-

wave design, it does not by itself establish causal direction, a constraint addressed directly in the 

Limitations and Future Research section rather than implied away. 

The cross-sectional survey design follows the dominant methodological approach in the family financial 

socialization literature on adolescent and youth populations, including Agnew and Sotardi (2025) [18] on 

adolescents in New Zealand, Kaur and Singh (2025) [27] and Ghafoor and Akhtar (2024) [19] on South 

Asian youth, and Jayaraman and Jambunathan (2018) [20] on Indian high school students. The unit of 

analysis is the individual adolescent respondent (N = 202 collected; N = 200 analyzed after data screening, 

described below). Perceived parental financial transparency is treated as the primary explanatory variable; 

objective financial literacy and behavioral decision-making heuristics are treated as outcome variables, 

with financial literacy additionally specified as a mediator in the model described in the Theoretical 

Framework. 

 

Study Area 

The study was conducted in Pune, Maharashtra, one of India's largest urban centers and a long-established 

hub for secondary and higher education. According to the 2011 Census of India, the most recent decennial 

census conducted in the country (the scheduled 2021 census was postponed and has not yet been 

conducted), Pune district had a population of 9,429,408, of which Pune city itself accounted for 

approximately 3.1 million residents; more recent municipal and metropolitan-region estimates place the 

urban agglomeration considerably higher (Census of India, 2011) [32]. The district recorded an average 

literacy rate of 86.15%, and the city recorded a literacy rate of 89.56%, both above the Maharashtra state 

average of 82.34% (Census of India, 2011) [32]. Pune's secondary education system includes schools 

affiliated with the Maharashtra State Board, the Central Board of Secondary Education, the Council for 

the Indian School Certificate Examinations, and international curricula, alongside a mix of government, 

government-aided, private unaided, and international institutions. This structural diversity, combined with 

a comparatively high baseline literacy environment, makes Pune a reasonable single-city setting for 

examining variation in financial socialization and literacy outcomes across school type and socioeconomic 

background (see Limitations). 

 

Population, Sample, and Sampling Technique 

The target population is adolescents aged 15 to 18 years, enrolled in secondary or higher secondary  
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education (Grades 9 through 12) in Pune, Maharashtra. The achieved sample consisted of 202 respondents. 

During data screening, two rows in the exported response file were found to be embedded summary 

statistics (a column-sum row and a column-mean row) rather than individual responses, and were removed 

prior to analysis, yielding a final analytic sample of N = 200 with no missing data on any of the three 

primary composite variables or on the demographic variables reported in Table 2. 

A non-probability convenience and purposive sampling technique was used, with the questionnaire 

distributed digitally as a self-administered online form. This approach is consistent with the sampling 

technique used throughout the comparator literature on adolescent and youth financial socialization in 

South Asia: Kaur and Singh (2025) [27] distributed an online form through social media to reach 

undergraduates in Punjab; Ghafoor and Akhtar (2024) [19] used purposive convenience sampling to reach 

333 Gen Z respondents in Pakistan; and Jayaraman and Jambunathan (2018) [20] used school-based access 

to reach 608 Indian high school students, a more institutionally representative though still non-random 

approach. 

No prospective power analysis was conducted prior to data collection, so the sample size of 200 was 

determined by the number of respondents recruited through convenience sampling rather than by a pre-

specified power target. Two retrospective benchmarks nonetheless support the adequacy of N = 200 for 

the analysis plan described below. Applying the itemized sampling convention of five to ten respondents 

per scale item (Hinkin, 1995) [33], the combined Perceived Parental Financial Transparency and 

Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics sections, totaling 22 substantive items, imply a recommended 

sample of 110 to 220 respondents, a range the achieved sample falls within. Kaur and Singh (2025) [27] 

additionally report an a priori power calculation for a comparable regression design in a South Asian youth 

sample, using a medium effect size (f² = .15) and conventional alpha and power thresholds of .05 and .80 

(Cohen, 1988) [45], yielding a minimum required sample of 134 participants, a threshold the present 

sample exceeds. 

A design-specific sensitivity analysis supplements these benchmarks. At N = 200 and alpha = .05, the 

single-predictor regression models reported in the Results (e.g., Table 10) had 80% power to detect an 

effect of Cohen's f2 = .040 or larger, equivalent to R2 ≥ .038; the two-predictor model in Table 11 required 

R2 ≥ .047, and the three-predictor moderation models in Table 12 required R2 ≥ .053 for 80% power. 

Against these thresholds, the study's central significant effect, PFT predicting Sophisticated FL (R2 = 

.036), corresponded to approximately 78% achieved power, while the weaker total-FL effect (R2 = .022) 

corresponded to approximately 56%, consistent with its more marginal p value. This indicates that the 

present design was reasonably, but not comfortably, powered to detect effects of the size actually observed, 

and that smaller true effects elsewhere in the model are plausibly present but undetectable at this sample 

size. 

 

Research Instrument 

Data were collected using a structured questionnaire consisting of a demographic section and three 

construct-measurement sections, all adapted from previously published sources or established item 

frameworks rather than written without reference to prior instruments. 

Demographic and background information. This section recorded age, gender, grade, school type, 

parents' highest education level, the primary occupation of the primary earning parent, approximate 

monthly household income, family structure, and whether the respondent had received formal financial 
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education, along with single items assessing proactive financial questioning of parents, peer influence on 

spending, and who manages household finances. 

Perceived Parental Financial Transparency (PFT) scale. This twelve-item, five-point Likert scale (1 = 

strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) was adapted from six previously published instruments in the family 

financial socialization literature: Danes (1994) [7], Gudmunson and Danes (2011) [8], Shim et al. (2010) 

[17], Jorgensen and Savla (2010) [15], Kim and Chatterjee (2013) [16], and LeBaron et al. (2018) [25]. 

Five items are reverse-worded and reverse-scored prior to totaling (items 2, 5, 8, 10, and 12), distributed 

evenly across the scale to reduce acquiescence bias. The total score ranges from 12 to 60. 

Objective Financial Literacy (FL) test. This twelve-item multiple-choice test assesses declarative and 

applied financial knowledge, adapted and localized to Indian rupee currency and retail contexts from three 

established sources: the OECD/INFE financial literacy item framework (OECD, 2020) [2], the three-item 

financial literacy screen developed by Lusardi and Mitchell (2011) [34] covering numeracy, inflation, and 

risk diversification, and the item pool used in the PISA financial literacy modules (OECD, 2024) [5]. Items 

cover asset identification, budgeting behavior, credit and interest rates, inflation and purchasing power, 

investment volatility, diversification, and applied numeracy. Following Jayaraman and Jambunathan's 

(2018) [20] study of Indian high school students, the twelve items are divided into a seven-item Basic 

Financial Literacy subscale and a five-item Sophisticated Financial Literacy subscale, with items 

involving compound interest and routine budgeting classified as basic and items involving investment, 

diversification, and risk-return tradeoffs classified as sophisticated. Scoring is dichotomous (1 = correct, 

0 = incorrect); the total score ranges from 0 to 12. 

Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics (BDMH) scale. This ten-item scale presents short financial 

scenarios grounded in an urban Indian adolescent's everyday financial life, such as a monthly allowance, 

a discretionary purchase, and an unexpected expense, each followed by four response options describing 

plausible courses of action. Respondents were asked to select the option they would most likely actually 

choose, rather than the option they believed to be correct, a wording intended to reduce social desirability 

pressure relative to a direct self-assessment format. Each response option is scored 0, 1, or 2 points 

according to its alignment with three behavioral-economics principles: Simon's (1955) [11] concept of 

bounded rationality and satisficing, Kahneman and Tversky's (1979) [12] prospect theory and its 

associated loss aversion, and Thaler's (1999) [13] concept of mental accounting. The total score ranges 

from 0 to 20. This is a researcher-constructed instrument, theoretically grounded in the literature reviewed 

above and pilot-tested prior to full administration (see Pilot Study below). A full multi-expert content-

review panel, the standard practice for a newly constructed instrument, was not feasible within the resource 

and timeline constraints of an independent, single-researcher study; a single-expert content relevance 

review was instead conducted after data collection and is reported immediately below and in the 

Limitations, where its scope and timing are discussed as constraints on how much weight it can bear. Its 

internal consistency as observed in the present sample is reported below, and its status as a novel scale 

without a full, prospective expert-panel validation remains treated as a limitation. 

 

Post Hoc Content Validity Review 

Because a full multi-expert content-review panel was not feasible before data collection, a single-expert 

content relevance review was instead conducted after data collection, as a retrospective check rather than 

as a pre-administration validation step; this ordering is itself a limitation, since it could not inform item 

revision before the instrument was used, and is discussed further below. One content expert, Matt Williams 
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(Access Fellow, Jesus College, Oxford; background in political science), rated each Perceived Parental 

Financial Transparency and Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics item for relevance to its intended 

construct on a four-point scale (1 = not relevant, 2 = somewhat relevant, 3 = quite relevant, 4 = highly 

relevant), following standard content validity index procedures (Lynn, 1986) [49]. For the Objective 

Financial Literacy items, which have an objectively correct keyed answer rather than a judged degree of 

relevance, the same expert was instead asked to confirm the accuracy of each keyed answer. 

Item-level content validity index (I-CVI) was calculated as the proportion of raters scoring an item 3 or 4, 

and scale-level index (S-CVI) as the mean of the item-level indices (Polit & Beck, 2006) [50]. With a 

single rater, I-CVI for any given item can only take the value 0 or 1, and the two conventional methods of 

computing S-CVI, averaging the item-level indices or requiring universal agreement, are numerically 

identical; more importantly, the interpretive benchmarks commonly cited for these indices (for example, 

an I-CVI of at least .78) were derived for panels of three or more raters and do not have an established 

meaning for a single rater. The figures below are accordingly reported descriptively, as one qualified 

individual's judgment, rather than as a validated content validity index in the sense the term normally 

carries. 

All twelve Perceived Parental Financial Transparency items were rated 3 or 4 (S-CVI = 1.00). Seven of 

the ten Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics items were rated 3 or 4; the discretionary-purchase, 

recurring-cost, and emergency-expense scenarios (items 2, 7, and 9) were each rated 2, somewhat relevant 

(S-CVI = 0.70). For the Objective Financial Literacy items, the reviewer confirmed all twelve keyed 

correct answers as accurate, including the two items whose response options had been adapted or 

reconstructed during item development; relevance ratings for this section were not completed and are 

accordingly not available. The reviewer's written comments on individual Perceived Parental Financial 

Transparency items are integrated into the Limitations below. 

 

Pilot Study 

Prior to full-scale data collection, the complete questionnaire was administered to a pilot sample of 30 

adolescents meeting the same eligibility criteria as the main study (ages 15 to 18, urban Pune), recruited 

separately from the 200 respondents who make up the main analytic sample. The pilot served two 

purposes: to confirm that item wording was clear and that the online form functioned as intended, and to 

obtain a preliminary estimate of each scale's internal consistency before committing to full deployment. 

The pilot confirmed acceptable to good reliability for all three scales (PFT, alpha = .78; Financial Literacy, 

alpha = .66; Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics, alpha = .78) and preliminary bivariate patterns 

broadly consistent with, though necessarily less stable than, those later confirmed in the main sample; 

estimates from a sample this small carry wide confidence intervals and are reported only as a preliminary 

check rather than as findings in their own right. No items showed a pattern of confusion or non-response 

that warranted revision, and the questionnaire was administered to the main sample without modification. 

 

Data Collection Procedure 

The questionnaire was administered as a single, self-administered online form, consistent with the online-

distribution approach used throughout the comparator literature (Ghafoor & Akhtar, 2024; Jayaraman & 

Jambunathan, 2018; Kaur & Singh, 2025) [19, 20, 27]. Respondents completed all sections in a fixed order 

within a single sitting; item order was not randomized across respondents, a design constraint discussed 

in the Limitations section. The form recorded a timestamp and an email address alongside each submission 
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to prevent duplicate responses; the email field was kept separate from the analytic dataset used for the 

statistical procedures reported below. Because all respondents were under 18 years of age, participation 

required informed consent from a parent or legal guardian in addition to the respondent's own assent, 

obtained prior to the questionnaire being made available. Participation was voluntary, and respondents 

were informed that they could decline to answer any item or withdraw at any point without penalty. 

 

Validity and Reliability 

Content validity for the Perceived Parental Financial Transparency scale rests on its construction from six 

previously peer-reviewed, published instruments rather than on entirely novel item writing. Content 

validity for the Objective Financial Literacy test rests on its items being drawn from three internationally 

established financial literacy item banks (Lusardi & Mitchell, 2011; OECD, 2020, 2024) [34, 2]. The 

Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics section, being researcher-constructed, has weaker content validity 

in the conventional sense; its items were written to represent everyday financial situations relevant to an 

Indian urban adolescent and scored according to established behavioral-economics principles rather than 

validated through an independent expert panel prior to administration. 

Internal consistency was assessed using Cronbach's alpha, computed on the full analytic sample (N = 200); 

for the dichotomously scored Objective Financial Literacy test, the equivalent Kuder-Richardson Formula 

20 statistic is mathematically identical to alpha and is reported under that label. All three scales exceeded 

the conventional minimum threshold of .70 recommended for research instruments (DeVellis, 2016; 

Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) [35, 36], as summarized in Table 3 in the Results section. Corrected item-

total correlations were computed for each scale; on the transparency scale, eleven of twelve items exceeded 

the conventional minimum of .20 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) [36], with item 8 falling below this 

threshold (r = .11) and identified as a candidate for revision in any future administration. On the financial 

literacy test, items 1 and 2 were answered correctly by most respondents, limiting their discriminating 

power, and item 3 showed a weak item-total correlation (r = .07) despite moderate difficulty. All ten items 

on the decision-making scale exceeded the .20 threshold. Because data collection was already complete 

when these item-level results were obtained, no attempt was made to exclude or reweight the weaker-

performing items in the reliability statistics reported here; this constraint, and the resulting 

recommendation for revision in future use of the instrument, is discussed further in the Limitations section. 

 

Data Analysis Plan 

All statistical analyses were conducted in JASP (JASP Team, 2024) [37]. Prior to hypothesis testing, the 

dataset was screened for data-entry artifacts, and the distributional properties of the key study variables 

were examined using the Shapiro-Wilk test alongside skewness and kurtosis statistics, since the Shapiro-

Wilk test is known to detect trivial departures from normality as statistically significant at larger sample 

sizes (Kim, 2013) [38]. All five continuous study variables departed significantly from normality (Table 

4). Non-parametric procedures, specifically Spearman's rank-order correlation, the Mann-Whitney U test, 

and the Kruskal-Wallis H test, were accordingly adopted as the primary inferential statistics for bivariate 

and group-level comparisons. Parametric equivalents (Pearson r, independent-samples t-test, one-way 

ANOVA) are reported alongside wherever they crossed the conventional p = .05 threshold in a different 

direction than the corresponding non-parametric test. Ordinary least squares regression was retained for 

the multivariate hypothesis tests because its central distributional assumption concerns the residuals of the 

fitted model rather than the raw dependent variable; residual diagnostics for each regression model were 
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inspected and are reported alongside the corresponding results. Mediation was tested using maximum-

likelihood path estimation with bias-corrected bootstrapped confidence intervals (10,000 resamples, 

increased from the conventional minimum of 1,000 to ensure stability of the interval near its boundary) 

for the indirect effect, specifying perceived parental financial transparency as the predictor, sophisticated 

financial literacy as the mediator, and behavioral decision-making heuristics as the outcome, on the basis 

of the bivariate pattern of results reported in the Results section. Common method bias was assessed using 

Harman's single-factor test, given that all three constructs were measured from a single respondent at a 

single time point (Podsakoff et al., 2003) [39]. An alpha level of .05 was used for all significance tests 

unless otherwise noted. 

Two families of significance test are distinguished in the analyses that follow. The four hypothesis tests 

specified in advance (H1 through H4) are treated as confirmatory and are not corrected against one 

another, consistent with the position that adjustment is primarily indicated when many tests are combined 

into a single conclusion rather than when a small, theory-specified set is reported individually (Bender & 

Lange, 2001) [40]. The 20 demographic screening comparisons reported in the Group Comparisons 

subsection (four demographic factors across five outcome variables) are treated as exploratory and are 

corrected using the Benjamini-Hochberg false discovery rate procedure, reported alongside the 

uncorrected result (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995) [41]; findings are described as robust to this correction 

only where the corrected value remains significant. Gender receives more discussion than the other three 

demographic factors because it produced this family's one significant uncorrected result, not because it 

was specified in advance as a primary covariate. 

 

Ethical Considerations 

All respondents were minors between 15 and 18 years of age. Participation required informed consent 

from a parent or legal guardian, obtained separately from the respondent's own assent, prior to data 

collection. Participation was voluntary, and respondents were informed that they could decline any item 

or withdraw at any time without penalty. The email address collected for duplicate-prevention purposes 

was kept separate from the analytic dataset. No item required respondents to disclose exact household 

financial figures beyond a banded income range, reducing the risk of eliciting sensitive personally 

identifying financial information. Given that several items address family financial matters, which can be 

a sensitive topic for some respondents, the introduction to the questionnaire framed participation as 

voluntary and non-evaluative, and respondents were not asked to justify or explain their answers. 

This study was conducted independently, without access to a formal Institutional Review Board. Parental 

consent was obtained separately from adolescent assent, participation was voluntary with the right to 

decline or withdraw at any time, and identifying information was kept separate from the analytic dataset, 

following the general principles of the Belmont Report (National Commission for the Protection of Human 

Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research, 1979) [42] and India's National Ethical Guidelines for 

Biomedical and Health Research Involving Human Participants (ICMR, 2017) [43]. This is disclosed as a 

limitation of the study's institutional context, not presented as equivalent to independent ethical review, 

and is revisited in the Limitations and Future Research section. 

Key point. In brief, this is a single-wave, non-probability survey of 200 Pune adolescents, measuring 

transparency, financial literacy, and decision-making with a mix of adapted published instruments and 

one researcher-constructed scale; because all three composites violated normality, non-parametric tests 
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and bootstrapped mediation served as the primary inferential approach, with a false discovery rate 

correction applied to the exploratory demographic comparisons. 

 

Results 

All statistical analyses were conducted in JASP (JASP Team, 2024) [37]. Prior to hypothesis testing, the 

dataset was screened for data-entry artifacts, the internal consistency of all multi-item scales was 

established, and the distributional properties of the key study variables were examined to determine the 

appropriate inferential approach. Given confirmed violations of normality across all continuous study 

variables, non-parametric procedures (Spearman's rank-order correlation, Mann-Whitney U tests, and 

Kruskal-Wallis H tests) were adopted as the primary inferential statistics for bivariate and group-level 

comparisons, with parametric equivalents reported alongside for transparency where relevant. Ordinary 

least squares regression was retained for the multivariate hypothesis tests because its central distributional 

assumption concerns the residuals of the fitted model rather than the raw dependent variable; residual 

diagnostics for each regression model are reported alongside the corresponding results. An alpha level of 

.05 was used for all significance tests unless otherwise noted. 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Data Screening and Participants 

The exported response file contained 202 rows beneath the header row. Inspection revealed that the final 

two rows were not individual responses but embedded summary statistics, a column-sum row and a 

column-mean row, inadvertently retained within the data range during file preparation. These two rows 

were removed prior to analysis, yielding a final analytic sample of N = 200. No further cases were 

removed; the retained sample contained no missing data on any of the three primary composite variables 

or on the demographic variables reported below. 

The final sample consisted of 200 secondary-school respondents (126 male, 63.0%; 72 female, 36.0%; 2 

who selected "prefer not to say," 1.0%), ranging in age from 15 to 18 years (M = 16.77, SD = 0.84). The 

majority of respondents were enrolled in Grade 12 (77.5%), with the remainder distributed across Grades 

9 through 11. Table 2 presents the full demographic profile of the sample. 

 

Table 2 

Sample Demographic Characteristics (N = 200) 

Characteristic n % 

Gender   

Male 126 63.0 

Female 72 36.0 

Prefer not to say 2 1.0 

Grade   

9th 2 1.0 

10th 13 6.5 

11th 30 15.0 
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12th 155 77.5 

Type of school   

Private 159 79.5 

Government 30 15.0 

International 11 5.5 

Parents' highest education level   

Up to 10th grade 1 0.5 

12th grade 8 4.0 

Graduate 46 23.0 

Postgraduate 145 72.5 

Primary occupation of earning 

parent 
  

Private-sector employee 89 44.5 

Business owner / self-

employed 
68 34.0 

Government / public-sector 

employee 
43 21.5 

Approximate monthly 

household income (Rs.) 
  

Below 50,000 4 2.0 

50,001-1,00,000 19 9.5 

1,00,001-1,50,000 36 18.0 

1,50,001-2,50,000 54 27.0 

Above 2,50,000 87 43.5 

Family structure   

Nuclear family 152 76.0 

Joint / extended family 48 24.0 

Household financial manager   

Both parents 111 55.5 

Father 75 37.5 

Mother 12 6.0 

Other 2 1.0 
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Received formal financial 

education 
  

No 107 53.5 

Yes 93 46.5 

 

Note. Age was assessed as a continuous variable (M = 16.77, SD = 0.84, range = 15-18) and is not 

tabulated above. Percentages sum to 100% within each characteristic, subject to rounding. The sample is 

concentrated in Grade 12 and skews toward private schooling, postgraduate parental education, and higher 

household income, a pattern discussed as a limitation on generalizability in the Limitations and Future 

Research section. The gender counts above reflect the three response options offered on the demographic 

item; the gender-based comparisons reported later in this paper (see the note to Table 6) rely on a binary 

recoding of this variable in which the two respondents who selected "prefer not to say" were classified as 

male or female, a discrepancy noted there rather than reconciled here. 

Reliability of Study Measures 

Three multi-item composite scales were used: a 12-item PFT scale (possible range 12-60), a 12-item 

Financial Literacy test (FL; possible range 0-12, decomposable into a 7-item Basic and a 5-item 

Sophisticated subscale), and a 10-item Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics scale (BDMH; possible 

range 0-20). Internal consistency was evaluated using Cronbach's alpha and McDonald's omega, 

interpreted using the conventional benchmarks of .90 (excellent), .80-.89 (good), .70-.79 (acceptable), .60-

.69 (questionable), and below .60 (poor; DeVellis, 2016). 

The 12-item PFT scale, which includes five reverse-scored items, demonstrated good internal consistency, 

alpha = .84, 95% CI [.79, .87], omega = .85, 95% CI [.80, .88]. Item-rest correlations ranged from .11 to 

.64, and removal of no single item improved reliability by a meaningful margin; the largest potential gain 

was associated with item 8 ("My parents rarely talk to me about why saving money is important," reverse-

scored), whose removal would have raised alpha from .839 to .860. Because this improvement was 

marginal and the item was theoretically relevant to the construct, all 12 items were retained. The 12-item 

FL test demonstrated acceptable internal consistency, alpha = .73, 95% CI [.67, .78], omega = .74, 95% 

CI [.67, .79]. Because FL items assess factual and applied knowledge across heterogeneous content 

domains, a somewhat lower coefficient than that observed for PFT was expected and is consistent with 

established psychometric guidance for knowledge-based instruments (Schmitt, 1996) [44]. One item, 

assessing knowledge of factors affecting credit score, showed a weak item-rest correlation (r = .07); its 

removal would have raised alpha to .75, but it was retained to preserve the scale's coverage of the credit-

literacy domain. The 10-item BDMH scale demonstrated acceptable internal consistency, alpha = .75, 

95% CI [.68, .82], omega = .75, 95% CI [.70, .80]. All items showed positive item-rest correlations ranging 

from .27 to .56, and all 10 items were retained. 

 

Table 3 

Internal Consistency Reliability of Study Scales 

Scale k alpha omega 95% CI for alpha 

PFT 12 .839 .845 [.789, .874] 

Financial Literacy (FL) 12 .725 .740 [.666, .783] 
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Behavioral Decision-Making 

Heuristics (BDMH) 
10 .749 .753 [.679, .820] 

Note. k = number of items. alpha = Cronbach's alpha. omega = McDonald's omega. CI = confidence 

interval. All coefficients based on N = 200. 

 

Distributional Properties and Assumption Checks 

Descriptive statistics and Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality were computed for the three primary composite 

variables and the two FL subscales (Table 4). All five variables were negatively skewed, indicating that 

respondents clustered toward the upper end of each scale. This pattern was most pronounced for BDMH 

(skewness = -1.46, M = 16.26 of a possible 20, SD = 3.55), which combined with a positive excess kurtosis 

of 2.08 to indicate a pronounced ceiling effect: a substantial proportion of respondents scored near the 

maximum of the scale, leaving comparatively little room to discriminate among moderately and highly 

competent decision-makers. Quantifying this pattern, 46.5% of respondents (93 of 200) scored at or above 

18 of the possible 20 points, and 13.0% (26 of 200) scored the maximum; at the item level, the proportion 

of respondents selecting the highest-scoring option ranged from 63.5% to 84.5% across the ten vignettes, 

indicating that the compression was distributed across the instrument rather than concentrated in one or 

two items. This ceiling reduces sensitivity to variation among moderately and highly competent decision-

makers specifically and may bias associations involving BDMH toward the null. As a check, restricting 

the sample to the 107 respondents scoring below this ceiling (BDMH < 18) found that the PFT-BDMH 

association remained near zero and non-significant (rho = -.07, p = .498), similar in magnitude to the full-

sample estimate (rho = .01, p = .940), which suggests the null direct association is not simply an artifact 

of restricted variance among high scorers. This ceiling effect is discussed further as a limitation of the 

BDMH instrument. 

Shapiro-Wilk tests indicated a statistically significant departure from normality for all five variables, all 

p's <= .002. Because the Shapiro-Wilk test is known to detect trivial departures from normality as 

statistically significant at large sample sizes, skewness and kurtosis statistics were interpreted alongside 

the W statistics to gauge practical severity (Kim, 2013) [38]. PFT showed only a minor departure from 

normality (W = .977), consistent with its near-zero skewness and kurtosis, whereas BDMH showed the 

most substantial departure (W = .853), consistent with the ceiling effect noted above. On the basis of these 

findings, Spearman's rank-order correlation was adopted as the primary bivariate association statistic, and 

non-parametric tests were adopted as the primary tests for group comparisons throughout the remainder 

of the Results section. 

 

Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics and Shapiro-Wilk Normality Tests for Key Study Variables 

Variable N M SD Min Max 
Skewne

ss 

Kurtos

is 
W p 

PFT 200 45.47 7.06 23 60 -0.42 0.71 .977 .002 

Financial Literacy 

(total) 
200 8.85 2.53 1 12 -0.84 0.10 .915 < .001 
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Behavioral 

Decision-Making 

Heuristics 

200 16.26 3.55 2 20 -1.46 2.08 .853 < .001 

Basic Financial 

Literacy 
200 5.21 1.52 0 7 -0.91 0.65 .894 < .001 

Sophisticated 

Financial Literacy 
200 3.64 1.32 0 5 -0.72 -0.51 .857 < .001 

Note. Possible ranges: PFT, 12-60; Financial Literacy, 0-12; Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics, 0-

20; Basic Financial Literacy, 0-7; Sophisticated Financial Literacy, 0-5. Basic and Sophisticated Financial 

Literacy sum to total Financial Literacy. W = Shapiro-Wilk statistic. 

Common Method Bias 

Because all study variables were derived from a single self-report instrument administered at one time 

point, Harman's single-factor test was conducted to evaluate the potential threat of common method bias 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003) [39]. All 34 items comprising the PFT, FL, and BDMH scales were entered into 

an exploratory factor analysis with extraction constrained to a single factor. The unrotated single factor 

accounted for 17.4% of total variance (eigenvalue = 5.93), well below the 50% threshold conventionally 

used to flag a common method bias concern. Notably, the 12 PFT items showed minimal loading on this 

general factor (uniqueness > .90 for every item), while FL and BDMH items showed comparatively higher 

loadings, indicating that the observed pattern of associations is more consistent with substantively distinct 

constructs than with a uniform response-style artifact. As Harman's test provides a conservative, 

minimum-bar check that can fail to detect common method bias when constructs are substantively 

correlated with one another, as FL and BDMH are here (rho = .288), this result is reported as one piece of 

evidence against a strong common-method-bias artifact rather than a categorical guarantee, and it does not 

rule out the possibility that shared respondent characteristics, such as general engagement or 

conscientiousness, inflate the observed associations to some degree. 

 

Group Comparisons and Correlations 

Bivariate Correlations Among Study Variables 

Spearman's rank-order correlations were computed among PFT, FL, BDMH, the two FL subscales, and 

two single-item covariates: peer influence on spending and saving decisions, and the frequency with which 

respondents proactively ask their parents about household finances. Pearson correlations were computed 

in parallel as a robustness check; the two methods produced highly convergent results except where noted 

below. Table 5 presents the full correlation matrix. 

PFT showed a weak, positive association with total FL that reached significance under Pearson's r (r = 

.150, p = .034) but did not reach significance under Spearman's rho (rho = .128, p = .071). This divergence 

is addressed directly in the regression analyses below. PFT showed no meaningful association with BDMH 

(rho = .005, p = .940) but a significant positive association specifically with Sophisticated FL (rho = .155, 

p = .028), and no significant association with Basic FL (rho = .065, p = .360). FL and BDMH were 

moderately and significantly correlated (rho = .288, p < .001). Peer influence and proactive financial 

questioning showed no significant association with any study variable (all p's > .05). 
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Table 5 

Spearman Rank-Order Correlations Among Study Variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. PFT --       

2. Financial Literacy 

(total) 
.128 --      

3. Behavioral Decision-

Making Heuristics 
.005 .288*** --     

4. Basic Financial 

Literacy 
.065 .884*** .248*** --    

5. Sophisticated Financial 

Literacy 
.155* .865*** .271*** .548*** --   

6. Peer Influence -.067 -.014 -.063 .057 -.079 --  

7. Proactive Financial 

Questioning 
-.017 .030 -.081 -.001 .041 .109 -- 

Note. N = 200. Spearman's rho reported as the primary association statistic given confirmed violations of 

normality (Table 4). * p < .05. *** p < .001. 

Group Comparisons 

To characterize how the key study variables varied across demographic subgroups, and to identify 

variables warranting inclusion as covariates in the regression analyses reported below, a series of Mann-

Whitney U tests (two-group comparisons) and Kruskal-Wallis H tests (three or more groups) were 

conducted across four demographic factors: gender, receipt of formal financial education, household 

income bracket, and family structure. Comparisons by parental education level could not be reliably tested 

because one category ("up to 10th grade") contained only a single respondent (n = 1), precluding a valid 

test; this factor was therefore excluded from further analysis. 

Gender. Mann-Whitney tests comparing male (n = 127) and female (n = 73) respondents revealed no 

significant gender differences in PFT, total FL, Basic FL, or Sophisticated FL (all p's > .10). A significant 

gender difference emerged for BDMH, U = 5587.0, p = .015, rank-biserial r = -.21, with female 

respondents (M = 16.97, SD = 3.20) scoring higher than male respondents (M = 15.80, SD = 3.68). This 

effect was of small-to-moderate magnitude, and, as detailed in the note to Table 6 and revisited below, it 

does not survive correction for the full family of demographic comparisons and is accordingly treated as 

an exploratory, provisional result rather than a confirmed effect. Notably, no corresponding gender 

difference emerged for financial knowledge (FL, Basic FL, or Sophisticated FL), indicating that the 

observed gap in decision-making was not attributable to differences in financial knowledge between male 

and female respondents. 

Table 6 

Mann-Whitney U Test Results by Gender (Male vs. Female) 

Variable U p Rank-biserial r 

PFT 3990.0 .101 .139 
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Financial Literacy (total) 4496.0 .721 .030 

Behavioral Decision-Making 

Heuristics 
5587.0 .015 -.205 

Basic Financial Literacy 4810.0 .652 -.038 

Sophisticated Financial 

Literacy 
4106.0 .164 .114 

 

Note. The n's above (127 male, 73 female) differ from the three-category breakdown reported in Table 2 

(126 male, 72 female, 2 prefer not to say). The two respondents who selected "prefer not to say" on the 

demographic item were, at some point during analysis, classified as male or female for the purpose of this 

and other gender-based comparisons; this recoding is reflected in the analysis file underlying the results 

reported here but is not independently documented, and it is noted rather than resolved, consistent with 

the transparency standard applied throughout this paper. As a check, all five comparisons were re-run 

excluding these two respondents entirely (n = 126 male, 72 female); the significant BDMH difference was 

essentially unchanged (U = 5476.5, p = .015, rank-biserial = -.21), and all four non-significant comparisons 

remained non-significant, so the substantive conclusions reported here do not depend on how these two 

cases were handled. Positive rank-biserial values favor the male group; negative values favor the female 

group. 

Receipt of formal financial education. Mann-Whitney tests comparing respondents who had (n = 93) 

and had not (n = 107) received formal financial education revealed a significant difference in PFT, U = 

3979.0, p = .015, rank-biserial r = .20, with respondents who had received formal financial education 

reporting higher parental transparency (M = 46.83, SD = 6.92) than those who had not (M = 44.29, SD = 

7.00). No significant differences emerged for FL, BDMH, Basic FL, or Sophisticated FL (all p's > .20). 

This pattern indicates that formal financial education was associated with the family communication 

environment rather than with financial knowledge or decision-making outcomes directly, and it was 

therefore not retained as a covariate in the regression models reported below. 

 

Table 7 

Mann-Whitney U Test Results by Receipt of Formal Financial Education (Yes vs. No) 

Variable U p Rank-biserial r 

PFT 3979.0 .015 .200 

Financial Literacy (total) 4725.0 .536 .050 

Behavioral Decision-Making 

Heuristics 
4831.0 .722 .029 

Basic Financial Literacy 4955.0 .959 .004 

Sophisticated Financial 

Literacy 
4474.0 .204 .101 
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Note. Positive rank-biserial values indicate higher scores among respondents who had received formal 

financial education. 

Household income. Kruskal-Wallis tests comparing respondents across five household income brackets 

revealed no significant differences for any of the five key study variables (Table 8). Dunn's pairwise 

comparisons with Holm correction likewise identified no significant pairwise differences for any variable. 

Household income was therefore not retained as a covariate in subsequent regression analyses. 

 

Table 8 

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results by Household Income Bracket (Five Levels) 

Variable H df p eta-sq(rank) 

PFT 7.259 4 .123 .017 

Financial Literacy (total) 2.567 4 .633 .000 

Behavioral Decision-Making 

Heuristics 
3.427 4 .489 .000 

Basic Financial Literacy 2.333 4 .675 .000 

Sophisticated Financial 

Literacy 
5.122 4 .275 .006 

 

Note. eta-sq(rank) = rank epsilon-squared / eta-squared effect size. Dunn's pairwise post hoc comparisons 

(Holm-corrected) identified no significant pairwise differences for any variable. 

Family structure. Kruskal-Wallis tests comparing respondents from nuclear (n = 152) and joint or 

extended (n = 48) family structures revealed no significant differences for PFT, BDMH, or Basic FL (all 

p's > .20). Total FL approached significance, H(1) = 3.14, p = .076, and Sophisticated FL showed a 

marginal, non-significant difference under the non-parametric test, H(1) = 3.78, p = .052, although the 

parametric equivalent narrowly crossed the conventional threshold, F(1, 198) = 3.95, p = .048. Given the 

primacy assigned to the non-parametric test on the basis of the normality violations documented in Table 

4, this result is treated as a non-significant trend rather than a confirmed effect, and family structure was 

not retained as a covariate in the regression models below. 

 

Table 9 

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results by Family Structure (Nuclear vs. Joint/Extended) 

Variable H df p eta-sq(rank) 

PFT 0.135 1 .713 .000 

Financial Literacy (total) 3.141 1 .076 .011 

Behavioral Decision-Making 

Heuristics 
0.972 1 .324 .000 

Basic Financial Literacy 1.511 1 .219 .003 
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Sophisticated Financial 

Literacy 
3.775 1 .052 .014 

 

Note. eta-sq(rank) = rank epsilon-squared / eta-squared effect size. The parametric equivalent for 

Sophisticated Financial Literacy reached significance, F(1, 198) = 3.95, p = .048; this discrepancy is noted 

in the text. 

Applying a Benjamini-Hochberg false discovery rate correction across the full family of 20 exploratory 

demographic comparisons above (Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995) [41], no comparison remains significant 

at a corrected q < .05, including the two comparisons that were significant uncorrected: BDMH by gender 

(raw p = .015, corrected q = .150) and PFT by receipt of formal financial education (raw p = .015, corrected 

q = .150). This does not mean these two patterns are artifacts; the correction is a conservative adjustment 

for the size of the exploratory family being tested, not a re-estimate of the underlying effect, and the gender 

difference in particular is directionally consistent with an independent finding in a comparable population 

(Jayaraman & Jambunathan, 2018) [20]. It does mean that, tested against the full family of demographic 

comparisons examined here rather than in isolation, neither result should be treated as a confirmed finding. 

Both are carried forward into the Discussion with this qualification attached rather than as established 

results. 

 

Regression and Mediation 

Regression Analyses 

A series of ordinary least squares regression models tested whether PFT predicted total FL, BDMH, and 

the two FL subscales. Because Basic FL and Sophisticated FL are additive components of total FL, these 

three outcomes were never entered as co-predictors within the same model; each was instead modeled 

separately. Model fit and residual diagnostics (Q-Q plots and residuals-versus-predicted plots) were 

inspected for each model. 

PFT was a significant, positive predictor of total FL, F(1, 198) = 4.54, p = .034, R² = .022, accounting for 

approximately 2.2% of variance in FL scores (Table 10, Model 1). As noted above, this result was 

significant under Pearson's r but not under Spearman's rho; given this discrepancy and the small effect 

size, the association between PFT and total FL is interpreted as weak and not fully robust across estimation 

methods. PFT significantly predicted Sophisticated FL, F(1, 198) = 7.32, p = .007, R² = .036 (Table 10, 

Model 3), a result that was consistent across both Pearson and Spearman estimation and therefore 

constitutes the most robust direct association observed between PFT and any financial-outcome variable 

in the present study. Robustness here refers to the consistency of the association across estimators, not its 

size: an R² of .036 is a small effect by conventional benchmarks (Cohen, 1988) [45], meaning PFT 

accounts for well under 5% of the variance in Sophisticated FL, and the finding should be interpreted with 

that magnitude in mind even though it is statistically reliable. By contrast, PFT did not significantly predict 

Basic FL, F(1, 198) = 1.44, p = .231, R² = .007 (Table 10, Model 4). Taken together, Models 3 and 4 

indicate that PFT is specifically associated with the applied, reasoning-based dimension of financial 

literacy rather than with basic factual knowledge. 
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Table 10 

Summary of Simple Regression Models Predicting Financial Literacy Outcomes from PFT 

Outcome B SE beta t p R² 

Model 1: Financial Literacy 

(total) 
0.054 0.025 .150 2.130 .034 .022 

Model 3: Sophisticated 

Financial Literacy 
0.035 0.013 .189 2.706 .007 .036 

Model 4: Basic Financial 

Literacy 
0.018 0.015 .085 1.201 .231 .007 

Note. N = 200 for each model. Predictor in every model is total PFT. Model 1: F(1, 198) = 4.54, p = .034. 

Model 3: F(1, 198) = 7.32, p = .007. Model 4: F(1, 198) = 1.44, p = .231. 

 

Residual diagnostics for Model 1 showed a mild S-shaped departure from normality in the Q-Q plot at 

both tails, consistent with the negative skew documented in Table 4, and a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.96 

(p = .805), indicating no evidence of residual autocorrelation; the banding visible in the residuals-versus-

predicted plot reflects the discrete, bounded nature of the Financial Literacy outcome rather than model 

misspecification. Diagnostic patterns for Model 3 paralleled those of Model 1 (Durbin-Watson = 1.81, p 

= .184). 

Because gender was the only demographic variable significantly associated with BDMH, it was entered 

as a covariate alongside PFT in a multiple regression predicting BDMH, reported separately as Model 2 

in Table 11 because, unlike Models 1, 3, and 4 in Table 10, it includes a covariate. The overall model 

approached but did not reach conventional significance, F(2, 197) = 2.85, p = .060, R² = .028 (Table 11). 

Within this model, PFT was not a significant predictor of BDMH, B = -0.028, beta = -.055, p = .438, 

consistent with the near-zero bivariate correlation reported above. Gender remained a significant predictor 

controlling for PFT, B = -1.112, p = .034, with male respondents scoring lower on BDMH than female 

respondents. Collinearity diagnostics indicated no multicollinearity concern (VIF = 1.02 for both 

predictors). 

 

Table 11 

Regression Model Predicting Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics from PFT and Gender 

(Model 2) 

Predictor B SE beta t p 

Intercept 18.223 1.628 -- 11.191 < .001 

PFT -0.028 0.036 -.055 -0.776 .438 

Gender (Male) -1.112 0.521 -- -2.135 .034 

 

Note. N = 200. F(2, 197) = 2.85, p = .060, R² = .028. Reference category for Gender is female. 

Standardized coefficients (beta) are not computed for categorical predictors and are omitted for Gender. 

One case with a markedly large negative residual (approximately -15) was visible in the residuals-versus-

predicted plot; given the moderate effect size of the Gender coefficient and the sample size, this case was 
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retained. The Durbin-Watson statistic reached significance, D = 1.70, p = .031, most plausibly attributable 

to clustering in response submission order rather than a substantive violation, given the cross-sectional 

design. 

Moderation Analysis: Peer Influence 

To evaluate whether the influence of peers on spending and saving decisions altered the strength of the 

association between PFT and financial literacy outcomes, two moderation models were tested via multiple 

regression, entering PFT, peer influence, and their product term as simultaneous predictors of (a) total FL 

and (b) Sophisticated FL. Predictors were not mean-centered prior to computing the interaction term, 

which inflated the variance inflation factors associated with the main-effect terms without affecting the 

interpretability of the interaction term's own significance test. 

The PFT x Peer Influence interaction was not significant in either model: for total FL, B = -0.023, beta = 

-.421, p = .408; for Sophisticated FL, B = -0.023, beta = -.797, p = .115 (Table 12). The overall model 

predicting Sophisticated FL remained significant, F(3, 196) = 3.30, p = .021, driven by the main effect of 

PFT (beta = .457, p = .014), which remained significant after the interaction term was included, 

corroborating the robustness of the PFT-Sophisticated FL association reported above. No evidence of 

moderation by peer influence was found for either outcome. 

 

Table 12 

Moderation Analyses: Peer Influence as a Moderator of the Effect of PFT on Financial Literacy 

Outcomes 

Outcome Predictor B SE beta p 

Financial Literacy (total) PFT 0.105 0.066 .294 .115 

 Peer Influence 1.132 1.264 .438 .372 

 PFT x Peer Influence -0.023 0.028 -.421 .408 

Sophisticated Financial 

Literacy 
PFT 0.085 0.034 .457 .014 

 Peer Influence 0.999 0.652 .741 .127 

 PFT x Peer Influence -0.023 0.014 -.797 .115 

 

Note. N = 200 for both models. Financial Literacy model: F(3, 196) = 1.83, p = .144, R² = .027. 

Sophisticated Financial Literacy model: F(3, 196) = 3.30, p = .021, R² = .048. Predictors were not mean-

centered; interaction-term significance tests are unaffected by this, but the standard errors of the main-

effect terms are inflated (see text). 

Mediation Analysis 

The pattern of results reported above, a significant association between PFT and Sophisticated FL, a 

significant association between Sophisticated FL and BDMH, and a null direct association between PFT 

and BDMH, is consistent with an indirect-only mediation structure. This was tested formally using 

maximum-likelihood path estimation with bootstrapped standard errors (10,000 resamples), with PFT 

specified as the predictor, Sophisticated FL as the mediator, and BDMH as the outcome. 
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The same-time-point indirect effect of PFT on BDMH through Sophisticated FL was significant, B = 

0.031, SE = 0.013, z = 2.36, p = .018, 95% CI [0.008, 0.067] (Table 13). The direct effect of PFT on 

BDMH, controlling for the mediator, was negative and fell at the conventional significance boundary, B 

= -0.069, SE = 0.035, z = -1.96, p = .050, 95% CI [-0.137, 0.001], while the total effect of PFT on BDMH 

was small and non-significant, B = -0.038, SE = 0.035, p = .288. 

This pattern, in which a significant positive indirect effect coexists with a negative, borderline-significant 

direct effect, is suggestive of inconsistent mediation, or suppression (MacKinnon et al., 2000) [46], though 

the direct effect's wide confidence interval means its sign is not estimated with precision, and the 

suppression label is accordingly treated as provisional rather than established. If this pattern holds, the 

positive pathway routed through Sophisticated FL and a weak, opposing direct pathway between PFT and 

BDMH would offset one another, producing a small and non-significant total effect that would obscure 

the underlying indirect relationship if the total effect were examined in isolation. Substantively, this 

pattern is consistent with parental financial transparency being associated with behavioral decision-

making heuristics specifically through its association with sophisticated financial reasoning, rather than 

through any direct pathway; because this is a same-time-point, cross-sectional estimate, it describes an 

association consistent with the hypothesized mechanism rather than a demonstrated causal process, a point 

developed further in the Limitations. Because the direct effect's confidence interval narrowly included 

zero and its p-value sat exactly at the conventional .05 threshold rather than comfortably below it, this 

specific pattern is best treated as provisional, warranting replication in an independent sample before it is 

described as an established finding. 

 

Table 13 

Mediation Analysis: Indirect Effect of PFT on Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics Through 

Sophisticated Financial Literacy 

Effect B SE z 95% CI 

Path a: PFT -> Sophisticated 

FL 
0.035 0.013 2.685 [0.008, 0.061] 

Path b: Sophisticated FL -> 

BDMH 
0.875 0.207 4.232 [0.487, 1.295] 

Direct effect (c'): PFT -> 

BDMH 
-0.069 0.035 -1.960 [-0.137, 0.001] 

Indirect effect (a x b) 0.031 0.013 2.364 [0.008, 0.067] 

Total effect (c): PFT -> BDMH -0.038 0.035 -1.063 [-0.108, 0.033] 

 

Note. N = 200. Estimator: maximum likelihood. Confidence intervals are bias-corrected bootstrap 

intervals based on 10,000 resamples. The direct effect's p-value of exactly .050 and confidence interval 

narrowly spanning zero indicate this estimate sits at the boundary of conventional significance and should 

be interpreted cautiously. BDMH = Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics; FL = Objective Financial 

Literacy; PFT = Perceived Parental Financial Transparency. 
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Summary of Findings 

Across the analyses reported above, parental financial transparency was not a uniform predictor of 

adolescent financial outcomes. It showed no association with basic financial knowledge and no direct 

association with behavioral decision-making heuristics, but it was consistently and specifically associated 

with sophisticated financial literacy across both bivariate and multivariate tests. Same-time-point 

mediation analysis further indicated a significant indirect pathway through sophisticated financial literacy, 

consistent with, though not proof of, transparency reaching behavioral decision-making heuristics through 

this route, despite the absence of a significant total or direct effect. Financial literacy and behavioral 

decision-making heuristics were themselves moderately and robustly correlated. Among the demographic 

variables examined, gender was uniquely associated with behavioral decision-making heuristics, with 

female respondents outperforming male respondents despite no corresponding gender difference in 

financial knowledge, though this comparison did not survive correction for the full family of demographic 

tests and is accordingly treated as provisional; household income and family structure showed no reliable 

association with any outcome, though the sample's restricted income range limits power to detect such an 

effect and this null result should not be read as evidence that income is irrelevant; and peer influence 

showed no significant association with, or moderating effect on, any study variable. 

 

Discussion 

Key Findings 

Four findings anchor this study. Perceived parental financial transparency was unrelated to basic financial 

knowledge but specifically and robustly related to sophisticated financial literacy, a pattern that held across 

bivariate correlation, simple regression, and a moderation model that controlled for peer influence. 

Financial literacy, particularly its sophisticated component, mediated an indirect path from transparency 

to behavioral decision-making, even though transparency showed no significant total or direct relationship 

with decision-making on its own. Female respondents scored higher than male respondents on decision-

making despite no corresponding gender difference on any literacy measure, though, as noted in the 

Results, this comparison did not survive correction for multiple demographic comparisons and should be 

read as provisional. And none of household income, family structure, or peer influence showed a reliable 

association with any of the three primary study variables. Each of these findings carries a somewhat 

different interpretation, taken up in turn below. 

Interpretation of Findings 

The specificity of the transparency-literacy relationship, present for sophisticated items but absent for 

basic ones, is the study's most consistent result and the one that most needs explaining. One plausible 

account concerns what actually gets discussed in the kind of household transparency the twelve-item scale 

asks about. Two untested hypotheses, offered on equal footing rather than as an established account, could 

explain this pattern. One is curricular: basic items (budgeting logic, interest rates, inflation) overlap with 

school mathematics, so a student could acquire this content in the classroom regardless of parental 

communication. The other is a ceiling effect: in a sample where 77.5% of respondents are in Grade 12 and 

79.5% attend private schools, most have likely already covered this content, which could itself mask any 

family influence that exists. These could in principle be distinguished by comparing academic streams, 

for instance commerce against science students, but stream was not recorded, so the present data cannot 

adjudicate between them. 
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Sophisticated items, by contrast, measure investment volatility, diversification, and risk-return tradeoffs, 

topics that rarely appear in a standard secondary curriculum. One further untested possibility is that such 

content arises more often in the kind of aspirational financial conversation that a relatively affluent, highly 

educated household, of the kind that makes up much of this sample (Table 2), is more likely to have. If 

parental transparency operates as a supplementary channel for content the school system does not 

otherwise cover, rather than as a general-purpose booster of financial understanding, a subscale-specific 

effect of exactly this shape is what the data would be expected to show. 

This interpretation is also consistent with, rather than contradictory to, Sruthiya's (2021) [31] null result 

for the same general research question in a comparable Indian youth sample, who tested socialization 

against a single, undifferentiated financial literacy score across a wider 15-to-24 age band: if the true 

relationship is concentrated in one subdomain of financial literacy and absent in another, as the present 

results suggest, a composite score would understate or wash out the effect entirely. Confirming that this 

is what happened in Sruthiya's data specifically would require reanalysis at the subscale level, which the 

present study cannot provide, so the connection is offered as a consistent pattern rather than a demonstrated 

explanation. This is also a direct illustration of Agarwalla et al.'s (2015) [14] methodological caution 

against collapsing financial literacy into a single composite score: doing so in the present dataset would 

have reproduced something closer to Sruthiya's null finding and obscured the more specific relationship 

that subscale-level analysis reveals. 

The practical magnitude of the PFT-Sophisticated FL association, while statistically robust, is modest. A 

one-standard-deviation increase in PFT (7.06 points on the 12-60 scale) corresponds to a 0.25-point 

increase in Sophisticated FL (0.035 x 7.06), or approximately 5% of that subscale's 0-5 range. Parental 

transparency is accordingly best understood as one contributor among several to sophisticated financial 

literacy rather than a dominant or sufficient one; open discussion of investment and risk topics is associated 

with measurably higher performance in this domain, but classroom instruction, peer learning, and 

independent financial engagement likely carry comparable or larger weight. 

The mediation result requires careful handling. A significant positive indirect effect combined with a 

small, non-significant total effect is consistent with inconsistent mediation, or suppression (MacKinnon et 

al., 2000) [46], though it is tempting to over-read this as confirmation that financial literacy is "the 

mechanism" connecting transparency to decision-making. The direct effect of transparency on decision-

making, controlling for the mediator, sat exactly at the conventional p = .05 boundary with a confidence 

interval of [-0.137, 0.001], which narrowly includes zero; this means the direct effect could plausibly be 

zero, negative, or trivially positive, and the estimate is too imprecise to support a strong claim of a genuine 

negative pathway. The safest interpretation is that the significant indirect effect suggests any association 

between transparency and decision-making in this sample operates through sophisticated financial literacy 

rather than some separate, unmediated channel, though the cross-sectional design cannot rule out reverse 

causation or a shared third factor producing both patterns; this pattern should accordingly be treated as a 

hypothesis for replication rather than an established result. 

The gender finding adds a further layer, with the caveat, developed in the Results, that it did not survive 

correction for the full family of demographic comparisons tested and should be weighed accordingly. 

Female respondents outperformed male respondents on decision-making even though the two groups did 

not differ on any measure of financial knowledge, which rules out the most obvious explanation, that 

female respondents simply knew more. This directionality is consistent with Jayaraman and 

Jambunathan's (2018) [20] finding that female Indian high school students outperformed male students on 
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a financial literacy measure, a reversal of the pattern more commonly reported in developed-country adult 

samples, though their finding concerned knowledge rather than decision-making specifically and their 

sample was not the same as the present one. Because the present data cannot speak to why this gap exists, 

whether it reflects differences in risk tolerance, carefulness in responding to hypothetical scenarios, 

susceptibility to the social-desirability pressures the vignette format was designed to reduce, or some other 

factor entirely, this finding is best treated as a replication target rather than as evidence for any particular 

explanation. 

Finally, the absence of any reliable association involving household income, family structure, or peer 

influence is worth taking at face value rather than dismissing, though it should not be over-read. The 

pattern is directionally consistent with Ghafoor and Akhtar's (2024) [19] finding that active parental 

socialization outweighed socioeconomic characteristics in predicting Gen Z financial wellbeing in 

Pakistan, but their sample was drawn from a different income distribution, so this comparison offers only 

weak corroboration rather than independent confirmation; in the present sample, the null income finding 

is more plausibly explained by restricted socioeconomic range than by a genuine absence of income 

effects. The sample's concentration in the upper income brackets (Table 2) restricts the range of income 

actually observed, correspondingly limiting this study's statistical power to detect an income effect even 

if a modest one exists in the broader population (see Limitations for the specific figures). The null income 

finding should therefore be read as "no effect detected within a narrow, affluence-skewed income range," 

not as a general claim that household income is irrelevant to adolescent financial outcomes in India. 

Theoretical Implications 

These findings bear on family financial socialization theory in three ways. First, they support treating 

financial socialization outcomes as multidimensional rather than assuming a uniform effect across every 

facet of financial understanding, an idea implicit in the Gudmunson and Danes (2011) [8] model's 

separation of attitudes, knowledge, capability, and behavior but rarely tested at the level of sub-domains 

within a single outcome measure, as it is here through the basic and sophisticated literacy subscales. 

Second, the suppression-consistent pattern observed in the mediation model, though borderline in 

significance, illustrates a specific methodological risk for this literature: a bivariate or total-effect test of 

the relationship between parental socialization and a distal behavioral outcome can return a null or near-

null result even when a real, indirect pathway exists beneath it. Sruthiya's (2021) [31] null finding for a 

related research question in a similarly Indian, similarly non-probability sample is a plausible candidate 

for exactly this kind of masked effect, though this cannot be confirmed without access to that study's own 

subscale-level or mediation data. Third, this study extends the still-thin evidence base for family financial 

socialization theory outside the United States, and specifically for an adolescent, rather than retrospective 

emerging-adult, sample, adding a data point from an urban Indian population to a literature that Agnew 

and Sotardi (2025) [18] and Ghafoor and Akhtar (2024) [19] have only recently begun to extend beyond 

its original American base. 

The findings also sharpen, rather than resolve, a limitation inherent to the social cognitive mechanism 

underlying this theory. Because Bandura's (1977, 1986) framework predicts that adolescents learn by 

observing whatever their parents model, and because the present transparency scale measures the volume 

and openness of parental communication without independently assessing the financial soundness of what 

is being communicated, a positive association between transparency and sophisticated financial literacy is 

consistent with, but does not by itself prove, constructive financial modeling. The specificity of the effect 

to sophisticated content, discussed above, is suggestive of a substantive mechanism, aspirational financial 
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conversation is associated with knowledge the school curriculum does not typically cover, consistent with 

a transmission mechanism but not direct evidence of one, but this remains an inference from the pattern 

of results rather than a directly measured process, since the study did not independently assess the financial 

soundness of the household behavior being modeled. 

Practical Implications 

For India's National Strategy for Financial Education (RBI, 2020) [6], which currently concentrates its 

five-part approach on curriculum content, teacher capacity, and community outreach, these findings 

suggest a modest but specific refinement rather than a wholesale redirection of policy. Because parental 

transparency showed no association with basic financial literacy, the school system appears to remain the 

primary, and in this sample the only reliably associated, channel for foundational financial numeracy; a 

family-facing intervention would not be expected to substitute for classroom instruction in this domain. 

Because transparency was specifically associated with sophisticated financial literacy, however, a 

complementary parent-facing component, focused narrowly on encouraging discussion of investment 

logic, risk, and return rather than on generic encouragement to "talk about money" with children, is the 

kind of intervention this study's pattern of results would most directly support, though this remains a 

hypothesis for future intervention research rather than a claim established by the present correlational 

design. 

For schools and parents directly, two more immediate implications follow. Parents concerned specifically 

with their adolescent's grasp of investment and risk concepts, an area increasingly relevant as India's retail 

investment participation grows, may find that open discussion of these topics at home relates to 

measurably higher performance on this dimension, independent of whatever the school provides. Parents 

whose primary concern is foundational financial competence, budgeting, interest, and everyday money 

management, should not assume that household financial openness substitutes for the numeracy and 

applied instruction a structured curriculum provides. For schools specifically, the finding that parental 

transparency did not extend to the decision-making outcome directly, only through its effect on 

sophisticated literacy, suggests that behavioral decision-making, as distinct from knowledge, may be a 

domain in which structured instruction, rather than incidental exposure to family financial communication, 

plays the larger role, though this study's cross-sectional design cannot establish this directly and the point 

is offered as a direction for the intervention research called for in the section that follows. 

Key point. In brief, parental transparency's relationship with adolescent outcomes is narrower than either 

family financial socialization theory or India's current policy generally assumes: it tracks sophisticated, 

not basic, financial literacy, and reaches decision-making only indirectly through that pathway; the gender 

difference and the income and family-structure null results are exploratory and provisional; and every one 

of these patterns describes an association within a single, cross-sectional, affluence-skewed sample rather 

than a demonstrated causal process. 

Limitations and Future Research 

Several limitations bear on how the findings reported above should be interpreted, and each carries a 

corresponding direction for future research. 

Cross-sectional design. A single-wave survey cannot establish the direction of any association it detects. 

The mediation model tested here specifies a hypothesized pathway, from transparency through 

sophisticated financial literacy to decision-making, but does not establish that transparency causes the 

downstream outcomes; a reciprocal relationship, in which adolescents who already engage more with 

financial reasoning elicit more parental transparency, or in which some third factor produces both, remains 
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equally consistent with the same correlational data. This limitation goes beyond simple directional 

uncertainty: cross-sectional mediation estimates are known to be systematically biased relative to the true 

longitudinal parameters, even when the hypothesized causal structure is correct, and a cross-sectional 

analysis can indicate a real indirect effect when the true longitudinal indirect effect is zero (Maxwell & 

Cole, 2007; Maxwell et al., 2011) [47, 48]; the indirect effect reported here should accordingly be read as 

a same-time-point association rather than as an estimate of a longitudinal mediating process. A standard 

concern in the econometric financial-literacy literature is that observed associations between financial 

literacy and financial behavior may partly reflect a shared underlying trait, such as self-control or 

intertemporal patience, rather than a one-directional effect of literacy on behavior; this concern applies to 

the present model as well and cannot be resolved without a design that tracks the same respondents over 

time. 

Self-report and social desirability bias. All three constructs were measured through adolescent self-

report. This concern is partially, though not fully, mitigated by the use of situational vignettes in the 

decision-making section rather than a direct self-rating format, since a forced choice among realistic trade-

offs is somewhat harder to game than an abstract agreement statement; a financially literate respondent 

may nonetheless be able to detect which response option is intended to appear more sound. 

A decision-making instrument without formal expert validation. The Behavioral Decision-Making 

Heuristics scale was constructed for this study, grounded in established behavioral-economics principles 

and pilot-tested on a separate sample of 30 adolescents before full administration. It was not, however, 

validated through a full, prospective, multi-expert content-review panel, the process in which several 

subject-matter experts assess, before an instrument is administered, whether items comprehensively and 

appropriately represent the construct domain and whether the scoring rubric aligns with the underlying 

theoretical framework; pilot-testing checks clarity and reliability but is not a substitute for this kind of 

content-validity review. A single-expert review was conducted instead, after data collection rather than 

before it, which is itself a limitation of the review since it could not inform item revision prior to 

administration. One reviewer, whose background is in political science rather than in financial literacy, 

behavioral economics, or family communication specifically, rated each item's relevance on the 

conventional four-point scale; seven of the ten items were rated 3 or 4 (scale-level content validity index 

= 0.70), while the discretionary-purchase, recurring-cost, and emergency-expense scenarios were each 

rated 2, somewhat relevant. A single rater falls far short of the three-to-six-expert panels conventionally 

used to compute a content validity index, so this figure is reported descriptively rather than as a validated 

index in the usual sense, and it should not be read as either confirming or ruling out the content validity 

of the three flagged items; revisiting their wording is a reasonable priority if the instrument is used again. 

Its internal consistency was acceptable at both the pilot stage (alpha = .78, n = 30) and in the main sample 

(alpha = .75), but the pronounced ceiling effect documented in Table 4, with 46.5% of respondents scoring 

at or above 18 of the possible 20 points and 13.0% scoring the maximum, limits the scale's ability to 

discriminate among moderately and highly competent decision-makers and should be addressed through 

item revision before the instrument is used again. 

Single-informant measurement. Both the predictor and the outcome variables were reported by the same 

adolescent respondent at the same point in time, which raises the possibility that a respondent's general 

mood or response style could inflate the association between variables beyond their true relationship. The 

Harman's single-factor test reported in the Results section is one piece of evidence against a strong version 

of this concern, since a single underlying response-style factor accounted for only 17.4% of total item 
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variance, well short of conventional flags for common method bias, but this test is a conservative, 

minimum-bar check rather than definitive proof of its absence. A concrete version of this concern is that 

adolescents who are more generally engaged and conscientious could both rate their parents as more 

transparent and perform better on the financial literacy and decision-making measures, producing an 

association attributable to a shared disposition rather than to financial communication specifically; the 

present data cannot rule this out. A design that collects independent parent reports of financial 

communication, alongside the adolescent's own report, would address this limitation directly and is a 

natural next step; LeBaron et al. (2018) [25] document meaningful disagreement between parents and 

children when both are asked to characterize the same household's financial socialization, which suggests 

this is not a merely theoretical concern. 

Omitted variable bias and imperfect socioeconomic proxies. Exact household income was not collected 

from adolescent respondents beyond a banded range, since adolescents were judged unlikely to know 

precise parental income figures; school type and receipt of formal financial education served as imperfect 

proxies for socioeconomic status in the regression models reported above. A recognized limitation of this 

design is that these proxies cannot fully substitute for a direct, validated socioeconomic measure, and the 

restricted income range actually observed in this sample, discussed in the Discussion, further limits this 

study's power to detect a genuine income effect if one exists in the broader population. 

Single-item covariate measures. Peer influence on spending and saving, and the frequency of proactive 

financial questioning, were each assessed with a single survey item rather than a multi-item scale. Single 

items cannot yield an internal-consistency estimate and typically carry more measurement error than a 

composite score, which would tend to attenuate any true association involving these two variables toward 

zero. Their consistently null results in the present study (Table 5, Table 12) should be read with this in 

mind rather than as strong evidence that peer influence and proactive questioning are unrelated to the 

outcomes examined. 

Convenience sample and generalizability. The sample was drawn through non-probability convenience 

and purposive sampling from a single Tier-1 Indian city, and its demographic profile, concentrated in 

Grade 12 (77.5%), private schooling (79.5%), postgraduate-educated parents (72.5%), and higher 

household income (43.5% above Rs. 2,50,000 per month; Table 2), does not represent the full adolescent 

population of Pune, let alone urban India more broadly. This skew could distort SES-related associations 

in either direction: restricted variation in income and parental education could attenuate true associations 

involving these variables toward the null, as discussed for household income in the Discussion, while a 

sample concentrated among relatively advantaged, high-literacy households could also mean that a ceiling 

on sophisticated financial literacy within this group masks a stronger association that would be visible 

across a fuller socioeconomic range. Findings should accordingly be interpreted as describing this 

relatively advantaged segment specifically. The null income finding is the result most plausibly explained 

by this sample's restricted variance and may not hold in a sample with greater income diversity. The 

subscale-specific transparency-literacy association, by contrast, may generalize more broadly if the 

underlying mechanism is aspirational financial conversation rather than income-driven access to financial 

resources, though this remains an open empirical question rather than a claim this study can settle. 

Generalization to lower-income or rural adolescents, for either result, requires replication in a more 

stratified, pan-Indian sample. 

Purposive versus unintentional socialization. The transparency scale used in this study measures 

purposive parental communication, what parents deliberately tell their children about household finances, 
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and does not capture unintentional exposure, such as a child inferring financial stress from an overheard 

argument or a visibly strained household budget without being directly informed. Deenanath et al. (2019) 

[26] find that both purposive and unintentional socialization pathways relate to adolescent financial 

knowledge, sometimes in different directions depending on the specific indicator; a transparency 

instrument limited to the purposive channel, as the present one is, necessarily provides an incomplete 

account of the family's total influence. 

Omitted alternative mediators. The mediation model tested here specifies objective financial literacy as 

the sole mediator between transparency and decision-making. Related literature suggests that financial 

self-efficacy and self-control may carry independent explanatory weight: Lone and Bhat (2022) [29] find 

that financial self-efficacy partially mediates the relationship between financial literacy and financial 

wellbeing, and Pulungan et al. (2024) [30] find that self-control mediates the relationship between parental 

financial teaching and financial attitudes among university students. Neither construct was measured in 

the present study, so the possibility that some portion of the pathway attributed here to cognitive financial 

knowledge instead reflects confidence or self-regulatory capacity cannot be ruled out. 

Quality, rather than only volume, of financial modeling. As discussed in the PFT section, the present 

scale measures the extent and openness of parental financial communication, not the objective soundness 

of the financial behavior being communicated. Under Bandura's (1977, 1986) social cognitive framework, 

a parent who is highly transparent about financially unsound habits and a parent who is equally transparent 

about sound ones would score similarly on this instrument despite modeling very different content for 

their children. 

Fixed item order and item-level weaknesses. Because the questionnaire sequence was not randomized 

across respondents, later items, particularly the decision-making vignettes, which follow the financial-

literacy knowledge test in the fixed sequence, may be affected by anchoring or fatigue carried over from 

earlier sections. Item-level reliability analysis additionally identified one weak item on the transparency 

scale and two low-discrimination items on the financial literacy test, described in the Methodology, that 

should be reviewed or replaced before the instrument is administered again. The same transparency item 

was independently flagged by the content expert described above, who noted that it conflates savings, 

purchases, and past mistakes into a single statement and recommended these be separated or narrowed to 

whichever is most theoretically central; two further transparency items were flagged for ambiguous 

wording ("openly" in item 1 and "explain" in item 3), though the reviewer's comments on these two 

assumed a binary response format and did not fully account for the scale's actual five-point Likert 

structure, so they are noted here as a prompt for future item revision rather than as a confirmed flaw in the 

present measure. 

Absence of institutional ethical review. As noted in the Methodology, this study was conducted 

independently and without access to a formal Institutional Review Board. The parental-consent, assent, 

and data-handling safeguards described there followed the Belmont Report's principles (National 

Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research, 1979) [42] 

and India's National Ethical Guidelines for Biomedical and Health Research Involving Human Participants 

(ICMR, 2017) [43], and were adopted as the applicable minimum standard in that board's absence rather 

than presented as equivalent to independent review. Research on minors conducted under institutional 

oversight would be expected to undergo a level of external ethical scrutiny this study did not have access 

to, and that difference is disclosed as a limitation of the study's institutional context. 
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Future research. Six directions follow most directly from the limitations above. A multi-informant 

design, incorporating independent parent reports of household financial communication alongside 

adolescent reports, would address the single-informant limitation directly and would allow the 

transparency-literacy association to be tested net of shared respondent characteristics such as 

conscientiousness or general engagement. A longitudinal or panel design, following the same adolescents 

over time, would allow the directional and reciprocal-causation questions raised throughout this discussion 

to be tested rather than assumed. A larger, stratified sample spanning a wider range of household income 

and drawing from multiple Indian cities, including smaller and non-metropolitan centers, would extend 

this study's findings beyond a single affluence-skewed, Tier-1 urban sample and would provide the 

statistical power needed to test for income effects that the present design cannot rule out. A model that 

incorporates financial self-efficacy and self-control alongside objective financial literacy as competing or 

complementary mediators would help clarify how much of the pathway from parental transparency to 

adolescent behavioral decision-making heuristics runs through cognitive knowledge specifically, as 

opposed to confidence or self-regulatory capacity more broadly. Future studies should also pair 

transparency measurement with an independent assessment of household financial behavior quality, 

whether through parent-reported financial practices validated against objective indicators such as savings 

rate or debt-to-income ratio, or through adolescent reports of specific parental behaviors such as budgeting 

or impulse purchases, so that the volume of communication captured here can be distinguished from the 

soundness of what is being communicated. Finally, studies replicating this design in institutional settings 

should obtain prospective ethical approval from an independent review board before data collection 

begins, particularly given the involvement of minor participants and the potential sensitivity of family 

financial topics. 

 

Conclusion 

This study set out to examine whether perceived parental financial transparency relates to objective 

financial literacy and behavioral decision-making among urban Indian adolescents, and whether financial 

literacy carries any part of that relationship forward to decision-making itself. The answer, based on a 

sample of 200 adolescents in Pune, is neither a simple yes nor a simple no. Parental transparency showed 

no relationship with basic financial knowledge and no direct relationship with decision-making, but it was 

specifically and consistently associated with sophisticated financial literacy, investment, risk, and 

diversification content that a standard secondary curriculum does not typically cover, and that association 

carried forward, through a statistically significant same-time-point indirect pathway, to behavioral 

decision-making even in the absence of any detectable total effect. This cross-sectional pattern does not 

establish causation, and confirming the hypothesized directional pathway would require longitudinal 

replication. 

This pattern qualifies, more than it confirms, the assumption that underlies much of India's current thinking 

about financial education: that the classroom is the primary lever and the home is, at best, a secondary 

reinforcement. The present results suggest a more specific division of labor. Foundational financial 

competence appears to remain the domain most reliably reached by formal instruction. Household 

financial communication, where it matters at all in this sample, appears to reach further into content that 

formal instruction leaves comparatively untouched. Neither channel, on this evidence, does the other's job. 

In sum, this study offers three contributions: the first joint examination of parental financial transparency, 

subscale-level financial literacy, and behavioral decision-making heuristics in an Indian adolescent 
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sample; a subscale-specific finding that helps explain why prior composite-level tests in comparable 

samples returned null results; and an indirect-pathway result that speaks directly to where family 

communication may fit alongside India's school-centered financial education strategy. 

The study's methodological contribution is substantive: subscale disaggregation and mediation analysis 

revealed a specific pathway that a composite-score approach would have missed. By separating basic from 

sophisticated financial literacy, and by testing a mediation model rather than relying on a single composite 

score and a bivariate correlation, this study reached a more differentiated conclusion than Sruthiya's (2021) 

[31] prior null finding for a closely related question in a comparable Indian sample. That contrast is itself 

a caution for future work in this area: an aggregate null result can conceal a real, if narrower, effect 

operating beneath it, and a family financial socialization literature that continues to test composite 

outcomes risks underestimating exactly the kind of domain-specific relationship documented here. 

Because the sample is concentrated among relatively advantaged households, these findings may not 

generalize to lower-income or rural adolescents, populations for whom the family's financial socialization 

role and the school's compensatory function may differ substantially from the pattern documented here. 

None of this should be read as a settled account of how Indian families shape their adolescents' financial 

lives. The design is cross-sectional, the sample is a convenience sample concentrated in one affluent, Tier-

1 city, the decision-making instrument is new and unvalidated beyond this administration, and the 

mediation result rests on a direct effect that sat exactly at the edge of conventional significance. What the 

study offers instead is a specific, falsifiable pattern, tested with real data from a population the existing 

literature has not yet examined in this combination, that future research, ideally longitudinal, multi-

informant, and drawn from a wider and less affluence-skewed sample, is now positioned to confirm, 

qualify, or overturn. 
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Appendix A: Survey Instrument 

Note. The instrument below reproduces the questionnaire administered to both the pilot sample (N = 30) 

and the main analytic sample (N = 200), in the order presented to respondents. Section A recorded 

background information; Sections B through D reproduce the three composite scales described in the 

Methodology. Correct answers on Section C are marked with an asterisk (*); point values for each 

response option on Section D are shown in brackets. Two items in Section C (7 and 11) required minor 

reconstruction from the researcher's item-development notes, as detailed in the note following Section C. 

Section A: Background Information 

1. Age 

2. Gender: Male / Female / Prefer not to say 

3. Grade/Class: 9th / 10th / 11th / 12th 

4. Type of school: Government / Private / International 

5. Parents' highest education level: Upto 10th / 12th / Graduate / Postgraduate 

6. What is the primary occupation of your primary earning parent? Government / Public Sector Employee 

/ Private Sector Employee / Business Owner / Self-Employed 

7. Approximate monthly household/family income: Below 50,000 / 50,001-1,00,000 / 1,00,001-1,50,000 

/ 1,50,001-2,50,000 / Above 2,50,001 

8. What type of family structure do you live in? Nuclear Family (only parents and siblings) / Joint or 

Extended Family (living with grandparents, uncles, aunts, etc.) 

9. Who manages household finances? Both / Father / Mother / Other 

10. Have you received any formal financial education? Yes / No 

11. I proactively ask my parents questions regarding our household's financial matters (e.g., family budget, 

savings, or bills). (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) 

12. My friends have a strong influence on my spending and saving decisions, and I often want to keep up 

with their lifestyle. (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) 
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Section B: Perceived Parental Financial Transparency 

Rated on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Items marked (R) are reverse-scored 

prior to totaling. 

1. My parents talk openly with me about our household expenses. 

2. My parents avoid discussing money matters with me. (R) 

3. My parents explain how monthly budgets are planned in our home. 

4. My parents discuss saving and spending decisions with me. 

5. My parents never include me in family discussions about financial decisions. (R) 

6. My parents explain why certain purchases are delayed or avoided. 

7. My parents share what they have learned from their past financial mistakes. 

8. My parents rarely talk to me about why saving money is important. (R) 

9. I understand how my family manages spending when money is limited. 

10. In my family, financial matters are kept private from children. (R) 

11. My parents encourage me to ask questions about money matters. 

12. My parents do not share details about our family's overall financial situation with me. (R) 

Section C: Objective Financial Literacy 

1. Which of the following options are classified as an asset? 

A. Monthly rent payment 

B. Savings account* 

C. Education loan 

D. Income tax payment 

E. Do not know 

2. If an individual tracks their income and expenses but does not prioritize needs over wants, what is the 

most likely result? 

A. Increased savings 

B. Better financial control 

C. Overspending and potential debt* 

D. Improved credit score 

E. Do not know 

3. Which of the following can negatively impact credit score? 

A. Low income 

B. High credit utilisation* 

C. Making early payments 

D. Long credit history 

E. Do not know 

4. Imagine that you receive some money and keep it in a safe at home. If inflation is 5% per year, after 

one year you will be able to buy: 

A. More than today 

B. Exactly the same as today 

C. Less than today* 

D. Do not know 

5. Typically, which asset shows the largest fluctuations in value over time? 

A. Savings account 
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B. Stocks* 

C. Government bonds 

D. Do not know 

6. Do you think the following statement is true or false? "Buying a single company's stock usually provides 

a safer return than a stock mutual fund." 

A. True 

B. False* 

C. Do not know 

7. Suppose you see the same TV priced at Rs. 1,000 in two stores. Store A offers a Rs. 150 discount. Store 

B offers a 10% discount. What is the better financial choice? 

A. Store A* 

B. Store B 

C. Do not know 

8. Suppose you take a loan of Rs. 10,000, to be repaid after one year, and the total interest paid is Rs. 600. 

What is the interest rate on this loan? 

A. 0.3% 

B. 0.6% 

C. 3% 

D. 6%* 

E. Do not know 

9. True or false: "An investment with a high rate of return will usually have a high rate of risk." 

A. True* 

B. False 

C. Do not know 

10. True or false: "It is possible to reduce the risk of investing in the stock market by buying a wide range 

of shares." 

A. True* 

B. False 

C. Do not know 

11. A company has total assets worth Rs. 5,00,000 and total liabilities of Rs. 2,00,000. What is the 

company's equity? 

A. Rs. 3,00,000* 

B. Rs. 7,00,000 

C. Rs. 5,00,000 

D. Rs. 2,00,000 

E. Do not know 

12. You receive Rs. 24,000 at the start of the year. Option X: keep the money in a savings account earning 

5% interest per year, while inflation is 6%. Option Y: use the money now to buy a laptop you will definitely 

need for studies, avoiding future borrowing or rental costs. Which option is financially more reasonable? 

A. Option X, interest is always better 

B. Option Y, avoids future cost and purchasing power loss* 

C. Option X, inflation does not affect bank savings 

D. Both are equal 
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Note. Item 7 is presented above with the rupee amounts as they appear in the administered dataset (Rs. 

1,000 / Rs. 150); an earlier item-development draft used proportionally identical figures scaled by a factor 

of ten (Rs. 10,000 / Rs. 1,500). Item 11's four response options above were reconstructed from the 

underlying arithmetic (assets minus liabilities) rather than recovered verbatim from an item-development 

draft, because the version of this item preserved in the researcher's working notes reflected an earlier item 

(a savings-timeline question) that was replaced prior to administration. Both points are noted here rather 

than silently corrected, consistent with the transparency standard applied throughout this paper; the 

researcher may wish to confirm the exact original wording of Item 11's distractors against the original 

Google Form if an authoritative record survives. 

Section D: Behavioral Decision-Making Heuristics 

Each item presents a scenario followed by four response options. Respondents selected the option they 

would most likely actually choose. Point values (2, 1, or 1, 0) reflect alignment with bounded rationality 

(Simon, 1955) [11], prospect theory and loss aversion (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) [12], and mental 

accounting (Thaler, 1999) [13], as described in the Methodology. 

1. You receive Rs. 2,000 as monthly allowance. You expect to spend about Rs. 1,500 on regular needs. 

What would you most likely do with the remaining Rs. 500? 

A. Spend it as needs arise during the month [0] 

B. Decide week-by-week [0] 

C. Keep it together with other money and review spending at month-end [1] 

D. Set aside for specific needs first, then plan the rest [2] 

2. You want headphones costing Rs. 2,800. You have Rs. 2,000 now and expect Rs. 1,500 next month. 

What would you most likely actually do? 

A. Buy now using installments or credit [0] 

B. Buy a cheaper model now [1] 

C. Wait until next month and pay in cash [2] 

D. Buy now despite insufficient funds [0] 

3. You have Rs. 5,000 saved for exam coaching starting next month. A trip costing Rs. 3,500 is planned 

with friends. What would you most likely actually do? 

A. Attend the trip and adjust the coaching payment later [1] 

B. Spend part of the coaching savings on the trip [0] 

C. Delay the decision [1] 

D. Keep the coaching savings intact and skip or scale down the trip [2] 

4. Your phone works but has battery issues. Repair costs Rs. 2,000. You also want to begin saving 

regularly. What would you most likely actually do? 

A. Repair the phone now, begin saving later [1] 

B. Repair the phone and scale down savings concurrently [2] 

C. Save first, repair the phone later [1] 

D. Use the phone as-is and decide later [0] 

5. You are offered an investment with high returns, but you do not fully understand how it works. What 

would you most likely actually do? 

A. Learn more, do due diligence, and invest a small amount [2] 

B. Invest the full amount immediately [0] 

C. Avoid it entirely [1] 
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D. Wait for an absolute guarantee before considering it [1] 

6. You begin earning Rs. 3,000 per month from tutoring. Your regular expenses remain unchanged. What 

would be the most reasonable approach to the extra income, as per you? 

A. Expand regular spending [0] 

B. Save the entire amount [1] 

C. Set aside a portion into savings and use the rest as spending [2] 

D. Spend it flexibly with no particular plan [0] 

7. You already pay for several app subscriptions. A new subscription costing Rs. 500 per month offers 

some useful features. What would you most likely actually do? 

A. Review current subscriptions' usefulness before deciding [2] 

B. Add the new subscription immediately [0] 

C. Cancel an existing subscription to offset the new one [1] 

D. Decline the new subscription without reviewing existing ones [1] 

8. You receive Rs. 6,000 as a gift. You want to buy new clothes and are also saving towards a laptop. 

What is the most reasonable decision, as per you? 

A. Spend all of it on clothes [0] 

B. Divide the money between clothes and laptop savings [2] 

C. Save all of it towards the laptop [1] 

D. Wait before deciding [1] 

9. You had planned to save Rs. 1,000 this month, but an unexpected school expense has come up. What 

would you most likely actually do? 

A. Rely on parents or friends to cover the expense [1] 

B. Borrow informally to keep the savings plan intact [1] 

C. Reduce this month's savings and resume the plan next month [2] 

D. Delay paying the school expense [0] 

10. You currently have Rs. 8,000 saved. You are unsure whether you will need this money in the next 

three months, but you also want to grow your savings if possible. What would you most likely actually 

do? 

A. Keep it entirely in cash [1] 

B. Lock all of it into a fixed deposit [1] 

C. Spend part of it now and save the rest [0] 

D. Keep a portion easily accessible and invest the remainder in a low-risk option [2] 
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