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Research Questions

SUBJECTIVE VALUE OF FK: 

WILLINGNESS TO PAY

• What determines demand for financial 
education?

• Who is willing to pay (more) for 
financial education?

OBJECTIVE VALUE OF FK:

EFFECTIVENESS

• Do individuals improve their financial 
decision-making when they acquire 
financial education?

• Who benefits most from financial 
education?
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Experimental Setup

• Survey experiment with Asking Canadians in Fall 2021

• 2,005 subjects aged 25 to 80

• Rewards: Participation fee & Return from Allocation Task 2 with a 30$ endowment



Portfolio Allocation Task 1
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Task 1: Efficiency Measures
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Task 1: Determinants of Performance
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Willingness to Pay for Education

• Real trade-off between paying for 

education or spending money on 

Allocation Task 2

• 24.5% of participants do not 

want an educational 

intervention, even if it is 

provided at no cost

• The average reported willingness 

to pay is $2.90 (~10% of the 

endowment)

• 43.1% received the “treatment”
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The Educational Treatment

The value of diversification

• Verbal and graphical illustration of 
hypothetical 3-fund allocation task, where 
funds have same expected return and 
standard deviation 

• Portfolio’s standard deviation decreases 
when endowment is spread equally across 
all funds (relative to investing everything in 
a single fund) while expected return is 
unchanged

The value of high risk adjusted 
portfolio returns

• Illustration and example of a 3-fund 
allocation task

• Treatment suggests first to build a portfolio 
by using 1/K, and then shows how to 
increase the expected return while keeping 
standard deviation unchanged: 

• Calculate risk-adjusted returns of each 

fund: 
𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑅𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛

𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝐷𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

• Allocate more money to funds with 
higher risk-adjusted returns.
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Task 2: Efficiency & Welfare Measures

•Change in efficiency

Δ 𝐸𝑖 = 𝕀 Δ 𝑅𝑀𝐿𝑖 < 0 𝕀 Δ 𝑅𝑆𝐿𝑖 = 0

+𝕀(Δ 𝑅𝑀𝐿𝑖 = 0)𝕀(Δ 𝑅𝑆𝐿𝑖 < 0)
+𝕀(Δ 𝑅𝑀𝐿𝑖 < 0)𝕀(Δ 𝑅𝑆𝐿𝑖 < 0)

•Preference independent change in welfare: 

Δ𝑊𝑖 = 𝕀 Δ 𝜇𝑖 > 0 𝕀 Δ 𝜎𝑖 = 0
+𝕀 Δ 𝜇𝑖 = 0 𝕀 Δ 𝜎𝑖 < 0
+𝕀(Δ 𝜇𝑖 > 0)𝕀(Δ 𝜎𝑖 < 0)
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Task 2: Efficiency & Welfare Measures
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Task 2: Treatment Effect on Portfolio Allocation

11



Summary of Results / Conclusion

WILLINGNESS TO PAY

• One quarter of participants does not want to 

receive the educational treatment, even if it was 

free of charge

• The average reported willingness to pay is 

~𝟏𝟎% of the endowment

• WTP is driven by expectations about ability to 

transform financial information from intervention 

into a higher return 

• Higher revealed sophistication (e.g., financial 

literacy) increases the willingness to receive the 

educational treatment

• Higher self-reported financial knowledge 

decreases the willingness to pay for it

EFFECTIVENESS

• Treatment increases heterogeneity in 
portfolio allocations

• Standard performance measures can miss 
the treatment effect of financial education 
on portfolio decisions → We develop two 
novel measures of 1) Pareto improvement 
of portfolio efficiency 2) preference-
independent welfare improvement

• Treatment increases likelihood to 
achieve these types of performance 
improvement by almost 20 and 3 p.p., 
respectively 

Pierre-Carl Michaud, Director, Retirement and Savings Institute 12



Backup
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Task 1: Descriptive Statistics
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WTP: Determinants
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Self-Assessment: Determinants
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Self-Assessment: Determinants

17



Task 2: Descriptive Statistics
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Task 2: Portfolio Allocations Across Participants
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Task 2: Portfolio Allocations Across Participants
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Task 2: Treatment Effect on Portfolio Allocation
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Task 2: Treatment Effect on Portfolio Allocation
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After Task 2: Descriptive Statistics – Treatment 

Questions
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After Task 2: Treatment Effect on Questions
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Selection Effects?
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The overall test statistic for the 
joint hypothesis that all 
coefficients (except the 
coefficient for willingness to 
pay) in column 2 are zero 
provides a test of randomness.

The respective p-value
is 0.5219. Therefore, the 
results in column 2 confirm 
that controlling for willingness 
to pay is sufficient to eliminate 
selection effects.
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