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	Odůvodnění hodnocení práce:
The work shows poor citation practices (such as citing long stretches of text with multiple pieces of information at the very end of the paragraph). There are numerous mistakes in grammar. The thesis shows extremely poor paragraph and sentence construction. (e.g. pages 20-21 are basically one large paragraph) The author states many pieces of information as facts, however, she does not provide any sources. (e.g. “… the most successful investors in the world have not been trained in the economy”, “Financial literacy became discussed topic”, “The Bitcoin together with other cryptocurrencies is a popular object of investments for TBU students as well”, “There is a huge boom of investing in cryptocurrencies nowadays”.)

The aim of the thesis, as stated in Introduction, is to “research and discuss financial literacy of the TBU students” but, arguably, no question deals with financial literacy itself, nor any financial education of students. The student also deviates from her abstract it terms of aims. It is not clear how she intends to analyse information about the economic situation of the students because she collects very little information that would help her achieve this goal.
The thesis is structured poorly and the theoretical part provides extremely insufficient background for the student’s further work. Much of the information from the theoretical part has no merit for the analytical part (such as the FOMO effect, the importance of age groups). Chapter 6 is incorrectly located in the analytical part. It also provides no useful information on how to prepare a questionnaire or how to conduct any research whatsoever. Chapter 1.1.1 introduces 5 generations, but does not talk about their “values, beliefs, attitudes and inclinations”. In her analysis, the author is not concerned with the age of the students at TBU. Chapter 1 resembles a dictionary explaining key terms without any information as to why these are relevant or necessary to discuss. Chapter 1.3 about Gender Pay Gap insufficiently describes this problematic. Chapter 3 has no merit for the thesis. The analytical part frequently leans towards being descriptive (7.5.2, 7.11, Figures 16 and 17) The author incorrectly states that Bitcoin peaked at 20 000 $ per coin in December 17, 2017. “The questionnaire was distributed via Facebook groups and fan pages of the TBU faculties e.g. […] etc.” The inclusion of e.g. and etc. is inappropriate in a place where the author needs to inform precisely where her questionnaire was available.
“The rest, 21,9% of students, don´t work during their lecture period.” – It is not clear what a lecture period means. Also, the author uses the wrong number formatting. (21,9% instead of 21.9%)
Figure 6 shows green underlined formatting.

“As we can see, the average TBU salary” (p 29) – This sentence shows poor phrasing. The student is not concerned with salaries at TBU but with salaries of students at TBU.

“The average wage in the Czech Republic increased by 8,6% in Q1 2018. (Kurzy CZ 2018)” (p 29) – This is a one-sentence paragraph without any further comments on how it may be relevant or why. Also, the student uses the words wages and salaries interchangeably.
7.5.1 fails to illustrate numbers or % of students who answered this question. It is not clear whether this question was shown only to the students who responded positively to question 6.

Results in 7.6 are poorly compared to the survey mentioned. The information presented in the thesis seems to have very little to do with the question at hand. (question 7)

Poor labelling of Figures in 7.6.1, 7.6.2.
In 7.6.1 the author contradicts herself within one paragraph: “There is no remarkable difference between the genders. […] We can see a more remarkable difference in the case of saving for the future.” (p. 33)

“The saving goals of students at different TBU faculties are generally the same.” By closely observing the graphs shown in 7.6.2., the reader comes to a different conclusion. The author contradicts herself later down the paragraph when she says: “However, when it comes to saving there are some differences between genders. […] After the analysis of the men’s savings and women’s saving, we can claim, that the list of saving goals of genders does differ.” (p 35)
“others were saving for common things” – no examples are provided.

“we detected a housing goal” – it is not clear who the author means by we. “This step enabled us “ – it is unclear why the student uses us.

“When thinking about the retirement, family and unexpected events, it is not clear, to which category they belong, so they won’t be taken into consideration.” The author fails to deal with this issue and rather discards some of the data.
“The figures showing the total score of housing goal can be sum with car, clothing and cosmetics, and house equipment.” It is not clear why cosmetics are relevant for this category.

The final paragraph of 7.6.2 is extremely confusing.

It is not clear why the author sometimes analyses questions with a focus on gender and sometimes not. (e.g. question 8 could very well be further analysed based on gender)

The author does not provide information to distinguish between primary and secondary needs. (question 9)

Figure 18 shows “ratio of expenses” but it is not clear what the y axis figures mean.

Results of the analysis of Figure 18 are based on an arbitrary grouping, and without any specific figures provided are quite meaningless. It is unclear what the difference between “hobby” and “fun” means.
“More than one-third of respondents- 35,5% who study at FAI invest.” Due to poor sentence construction, this sentence ends up being confusing or even misleading.

It is quite striking that the author does not comment on the situation of students of FAME in 7.9.

The author fails to compare her results with the ones from Bureš mentioned in 7.10.

Much of the work or arguments in the thesis are promising, but the thesis would have benefited from more analytical, critical work, a closer look at grammar, sentence and paragraph construction. 

	Otázky k obhajobě:

1) What is financial literacy? What did you find about financial literacy of students at TBU?

2) Could you show specific data that proves that “students tend to spend more money on social life, culture and entertainment more than for clothing or electronics.” (p 38)? Also, because you grouped social life, culture and entertainment (experiential expenses) together, why did you not group together electronics, clothing and cosmetics? (material expenses) If you did so, would your results be any different? Why is hobby a separate column? (Figure 18)
3) Why do you not analyse more questions from the perspective of gender?
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