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Why do people give away their money? Charitable giving has traditionally been modeled using socioeconomic
(i.e., age, income, education) and psychographic variables (i.e., self-esteem, guilt, pity). However, given that
charitable giving is, inherently, a financial activity, would financial variables with a psychographic element (i.e.,
financial attitudinal variables) have the ability to improve the prediction of giving behavior? Using the 2016
Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF), we found that higher risk tolerance, higher subjective financial knowledge,
longer financial time horizon, and access to emergency funds from friends/relatives all were positively associated
with charitable giving. The results of this study help broaden the potential information set for financial
counselors, marketers, nonprofit organizations, or policymakers when understanding a client’s intention to
charitably give and identifying potential donors beyond traditional socioeconomic and psychographic variables.
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Charitable giving is common for many U.S. resi-
dents. According to the Almanac of American Phi-
lanthropy, the United States is the leading nation

in charitable giving, as measured by private philanthropy as
a percentage of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (Zinsmeis-
ter, 2016). Americans gave nearly $360 billion to charitable
organizations in 2014; the vast majority of this charitable
giving was made by individuals (5% from corporations and
14% from foundations; Zinsmeister, 2016). Nearly 7 out of
10 American households donate to at least one charitable
cause each year, giving an average donation of $2,600 (Zins-
meister, 2016).When ranking America versus 14 other lead-
ing industrial countries, Americawas number one, and twice
as generous as Canadians, Spaniards, and the Irish, andmore
than 20 times as generous as Germans and Italians (Jacoby,
2016).

But, not every American household prioritizes giving as an
important goal in their financial lives. Why do some Amer-
icans give, while others do not? This study modeled char-
itable behavior using financial attitudinal variables. This is
unique given that most models for charitable giving rely
solely on socioeconomic factors to predict charitable giv-
ing. The results of this study are important for financial

counselors, marketers, and nonprofit/policymakers. For
financial counselors, including financial attitudinal data
would allow them to better map themoney behaviors of their
clients, as a whole. For marketers, this study helps broaden
their information set when targeting donors. Finally, for
nonprofit/policymakers, this study provides insight into how
to encourage charitable giving to ensure that nonprofit orga-
nizations are properly funded, particularly, given the recent
tax law changes which has resulted in lower tax incentives
for giving for many American households.

Literature Review
Bendapudi et al. (1996) defined helping behavior as
“behavior that enhances the welfare of a needy other, by
providing aid or benefit, usually with little or no commen-
surate reward in return” (p. 34). In the current study, helping
behavior is measured through charitable dollars given. This
type of helping behavior has been studied extensively in
many different disciplines. Studies related to helping behav-
ior can be found in journals of marketing, economics, busi-
ness, social psychology, biological psychology, neurology
and brain sciences, sociology, political science, anthropol-
ogy, biology, and evolutionary psychology. One common
theme when evaluating previous literature is the focus on
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using socioeconomic and psychographic factors to predict
charitable giving. Charitable giving is a complex human
behavior that can only be understood using many types of
factors given that it is a financial behavior (economic) done
in the context of community (socio) that is highly personal
and private (psychographic).

Earlier studies on charitable giving primarily focused
on socioeconomic factors (e.g., age, income, race, reli-
gion). Previous literature found that socioeconomic fac-
tors were highly significant when explaining differences
between health donors (Burnett, 1981; Cermak et al., 1994;
Pessemier et al., 1977). Previous literature also found evi-
dence that psychographic factors are significant when mod-
eling charitable giving. Personal norms (Webb et al., 2000),
empathy (Batson, 1987), ego (Cialdini et al., 1981), and
attitudes about giving (Burnkrant & Page, 1982; Latour &
Manrai, 1989; McIntyre et al., 1987) were all significant
when explaining helping behavior. More recent models of
charitable giving have added psychographic factors to an
existing socioeconomic framework. Bendapudi et al. (1996)
provided an extensive theoretical framework for model-
ing helping behavior that added many psychographic fac-
tors, including perceptions, social comparisons, abilities,
and motives. Sargeant (1999) added psychographic factors
into his model of donor behavior by splitting the determi-
nants of donor behavior into extrinsic (socioeconomic fac-
tors) and intrinsic (psychographic factors that include need
for self-esteem, guilt, pity, empathy, fear, and sympathy)
determinants. Charitable giving can also be predicted as a
socialized behavior that is learned from parents (Deenanath
et al., 2019; LeBaron et al., 2018).

A meta-analysis study on charitable giving (Bekkers &
Wiepking, 2011a) evaluated more than 500 studies, from
many different disciplines, and identified eight socioeco-
nomic and psychographic factors that drive charitable giv-
ing: awareness of need, solicitation, costs and benefits, altru-
ism, reputation, psychological benefits, values, and efficacy.
Wilson (2000) provided ameta-analysis on volunteering and
found evidence to support that volunteering is driven by
both socioeconomic and psychographic factors, including
motives related to self-understandings, rational action, and
cost–benefit analysis.

Bougheas et al. (2007) may have been the first to add a
financial attitudinal variable to a charitable giving study

when they added planning horizon as a key variable of
interest when modeling charitable behavior. More recently,
Liu, James, and Aboohamidi (2019) modeled charitable
giving using financial planning horizon as the key predic-
tor variable, alongside traditional socioeconomic factors.
Anaza (2011) was the first to comprehensively add finan-
cial attitudinal data (e.g., planning horizon, risk tolerance)
to existing socioeconomic and psychographic models of
helping behavior. Anza found evidence that financial atti-
tudes, such as financial planning horizon, risk tolerance, and
saving habits all contributed to explaining helping behav-
ior. This study seeks to build on the work done by Anza
(2011) by, first, adding a theoretical basis to the empiri-
cal work and, second, updating the study using more recent
data.

Conceptual Model
Theory of planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991; Kimiya-
gahlam et al., 2019; Xiao & Wu, 2008) was used to
model the giving behavior of the average American adult.
TPB explains human behavior as a function of three types
of individual beliefs (behavioral, normative, and control),
which then lead to a behavioral intention that blossoms
into an actual behavior given sufficient perceived behav-
ioral control. Behavioral beliefs are beliefs about likely con-
sequences or other attributes associated with the behav-
ior, which create an attitude toward the behavior. Normative
beliefs are beliefs about the normative expectations of oth-
ers, which create subjective norms. Finally, control beliefs
are beliefs about whether the behavior is possible to do,
which create a sense of perceived behavioral control. This
study will not include intentions since data exists for the
actual behavior (giving money).

For this study, TPB will be adapted to include a “moral
norm” dimension since giving money is mostly a private act
and including a moral norm factor has been shown to be
significant when modeling giving behavior (Linden, 2011).
Moral norms refer to certain behaviors that individuals view
as inherently right or wrong, regardless of how the impor-
tant people around them (including themselves) view that
behavior (Manstead, 1999) (Figure 1).

For the “attitudes” component of TPB, risk tolerance and
subjective knowledge will be used as proxies for a pos-
itive attitude toward giving money. Yavas, Riecken, and
Parameswaran (1980) found that, as a person’s perceivedPdf_Folio:105

Journal of Financial Counseling and Planning, Volume 31, Number 1, 2021 105



Figure 1. Adapted theory of planned behavior diagram.
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level of financial risk decreased, that person was more
likely to give to churches or educational institutions. If we
assume that the average American charitable giver is no less
exposed to actual financial risk than the average American
nongiver, then those that give perceive less financial risk in
their household, which would give them a higher risk toler-
ance. Risk tolerance, then, is a type of positive attitude that
we expect to be positively associated with helping behavior.

Anaza and DeVaney (2008) found that individuals who per-
ceive themselves as “financially sound” give more money,
time, or both to charitable organizations. Given that the
perception of being financially sound is essentially having
higher subjective knowledge (“how knowledgeable are you
about personal finance?”), we expect that a participant that
has a positive attitude toward giving will likely have higher
subjective financial knowledge.

H1: Risk tolerance is positively associated with giv-
ing.

H2: Subjective financial knowledge is positively
associated with giving.

Regarding perceived behavioral control, it has been shown
that those with higher self-efficacy are more likely to give
(Enete & Heckman, 2018). Chatterjee, Finke, and Harness
(2011) provided evidence that higher self-efficacy is associ-
ated with a longer financial time horizon. So, using financial
time horizon as a proxy for self-efficacy, we assume that, as
a financial time horizon expands, it is likely that they exhibit
higher self-efficacy, which should be associated with more
giving behavior.

H3: Financial time horizon is positively associated
with giving.

In the TPB, social influences are conceptualized in terms of
“the pressure that people perceive from important others to
perform, or not to perform, a behavior (subjective norm)”
(Rivis & Sheeran, 2003, p. 218).When evaluating whether a
participant has an established “social norm” in favor of giv-
ing, we looked at whether a participant was in a community
of friends/relatives who are willing to financially help dur-
ing an emergency. Having access to emergency funds has

Pdf_Folio:106
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been used as proxy for social capital (Boisjoly et al., 1995),
and having social capital has been shown to be associated
with greater charitable giving (Wang & Graddy, 2008).

H4: Having friends/relatives whowill help financially
in the event of an emergency is positively associ-
ated with giving.

As a proxy for having a moral norm to give, partici-
pants who have developed a moral norm to give should
avoid acquiring excessive debt and excessive spending
since this would discourage their ability to sustainably give
their money away. The use of debt has been considered
a moral issue by many influential civilizations, including
the Israelites (Deuteronomy 15), Greeks (Malvasi, 2012),
Catholics (Smoker, 2009), and Protestants (Geisst, 2013).
Fiscal responsibility can also be described as a moral issue
given that those who do not budget well are not able to give,
which reduces the funds necessary to sustain religious activ-
ities, as well as limit a person’s ability to be generous, as
commanded by the Bible (Keister, 2008). Therefore, debt
attitudes and whether the participant spends more than they
earn (i.e., fiscal responsibility) will serve as proxies for hav-
ing a moral norm to give money.

H5: Having a negative view of excessive debt is pos-
itively associated with giving.

H6: Spending less than annual earnings is positively
associated with giving.

Method
Data and Sample
The data for the current study comes from the 2016 Survey
of Consumer Finances (SCF). The SCF is a triennial cross-
sectional survey of U.S. households sponsored by the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, and is collected by the National Orga-
nization for Research at the University of Chicago through
interviews. During 2016, 6,248 participants completed sur-
veys using computer-assisted personal interviewing systems
(CAPI). The SCF is a nationally representative survey and
is best known for its rich financial data on personal house-
hold balance sheets. All missing data is imputed with five
multiple implicates for every question. However, 40 people
were excluded in the analysis because they did not report
any income. Therefore, the ending survey sample size is
6,208. This study used all five implicates when conducting

the analysis. For our analysis, we combined all five impli-
cates using the repeated-imputation inference (RII) method
(Hanna et al., 2018; Montalto & Sung, 1996).

Dependent Variables
Two questions were used from the SCF to measure giving
money behavior. The first question asks respondents, “Dur-
ing 2015, did you (or anyone in your family living here)
make charitable contributions of money or property total-
ing $500 or more? Yes, or No.” If they answered, “yes”
then a second, follow-up, question was asked to respon-
dents, “Roughly, how much did you (and your family liv-
ing here) contribute?” This study converted the follow-up
question to a “giving rate” by dividing each response by the
respondent’s total income and ordering the responses into
three groups: no giving, give between 0% and 3.0% of total
income, and give more than 3.0% of total income. These
cutoff points were chosen because they provided both a rel-
atively even distribution among the groups without adding
fractional basis points.

Independent Variables
Predictor Variables. The predictor variables include risk
tolerance, which was measured on a scale of 0 (not will-
ing to take any risk) to 10 (willing to take risk). Subjec-
tive financial knowledge, which measures a person’s per-
ception of having financial knowledge, consisted of a scaled
response ranging from 0 to 10 where scores of 0 indicated
no subjective financial knowledge (no knowledge of per-
sonal finance) and 10 indicated extremely high subjective
financial knowledge (very knowledgeable about personal
finance).

When assessing social norms, whether a participant was in a
generous community was measured using a binary question
that asked whether they could access emergency funds from
a relative or friend (1: able to access $3,000 from friends
or relatives in emergency; 0: no access to funds). Having
access to emergency funds has been used as proxy for social
capital (Boisjoly et al., 1995). Having social capital has been
shown to be associated with greater charitable giving (Wang
& Graddy, 2008).

When measuring perceived behavioral control, we opera-
tionalized self-efficacy using a measure of financial time
horizon (“In planning or budgeting your (family’s) saving
and spending, which of the time periods is most importantPdf_Folio:107
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to you (and your family living here)?: Next FewMonths (1),
Next Year (2), Next Few Years (3), Next 5 to 10 Years (4),
Longer Than 10 Years (5)”). Studies have shown an asso-
ciation between longer financial time horizon and greater
self-efficacy (Chatterjee et al., 2011). It may be argued that
those with a longer financial time horizon are more likely to
perceive more control over their ability to give and execute
financial planning that includes giving behavior.

When measuring debt attitudes as a proxy for a moral norm
that encourages giving behavior, a binary question about
whether it is “right” to use credit for vacations was used
(1: right to use debt to cover vacation expenses; 0: not
right). This question was used over other debt attitude ques-
tions in the SCF because of its use of the word “right,”
which signifies a moral conviction. Finally, in order to oper-
ationalize a participant’s moral norm toward consumption,
a question about whether a household spends more than
they earn (1: spend more than earn; 2: spend = earn; 3:
spend less than earn) was used, which assumes those who
have a moral norm to give will avoid consuming more
than their income, as recommended by many religious tra-
ditions, including Christianity (Luke 12:20-21; 1 Timothy
6:8), Judaism (Ecclesiastes 6:2), and Islam (al-Baquarah
2:233; al-Talaaq 65:7).

Control Variables. The control variables have all been
shown to be significant factors when explaining giving
behavior. They include volunteering (Farmer & Fedor,
2001), sex (Andreoni & Vesterlund, 2001), age (Bekkers
& Wiepking, 2011b), race (Rooney et al., 2005), educa-
tion (Mesch et al., 2006), total financial assets (James &
Jones, 2011), and total income (James, 2009; Mcclelland &
Brooks, 2004).

Empirical Model
Let G be whether a household is giving more than $500 and
Grate is the percentage of total income that the household is
giving if G=1. Both G and Grate are a function of financial
attitudes and behavior variables (F ’), socioeconomic con-
trol variables (K ’), and an error term (Ɛ),

G = 𝛼 + F𝜋 + K𝛽 + 𝜀 (1)

Grate = 𝛼 + F𝜋 + K𝛽 + 𝜀 (2)

This study hypothesizes that F variables (volunteer, risk tol-
erance, subjective financial knowledge, financial time hori-
zon, use of credit for vacations, spending less than you
earn) will also have statistically significant coefficients, π
> 0. Therefore, the null hypothesis can be expressed as
HO:π=0, and alternative hypotheses as HO:π>o. A binary
probit model was employed for the first dependent variable
given its binary nature (household gave over $500: yes or
no), and an ordered logit model was utilized for the second
dependent variable given its ordinal nature (household giv-
ing as a percentage of total income).

Results
Table 1 (below) shows the descriptive characteristics for
the sample used. Approximately 38% weighted U.S. house-
holds gave $500, or more, during 2016. When looking at the
household giving rate as a percentage of total income, 53%
of weighted households gave 0% while 30% gave between
0% and 3% and 17%gavemore than 3.0%of household total
income. Regarding financial attitude and behavior variables,
only 10% of the weighted survey population believed that
it is right to use debt to cover vacations. Regarding socioe-
conomic factors, 68% of the weighted sample is White.
The SCF oversampled higher income individuals, which
lead to a skewed income variable where the U.S. average
total income average is $102,251 versus a median value of
$52,657.

Table 2 shows the results for the binary probit regression,
which was used to test model (1). For our predictor vari-
ables, risk tolerance, subjective financial knowledge, gen-
erous community, and financial time horizon were statisti-
cally significant variables at a .05 alpha level. For our con-
trol variables, all of the variables were statistically signifi-
cant at a .05 alpha level except for the Hispanic ethnicity,
as compared to the White reference group, and whether an
individual went to graduate school as compared to the bach-
elors’ degree reference group.

Table 3 shows the results for the multinomial logistic regres-
sion, which was used to test model (2). For our predictor
variables, when comparing those who gave 3.0% or more
with those that did not give, subjective financial knowledge
and generous community were statistically significant vari-
ables at a .05 alpha level. If a household moves up one point
in subjective financial knowledge, it has 12% higher oddsPdf_Folio:108
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TABLE 1. Descriptive Characteristics of Variables
Variable n Mean

(Unweighted)
Mean

(Weighted)
St. Dev

Predictor variables
Give 6,248 .48 .38 .22
Givecat (giving as % of
income)a

6,208 .65 .52 .34

0: No giving 3,265 — — —
1: 0%–3.0% 1,858 — — —
2: More than 3.0% 1,085 — — —
Risk tolerance 6,248 4.72 4.25 1.25
Subjective financial
knowledge

6,248 7.46 7.27 .95

Generous community 6,248 .67 .64 .21
Financial time horizon 6,248 3.09 2.90 .59
Use credit for vacation is
right

6,248 .10 .10 .13

Thriftiness 6,248 2.47 2.40 .32
Control variables
Volunteer 6,248 .21 .26 .21
Female 6,248 .46 .53 .22
White 6,248 .72 .68 .20
Black 6,248 .13 .16 .15
Hispanic 6,248 .10 .11 .13
Asian and other 6,248 .05 .05 .10
Less than 12th grade 6,248 .09 .11 .13
High school 6,248 .19 .23 .18
Some college 6,248 .26 .30 .20
Bachelor’s degree 6,248 .25 .22 .19
Graduate school 6,248 .20 .14 .18
Age 6,248 52.14 51.10 7.26
Total financial assets 6,248 4,436,094 332,267 1,101,603
Total income 6,248 799,817 102,251 2,442,647

Note. 2016 SCF; all five implicates were used; weighted using population weights.
a40 observations did not have income and were excluded from all analysis.

of giving 3.0% or more of total income compared to house-
holds that did not give (see odds ratio column in Table 3
for first group). If the participant was in a generous commu-
nity, the odds that they will give 3.0% of income, or more,
compared to not giving increased by 28%. When compar-
ing those who gave between 0% and 3.0% with those that
did not give, subjective financial knowledge, generous com-
munity, and financial time horizon were statistically signif-
icant variables at a .05 alpha level. If a household moves
up one point in subjective financial knowledge, it has 12%

higher odds of giving between 0% and 3.0% of total income
compared to households that did not give (see odds ratio
column in Table 3 for first group). A household that incre-
mentally increases their financial time horizon one level
has 12% higher odds of giving between 0% and 3.0%, as
compared to not giving. If the participant was in a gen-
erous community, the odds that they will give between
0% and 3.0% of income, compared to not giving, increase
by 28%. Finally, when comparing giving more than 3.0%
with those who gave between 0% and 3%, only subjective

Pdf_Folio:109
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TABLE 2. Binomial Probit Regression of Give Variable
Variable (Reference Group)
N = 6,208a Est.

Coef.
SE p- Value Avg.

Marg.
Effect

VIF

Intercept -5.14 0.19 <.01 — —
Predictor variables
Risk tolerance 0.01 0.01 .00 0.01 1.18
Subjective financial know 0.04 0.01 <.01 0.01 1.10
Generous community 0.17 0.05 .00 0.04 1.21
Financial planning horizon 0.07 0.02 <.01 0.02 1.15
Use credit for Vac. is right 0.01 0.06 .95 0.00 1.01
Thriftiness 0.05 0.03 .08 0.01 1.13

Control variables
Volunteer 0.74 0.04 <.01 0.18 1.11

Gender (male)
Female -0.06 0.04 .01 -0.03 1.07

Ethnicity (White)
Black 0.19 0.06 .02 0.04 1.14
Hispanic -0.08 0.07 .13 -0.03 1.17
Asian and other -0.22 0.09 .01 -0.06 1.04

Education (bachelor’s degree)
Less than 12th grade -0.42 0.09 <.01 -0.12 1.71
High school -0.36 0.06 <.01 -0.10 1.82
Some college -0.21 0.05 <.01 -0.06 1.77
Graduate school -0.02 0.06 .41 0.01 1.43
Age 0.01 0.00 <.01 0.00 1.20
Log of total financial assets 0.12 0.01 <.01 0.04 1.61
Log of total income 0.21 0.01 <.01 0.03 2.44

Note.Weighted analysis of the 2016 Survey of Consumer Finances using all five implicates and RII
technique.
a40 observations did not have income and were excluded from all analysis.

financial knowledge was statistically significant at a .05
alpha level.

For our control variables, ethnicity was statistically signifi-
cant at a .05 alpha level when comparing those groups who
gave more than 3.0% versus both other reference groups.
Education was significant when looking at both groups
that had no giving as the reference group. Volunteering
was an important predictor for all groups. For example,
if a participant in a household volunteered more than 1
hour per week, the odds are 659% higher of that house-
hold giving 3.0% or more compared to not giving. Finan-
cial assets and income were also significant for all groups.

For every 10% increase in total income, the odds of giving
are increased by 5%, compared to households that did not
give.

Discussion
This study tested whether financial attitudinal variables
have the ability to improve the prediction for how likely
a household is to give money to a charitable organization.
As predicted by an adjusted TPB, participants with cer-
tain financial attitudes (higher risk tolerance and subjective
financial knowledge), higher perceived behavioral control
(financial time horizon), and who had social norms toward
giving from friends/relatives (access emergency funds), had

Pdf_Folio:110
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TABLE 3. Multinomial Logistic Regression: Comparison of Different Levels of Giving as Percentage of Total
Income
Variable (Reference
Group)

Modeled Response Versus Reference Group

Give >3%
Versus No
Give

0% > Give > =
3% Versus No
Give

Give >3%
Versus 0% >
Give >= 3%

N = 6,208
a

Est.
Coef.

SE Odds
Ratio

Est.
Coef.

SE Odds
Ratio

Est.
Coef.

SE Odds
Ratio

Intercept -9.95* 0.61 — -15.99* 0.56 — 6.04 0.44 —
Predictive variables
Risk tolerance -0.01 0.02 0.99 0.03 0.02 1.03 -0.04 0.02 0.96
Subjective financial know 0.09* 0.02 1.10 0.05* 0.02 1.05 0.04* 0.02 1.05
Financial time horizon 0.09 0.04 1.10 0.11* 0.03 1.11 -0.02 0.04 0.98
Generous community 0.28* 0.11 1.32 0.25* 0.09 1.29 0.03 0.10 1.03
Use credit for Vac. is

right
-0.17 0.15 0.85 0.02 0.12 1.02 -0.18 0.15 0.84

Thriftiness 0.12 0.07 1.12 0.00 0.05 1.01 0.11 0.07 1.12
Control variables
Volunteer 1.76* 0.10 5.79 0.96* 0.09 2.60 0.80* 0.09 2.23
Gender (male)
Female -0.05 0.09 0.95 -0.06 0.08 0.94 -0.02 0.09 1.01

Ethnicity (White)
Black 0.62* 0.14 1.85 0.16 0.12 1.18 0.45* 0.15 1.57
Hispanic -0.45* 0.22 0.64 -0.03 0.14 0.98 -0.43* 0.23 0.65
Asian and other -0.93* 0.25 0.39 -0.18 0.16 0.83 -0.75* 0.24 0.47

Education (bachelor’s
degree)
Less than 12th grade -0.97* 0.25 0.38 -0.35* 0.19 0.71 -0.63 0.28 0.54
High school -0.58* 0.14 0.56 -0.43* 0.12 0.65 -0.16 0.15 0.86
Some college -0.37* 0.12 0.69 -0.22* 0.10 0.80 -0.14 0.12 0.87
Graduate school -0.04 0.13 0.96 -0.17 0.11 0.85 0.12 0.11 1.13
Age 0.04* 0.03 1.04 0.01* 0.00 1.02 0.02* 0.00 1.02
Log of total financial

assets
0.17* 0.03 1.18 0.10* 0.02 1.11 0.06* 0.03 1.06

Log of total income 0.31* 0.06 1.37 1.11* 0.05 3.03 -0.80* 0.04 0.45
Model fit statistics
-2 Log-likelihood 12,451
Cox and Snell pseudo R2 0.37

Note.Weighted analysis of the 2016 Survey of Consumer Finances using all five implicates and RII technique.
a40 observations did not have income and were excluded from all analyses.
*p < .05.
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a positive association with giving. It is not surprising that
higher subjective financial knowledge would be associated
with higher charitable giving given that cognitive ability has
been shown to be positively associated witing (Bekkers &
Wiepking, 2011b; James, 2011). The positive association
found between risk tolerance and charitable giving has been
shown in previous studies to exist in women (Müller & Rau,
2016) and private sector employees (Buurman et al., 2012).
More work needs to be done to more model this associa-
tion, particularly given that risk tolerance has not been con-
sistently measured in the past (Roszkowski et al., 2005).
The connection between financial time horizon and charita-
ble giving helps support the work by Liu et al. (2019) who
found a strong association between financial time horizon
and charitable giving using the Health Retirement Study.
Finally, adapting the TPB to include a “moral norm,” as
operationalized by whether participants had a morally neg-
ative view about excessive debt and spending less than they
earn, did not have a statistically significant association with
giving. One contributing factor to the lack of statistical sig-
nificance in the moral norm variables could be the lack of
overall variance in the survey questions: 90% of the partici-
pants answered “yes” to the “use credit for vacation is right”
question, and there were only three possible selections for
the “thriftiness” variable. In another recent study that tested
the relationship between moral attitudes and financial out-
comes, Zagorsky (2017) was also not able to find statistical
significance. These overall results differ fromAnaza (2011),
which found significance with the financial attitudinal vari-
ables financial planning horizon, risk tolerance, and whether
spending exceeded a household budget when using the
2004 SCF.

Limitations to this study include the use of proxy variables
in the TPB conceptualmodel. Attitude, moral norm, and per-
ceived behavioral control concepts were not directly mea-
sured with giving-specific questions because they were not
provided in the SCF dataset, which limits the explanatory
power of the study. Another limitation of the study includes
the lack of data on religiosity (not provided in the SCF
dataset). In 2016, the largest share of charitable donations
went to religious organizations (31%) and 55% of Ameri-
cans say that their religious orientation motivates their giv-
ing (Annual Report on Philanthropy, 2018). Not includ-
ing a religiosity control variable seems to be an important
omitted variable that limits the explanatory power of the
study.

These results add to previous literature by adding a theo-
retical motivation to Anaza’s (2011) study, which was the
first paper, to our knowledge, to comprehensively add finan-
cial attitudinal variables to existing socioeconomic and psy-
chographic models of giving behavior. Our paper makes
a case to consider and/or collect financial attitudinal data,
including risk tolerance, subjective financial knowledge,
and access to emergency funds from friends/relatives, in
order to better predict charitable giving behavior. Since giv-
ing is a financial behavior, it makes logical sense that pre-
dicting giving behavior should include more types of finan-
cial variables.

Given that the United States is the leading nation in char-
itable giving (Zinsmeister, 2016), it is likely that financial
counselors and financial planners will encounter clients who
are actively giving to charities. Financial counselors and
planners could benefit from this study by using financial
attitude variables to better understand their client’s giving
behavior. For example, if a client expressed an interest in
charitable giving, but never actually gave, a financial coun-
selor could possibly help their client achieve their goal of
more charitable giving through increasing their financial
knowledge and risk tolerance. Financial educators, who help
to improve financial knowledge among their students, could
use the results of this study to develop more nuanced cur-
riculum that incorporates the idea that a student’s charita-
ble giving behavior may likely be influenced as their finan-
cial attitudes are shaped. For nonprofit organizations or mar-
keters, these new variables would provide a more nuanced
view of a potential donor than the traditional approach of
simply using socioeconomic variables of age, income, sex,
race, and education to target who may be a potential donor.
For example, when prioritizing a potential donor list, these
financial attitudinal variables could help create more sophis-
ticated scoring of the potential donors, with individuals who
have higher subjective financial knowledge and risk tol-
erance earning a higher desirability score as a potential
donor.

References
Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior.Organiza-

tional Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50(2),
179–211.

Anaza, N. (2011, February). The impact of finan-
cial attitudes and behaviors on charitable giving.
Paper presented at the AMA Winter Educators’Pdf_Folio:112

112 Journal of Financial Counseling and Planning, Volume 31, Number 1, 2021



Conference: Marketing Theory and Applications,
Austin, TX.

Anaza, N., & DeVaney, S. (2008, November). Character-
istics of households who contribute both money and
time to charitable organizations. Paper presented at
the Association for Financial Counseling, Planning and
Education Conference, Garden Grove, CA.

Andreoni, J., & Vesterlund, L. (2001). Which is the
fair sex? Gender differences in altruism. The Quar-
terly Journal of Economics, 116(1), 293–312.
doi:10.1162/003355301556419

Batson, C. D. (1987). Prosocial motivation: Is it ever truly
altruistic? In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experi-
mental social psychology (Vol. 20, pp. 65–122). Aca-
demic Press. doi:10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60412-8

Bekkers, R., & Wiepking, P. (2011a). A literature
review of empirical studies of philanthropy: Eight
mechanisms that drive charitable giving. Nonprofit
and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 40(5), 924–973.
doi:10.1177/0899764010380927

Bekkers, R., & Wiepking, P. (2011b). Who gives?
A literature review of predictors of charitable giv-
ing part one: Religion, education, age and social-
isation. Voluntary Sector Review, 2(3), 337–365.
doi:10.1332/204080511X6087712

Bendapudi, N., Singh, S. N., & Bendapudi, V. (1996).
Enhancing helping behavior: An integrative framework
for promotion planning. Journal of Marketing, 60(3),
33–49. doi:10.2307/1251840

Boisjoly, J., Duncan, G., & Hofferth, S. (1995). Access to
social capital. Journal of Family Issues, 16(5), 609–
631. doi:10.1177/019251395016005006

Bougheas, S., Dasgupta, I., & Morrissey, O. (2007).
Tough love or unconditional charity?Oxford Economic
Papers, 59(4), 561–582. doi:10.1093/oep/gpm026

Burnett, J. J. (1981). Psychographic and demographic
characteristics of blood donors. Journal of Consumer
Research, 8(1), 62–66. doi:10.1086/208841

Burnkrant, R. E., & Page, T. (1982). An examina-
tion of the convergent, discriminant, and predictive
validity of Fishbein’s Behavioral Intention Model.
Journal of Marketing Research, 19(4), 550–561.
doi:10.1177/002224378201900414

Buurman,M., Delfgaauw, J., Dur, R., &Van den Bossche, S.
(2012). Public sector employees: Risk averse and altru-
istic? Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization,
83(3), 279–291. doi:10.1016/j.jebo.2012.06.003

Cermak, D. S. P., File, K. M., & Prince, R. A. (1994). A ben-
efit segmentation of the major donor market. Journal of
Business Research, 29(2), 121–130. doi:10.1016/0148-
2963(94)90016-7

Chatterjee, S., Finke, M., & Harness, N. (2011). The impact
of self-efficacy on wealth accumulation and portfo-
lio choice. Applied Economics Letters, 18(7), 627–631.
doi:10.1080/13504851003761830

Cialdini, R. B., Baumann, D. J., & Kenrick, D. T. (1981).
Insights from sadness: A three-step model of the
development of altruism as hedonism. Developmental
Review, 1(3), 207–223.

Deenanath, V., Danes, S. M., & Jang, J. (2019). Purpo-
sive and unintentional family financial socialization,
subjective financial knowledge, and financial behavior
of high school students. Journal of Financial Coun-
seling and Planning, 30(1), 83–96. doi:10.1891/1052-
3073.30.1.83

Enete, S., & Heckman, S. (2018, November). Understand-
ing a client’s impulse to help others: How self-efficacy
relates to giving money and time away. Poster session
presented at the Association for Financial Counseling,
Planning and Education Conference, Arlington, VA.

Farmer, S. M., & Fedor, D. B. (2001). Changing the
focus on volunteering: An investigation of volun-
teers’ multiple contributions to a charitable orga-
nization. Journal of Management, 27(2), 191–211.
doi:10.1177/014920630102700204

Geisst, C. R. (2013). Beggar thy neighbor, a history of
usury and debt. University of Pennsylvania Press.
https://doi.org/10.9783/9780812207507

Hanna, S. D., Kim, K. T., & Lindamood, S. (2018). Behind
the numbers: Understanding the survey of consumer
finances. Journal of Financial Counseling and Plan-
ning, 29(2), 410–418. doi:10.1891/1052-3073.29.2.410

Jacoby, J. (2016, December 28). The extraordinary
generosity of ordinary Americans. Boston Globe.
https://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion/editorials/2016
/01/28/the-extraordinary-generosity-ordinary-
americans/sSYhKTwI2mJxSZp8PN7csM/story.html.

James, R. (2009). Wills, trusts, and charitable estate plan-
ning: An analysis of document effectiveness using
panel data. Journal of Financial Counseling and Plan-
ning, 20(1), 3–14.

James, R. (2011). Charitable giving and cognitive ability.
International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sec-
tor Marketing, 16(1), 70–83. doi:10.1002/nvsm.402

Pdf_Folio:113

Journal of Financial Counseling and Planning, Volume 31, Number 1, 2021 113

https://doi.org/10.9783/9780812207507
https://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion/editorials/2016/01/28/the-extraordinary-generosity-ordinaryamericans/sSYhKTwI2mJxSZp8PN7csM/story.html
https://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion/editorials/2016/01/28/the-extraordinary-generosity-ordinaryamericans/sSYhKTwI2mJxSZp8PN7csM/story.html
https://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion/editorials/2016/01/28/the-extraordinary-generosity-ordinaryamericans/sSYhKTwI2mJxSZp8PN7csM/story.html


James, R., & Jones, K. (2011). Tithing and religious char-
itable giving in America. Applied Economics, 43(19),
2441–2450. doi:10.1080/00036840903213384

Keister, L. A. (2008). Conservative protestants and
wealth: How religion perpetuates asset poverty.
American Journal of Sociology, 113(5), 1237–1271.
doi:10.1086/525506

Kimiyagahlam, F., Safari, M., & Mansori, S. (2019). Influ-
ential behavioral factors on retirement planning behav-
ior: The case of Malaysia. Journal of Financial Coun-
seling and Planning, 30(2), 244–261.

Latour, S. A., & Manrai, A. K. (1989). Interactive impact
of informational and normative influence on dona-
tions. Journal of Marketing Research, 26(3), 327–335.
doi:10.1177/002224378902600306

LeBaron, A. B., Rosa-Holyoak, C. M., Bryce, L. A., Hill,
E. J., & Marks, L. D. (2018). Teaching children about
money: Prospective parenting ideas from undergrad-
uate students. Journal of Financial Counseling and
Planning, 29(2), 259–271.

Linden, S. (2011). Charitable intent: A moral or social
construct? A revised theory of planned behav-
ior model. Current Psychology, 30(4), 355–374.
doi:10.1007/s12144-011-9122-1

Liu, Z., James, R., & Aboohamidi, A. (2019, February).
Finding the next major donor: The relationship between
financial planning horizon and charitable giving. Paper
presented at the Academic Research Colloquium for
Financial Planning and Related Disciplines. Arlington,
VA. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3213057

Malvasi, M. (2012, December 20). Aristotle and eco-
nomic prudence. The Imaginative Conservative.
https://theimaginativeconservative.org/2012/12/aristotle-
and-economic-crisis.html

Manstead, A. (1999). The role of moral norm in the attitude-
behavior relation. In Attitudes, behavior, and social
context (pp. 11–30). London, GB: Psychology Press.
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/e/9781410603210
/chapters/10.4324/9781410603210-2

Mcclelland, R., & Brooks, A. C. (2004). What is
the real relationship between income and charita-
ble giving? Public Finance Review, 32(5), 483–497.
doi:10.1177/1091142104266973

McIntyre, P., Barnett, M. A., Harris, R. J., Shanteau, J.,
Skowronski, J., & Klassen, M. (1987). Psycholog-
ical factors influencing decisions to donate organs.
Advances in Consumer Research, 14(1), 331–334.

Mesch, D. J., Rooney, P. M., Steinberg, K. S., & Den-
ton, B. (2006). The effects of race, gender, and mari-
tal status on giving and volunteering in Indiana. Non-
profit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 35(4), 565–587.
doi:10.1177/0899764006288288

Montalto, C. P., & Sung, J. (1996). Multiple imputation
in the 1992 Survey of Consumer Finances. Journal of
Financial Counseling and Planning, 7, 133–146.

Müller, S., & Rau, H. A. (2016). How gender and risk
preferences influence charitable giving: Experimen-
tal evidence (No. 264; Discussion Papers). Center
for European Governance and Economic Development
Research.

Pessemier, E. A., Bemmaor, A. C., & Hanssens, D. M.
(1977). Willingness to supply human body parts: Some
empirical results. Journal of Consumer Research, 4(3),
131–140. doi:10.1086/208688

Rivis, A., & Sheeran, P. (2003). Descriptive norms as an
additional predictor in the theory of planned behaviour:
A meta-analysis. Current Psychology, 22(3), 218–233.
doi:10.1007/s12144-003-1018-2

Rooney, P. M., Mesch, D. J., Chin, W., & Steinberg, K. S.
(2005). The effects of race, gender, and survey method-
ologies on giving in the US. Economics Letters, 86(2),
173–180. doi:10.1016/j.econlet.2004.06.015

Roszkowski, M. J., Davey, G., & Grable, J. E. (2005).
Insights from psychology and psychometrics on mea-
suring risk tolerance. Journal of Financial Planning,
18(4), 66–77.

Sargeant, A. (1999). Charitable giving: Towards a model
of donor behaviour. Journal of Marketing Manage-
ment, 15(4), 215–238. doi:10.1362/02672579978487
0351

Smoker, D. (2009). Modern usury: The moral challenge of
credit cards in light of catholic teaching and practice in
the past and the present. Master’s thesis, Saint Benedict
Saint John’s University. DigitalCommons@CSB/SJU.
https://digitalcommons.csbsju.edu/sot_papers/735

The Giving Institute. (2018, June). Annual report on philan-
thropy. https://givingusa.org/tag/giving-usa-2018/

Wang, L., & Graddy, E. (2008). Social capital, volunteering,
and charitable giving. VOLUNTAS: International Jour-
nal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 19(1),
23–42. doi:10.1007/s11266-008-9055-y

Webb, D. J., Green, C. L., & Brashear, T. G. (2000).
Development and validation of scales to measure atti-
tudes influencing monetary donations to charitable

Pdf_Folio:114

114 Journal of Financial Counseling and Planning, Volume 31, Number 1, 2021

https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3213057
https://theimaginativeconservative.org/2012/12/aristotle-and-economic-crisis.html
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/e/9781410603210/chapters/10.4324/9781410603210-2
https://digitalcommons.csbsju.edu/sot_papers/735
https://givingusa.org/tag/giving-usa-2018/
https://theimaginativeconservative.org/2012/12/aristotle-and-economic-crisis.html
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/e/9781410603210/chapters/10.4324/9781410603210-2


organizations. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 28(2), 299. doi:10.1177/0092070300282010

Wilson, J. (2000). Volunteering. Annual Review of Soci-
ology, 26(1), 215–240. doi:10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.
215

Xiao, J. J., & Wu, G. J. (2008). Completing debt manage-
ment plans in credit counseling: An application of the
theory of planned behavior. Journal of Financial Coun-
seling and Planning, 19(2), 29–45.

Yavas, U., Riecken, G., & Parameswaran, R. (1980). Using
psychographics to profile potential donors. Atlanta
Business Journal, 30(5), 41.

Zagorsky, J. L. (2017). Ethical behaviors and wealth: Gener-
ation Y’s experience. Journal of Financial Counseling
and Planning, 28(2), 181–195.

Zinsmeister, K. (2016). The almanac of American philan-
thropy. Philanthropy Roundtable.

Disclosure. The authors have no relevant financial interest
or affiliations with any commercial interests related to the
subjects discussed within this article.

Funding. The author(s) received no specific grant or finan-
cial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication
of this article.

Pdf_Folio:115

Journal of Financial Counseling and Planning, Volume 31, Number 1, 2021 115


	Financial Attitudes and Charitable Giving
	Literature Review
	Conceptual Model
	Method
	Results
	Discussion
	References




