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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Household financial risk-taking (FRT) diminishes during economic downturns or periods char-
acterized by high cost of living to preserve household wealth, economic safety and wellbeing,
leading to significant reductions in consumption. Yet the exact mechanisms behind these
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Financial risk-taking changes in FRT are not understood. The study investigates FRT within households residing in
United Kingdom the UK using a structured questionnaire survey on 215 families. The study is designed around
Theory of planned behavior the theory of planned behavior. Data are analyzed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and
COVID-19 Structural Equation Modeling. Results are validated using bootstrapping. Multiple regression

analysis and mean difference tests are conducted to examine sensitivity of FRT to various demo-
graphic and social factors. The results indicate profound influence of attitude, subjective norms,
and perceived behavioral control, alongside culture, on FRT practices within UK households. We
forward that FRT is intentional, utilized in situations where it is deemed safe for the family and
eschewed by families with a higher level of behavioral control. Results also imply an urgent
need to address effectively the key aspects pertaining to household wellbeing, gender diversity,
and power sharing among partners within the family.

1. Introduction

Despite decades-long scientific endeavors, our understanding of the factors affecting financial risk-taking (FRT), and their influ-
ence on the selection of banks, investment opportunities and financial institutions is very limited. This study intends to fill this gap by
studying the direct and indirect factors affecting risk-taking decisions by UK households and their implications for financial institu-
tions. This is particularly relevant in the post-COVID-19 context, where many households have experienced a reduction in investable
assets, in some cases resulting in increased risk aversion that has persisted beyond the immediate aftermath of the pandemic
(Alhenawi & Yazdanparast, 2022; Yue et al., 2020). Other studies found a strong effect of financial status on financial decisions, with
households that were financially vulnerable pre-COVID feeling the pandemic negatively impacted their finances, while those with
higher security feeling a positive effect (Bruce et al., 2022). Both situations potentially lead to altered financial behavior in house-
holds, and its potential longer-term impact is worth investigating. Furthermore, the pandemic forced many households into gaining
skills in using FinTech and relying on robo-advisors to guide their investments, in addition to worrying about their health and finan-
cial status (Fox & Bartholomae, 2020), which could influence financial decision-making.
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In a rational setting, consumers take financial risks if they find them rewarding in terms of higher returns, social status, or other
tangible achievements (Rolison & Shenton, 2020; Schoemaker, 1993; Sekscinska & Rudzinska-Wojciechowska, 2022). Complemented
by a higher degree of financial knowledge and awareness, rational financial decisions are generally instrumental and objective-driven
(Bender et al., 2022; Rogers et al., 2013). Within an irrational environment, the intention to engage in financial risks is dominated by
a host of individual, social, and behavioral factors, including personality traits, self-esteem, religion, and belief systems (Apergis,
2023; Egan & Bull, 2020; Ramazanova et al., 2022; Seksciniska & Rudzinska-Wojciechowska, 2022). A cohort of these intentional and
behavioral factors carry important implications for financial markets.

FRT is defined in many ways, with risk and utility maximization being essential components. Some of the simplest definitions of
FRT involve the notions of chances of gains and losses in uncertain conditions (Figner & Weber, 2011; Josef et al., 2016; Zou et al.,
2019). The choice of risky (re-)investment, therefore, depends on perceived overall utility, family values, culture, and other social and
financial benefits (Bender et al., 2022; Rogers et al., 2013; Rolison & Shenton, 2020; Seksciniska & Rudzinska-Wojciechowska, 2022).
This is also a challenge from a financial marketing standpoint.

Due to behavioral processes, it is extremely difficult to find common factors explaining FRT. Religiosity emerges as a significant
factor, particularly in communities characterized by collective values and religious dominance (Apergis, 2023; Ashqar & Lobao,
2023). Although there exists a notable disparity among various religious factions (Li, 2022), households adhering to religious beliefs
tend to engage less with financial risk (Leon & Pfeifer, 2017). The cultural background of individuals influences risk-taking (Xue et al.,
2021). The inclination towards gambling in some cultures is also a distinct characteristic of individuals, influenced by social and cul-
tural factors (Kim et al., 2021; Mishra & Bhardwaj, 2022; Ramazanova et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2017; Zang et al., 2023).

Sex is a longstanding and widely utilized demographic marker for discerning individual levels of risk (Brahma et al., 2023; Wagner
& Walstad, 2023; Weber et al., 2002). Dominance within household relations influences risk-taking attitude (Haran Rosen et al.,
2021; Ke, 2021). For instance, households led by women may consider taking social risks while averting financial risks (Friedl et al.,
2020). Financial knowledge, awareness, and availability of financial information also strongly influence FRT (Cupék et al., 2021;
Lusardi, 2012; van Rooij et al., 2012).

While most studies on risk-taking consider the cases of individuals as decision-makers, FRT in a household context has also be-
come important in recent years for several reasons. First, due to the pressing challenges posed by the escalating cost of living, limited
general and financial knowledge, and even social and peer pressure, many households resort to engaging in high-risk investments and
gambling activities (Cardak et al., 2019; Midoes & Seré, 2022).

Second, the attitude towards risk-taking is different between individuals caring for themselves and individuals caring for their
families. They are not only different in terms of their religious beliefs (Leén & Pfeifer, 2017) but also in gender diversity (i.e., domi-
nant male versus female partner - Robson & Peetz, 2020; Wagner & Walstad, 2023), financial and general market literacy (Johnston
et al., 2016; Lusardi, 2012; van Rooij et al., 2012) and leadership of the head of the family (Ke, 2021; Lim et al., 2022).

Third, while it is well established that rational individuals consider family safety and well-being before making risky decisions
(Chaulk et al., 2003; Haran Rosen et al., 2021; Kim et al., 2017), household decisions are often influenced by how well the decision-
makers handle the consequences of their decision. Therefore, the behavioral control and self-awareness (Bazley et al., 2021; Robson
& Peetz, 2020) and cognitive and personality traits (Johnston et al., 2016) of the household decision-makers have been the subject
of academic and professional interest.

Despite being one of the most demographically, religiously, and culturally diverse economies globally, studies on household FRT
in the United Kingdom (UK) are rare. Household FRT has become an area of massive importance in the wake of multiple economic
crises involving the UK, including its historically slow recovery from COVID-19 leading to a high cost of living and the reliance of a
larger number of households on government funds for survival (Du & Shepotylo, 2022).

This study contributes to the growing literature on FRT and how it affects financial choices. Its core objective is to examine the de-
terminants of FRT in a UK household setting. We conceptualized the study based on the theory of planned behavior (TPB), the cushion
hypothesis, Hofstede's 6-D cultural dimensions, and the central religiosity scale (CRS).

TPB is a perception-based model that helps identify the determinants of any specific behavior (Ajzen, 1991). The model has three
basic independent variables: attitude, perceived behavioral control, and subjective norms. The connection between these variables
and the actual behavioral outcome (here FRT) is mediated by behavioral intention. Due to the experimental nature of studies on FRT,
there is limited evidence of the use of TPB in FRT studies, with some exceptions to studies on lottery participation and gambling
(Flack & Morris, 2017; Leén-Jariego et al., 2020; Walker et al., 2006).

The cushion hypothesis states that people in collective societies are more willing to take financial risks because they perceive a
stronger social safety net (Hsee & Weber, 1999). The 6-D (six dimensions) cultural factors assume that humans behave randomly and
value relationships with other individuals, family, groups, and society that carry significant impact on decision-making (Hofstede,
1980; Hofstede & Minkov, 2010). Both the cushion hypothesis and Hofstede's cultural dimensions support understanding the influ-
ence of culture on FRT. We considered the Centrality of Religiosity Scale (CRS) by Huber and Huber (2012) to capture the influence of
religiosity on FRT.

Data from UK households (n = 215) were collected using a structured questionnaire and analyzed using Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) and Structural Equation Modelling (SEM), which allowed accounting for direct and indirect effects (through a media-
tion effect). The results indicate a robust positive and direct association between risk intention and perceived behavioral control on FRT.
Subjective norms negatively influence FRT both directly and indirectly through risk intention. Risk attitude has an indirect positive im-
pact while culture exhibits an indirect negative impact on FRT. From the mean difference tests, religious orientation, income source,
and net savings do not exhibit any significant influence on FRT. The financial affiliation of the households (i.e., affiliation with banks,
financial clubs and other networks) exhibits a significant influence on FRT.
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The novelty of these findings lies not only in their relevance to a society characterized by individualism, religious pluralism, a ro-
bust financial market, and personal freedom, but also in the profound consequences they carry in the post-COVID crisis era. House-
holds with a positive attitude, intention, and perceived control over the consequences of risky decisions will take more risk. FRT is
further characterized by an instrumental and strategic approach, with a strong emphasis on planning, networking, and financial
knowledge (Rogers et al., 2013). This suggests that households may consider investments in new initiatives with higher levels of risk
based on their long-term affiliations with and trust in financial services providers.

Results on subjective norms strongly support the notion that FRT is influenced by social, family, and peer pressure. A family that
cares about the health, wellbeing and comfort of its members will generally not take risky decisions. While long-term family wellbe-
ing is the primary reason behind this (Kim et al., 2017), the impact of COVID-19 and high cost of living cannot be ignored. Similar to
Wang et al. (2017), households characterized by high levels of masculinity and power distance tend to engage in lower levels of risky
investment. A family lacking diversity and equality in power dynamics between partners is likely to exhibit a lower propensity for as-
suming risk (Guiso & Zaccaria, 2023). Financial institutions should revise their financial products based on family power sharing, de-
gree of financial awareness, and relationship between banks and the customers.

The remainder of the study is organized as follows. Section 2 provides an analysis of the relevant literature, and hypotheses. Sec-
tion 3 provides an in-depth analysis of the data, materials, and procedures employed in the study. The findings are summarized in Sec-
tion 4 and discussed in Section 5. Section 6 concludes the study, highlighting potential implications and limitations.

2. Theory and hypotheses development
2.1. Theory of planned behavior (TPB) and FRT

The theoretical premise of this study is grounded in three assumptions. First, there has been a significant divergence in the extent
to which factors affect FRT between groups and individuals (Li, 2022; Olivola et al., 2020). Since risk-taking is often a choice, inten-
tion of and attitude towards risk-taking act as primary drivers of FRT.

Second, adherence to family values and a focus on household orientation, particularly during crisis periods, serve as limiting fac-
tors for families, reducing gambling and high-risk venturing (Kim et al., 2017; Rogers et al., 2013). Household risk-taking is strongly
influenced by culture, social, family, and peer pressure. As opposed to the norms of a collective society (Hsee & Weber, 1999), house-
hold responsibility may help reduce risk-taking in an individualistic society such as the UK (Chaulk et al., 2003; Gorlitz & Tamm,
2020).

Third, the ‘ability’ to take and manage risks is often a preferred trait compared to ‘preferring’ to take risk (Millroth et al., 2020).
Hence, households with higher perceived behavioral control possess the capacity to take more risks. Higher awareness and knowl-
edge, financial literacy, and training strengthen households' confidence in handling risky decisions (Lusardi, 2019).

Drawing from TPB, this study posits that risk-taking behavior is contingent upon one's attitude towards and perception of risk, cus-
tomary norms, as well as perceived behavioral, cultural, and social control factors (Ajzen, 1991).

There are limited studies using TPB in FRT. Flack and Morris (2017) employed TPB to study the intention to gamble. They re-
ported a direct connection between attitude and intention-to-gamble behavior. Walker et al. (2006) reported the intention to play lot-
tery among respondents from diverse ethnic groups was affected by attitude, norms, and controllability, alongside self-efficacy.

2.2. Risk intention

Intention is defined as the degree of effort, willingness, and planning to execute a behavior (Ajzen, 1991). For FRT, intention ex-
plains the motivation to take risks, either because a household intends to take risks or has no alternatives. It is expected that higher in-
tention to take risk is positively connected to FRT. Household FRT is considered a conscious and planned action driven by an assess-
ment of the advantages and disadvantages linked to the overall welfare of the family (Bender et al., 2022; Rolison & Shenton, 2020).
The presence of financial risk is anticipated to be 'business as usual', with certain households potentially opting to allocate their re-
sources towards investments carrying higher degrees of risk (Alhenawi & Yazdanparast, 2022; Andries et al., 2023; Gomes et al.,
2021; Kling et al., 2023).

Intention requires resources as well as planning that may result in a habit (Redish et al., 2008). The intention to engage in a risky
activity is also driven by a positive attitude towards the perceived benefits associated with this activity (Bottasso et al., 2022; Robson
& Peetz, 2020), and influenced by attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991). Therefore, intention
acts both as a driver and mediator of FRT. Given this, we hypothesize that:

H1.1. Risk intention is positively connected to FRT.

H1.2. Risk intention mediates the relationship between determinants (attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, cul-
ture, religiosity) and FRT.

2.3. Attitude

Attitude towards risk has been evaluated in numerous studies, including how it differs amongst financial experts (Bottasso et al.,
2022), ethnicities (Tan et al., 2021), and sexes (Robson & Peetz, 2020).
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Variation in risk-taking behavior can be broken down into three components: the extent to which risk is perceived, the anticipated
benefits, and the individual's risk attitude, which refers to their level of tolerance for risk in pursuit of expected gains (Rolison &
Shenton, 2020). Preference for a risky bet typically stems from a strong positive evaluation of the higher expected utility associated
with that option. compared to low-risk options with lower/usual returns (Rolison & Shenton, 2020). Bender et al. (2022) found that
strong attitudes can undermine enduring ideals and established practices. They showed that high-net-worth investors encountered
many risk considerations, predominantly of a non-financial characteristic, such as health risks and the occurrence of uncommon dis-
asters. Expertise in FRT and prior knowledge about risky investments induces a more relaxed attitude towards FRT (Bottasso et al.,
2022; Shou & Olney, 2021), whereas most studies show that ageing makes individuals more conscious about FRT (Konig, 2021), indi-
cating a systematic reduction in risk-attitude over time. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H2. A progressive attitude towards risk is positively connected to risk intention and FRT.
2.4. Perceived behavioral controls (PBC)

PBC is defined as the ‘ability’ of the individual to control factors that lead to certain intention and behavior (Ajzen, 1991), which
often leads to the perception surrounding the ‘ease’ or ‘difficulty’ associated with certain behavior. It does not only depend on the in-
dividual's internal control but is also influenced by their perceptions of their ability to understand external factors (e.g. risks in-
volved).

Self-control and self-esteem show a strong impact on FRT. Individuals exhibiting elevated levels of self-esteem showed a proclivity
towards increased involvement in financial ventures and gambling, hence participating in activities characterized by heightened fi-
nancial risk (Sekscinska et al., 2021). Self-control was found to be negatively associated with lottery-based risk-taking, while higher
self-esteem and sense of power led to higher gambling-based risk-taking (Seksciniska & Rudzinska-Wojciechowska, 2022).

Financial know-how and experience play a crucial role in facilitating the ability to make informed and prudent financial decisions.
According to Ledn and Pfeifer (2017), there exists a widely held assumption that individuals possessing a fundamental understanding
of financial matters are inclined to engage in risky endeavors solely when there is a commensurate potential for gain. Having a com-
prehensive grasp of fundamental concepts pertaining to terms of trade, as well as possessing a broader perspective on the market and
other financial instruments, facilitates the process of making informed decisions that entail a certain degree of risk. Individuals hav-
ing a wider control over risk, financial and market information tended to exhibit a greater propensity for engaging in FRT or selecting
portfolios comprised of high-risk assets (Cupék et al., 2021). The disparity in financial knowledge among different demographic
groups was significant and was frequently influenced by factors such as culture, financial attitude, and financial self-efficacy (Farrell
et al., 2016; Rink et al., 2021). We hypothesize that:

H3. Higher perceived behavioral control is positively connected to intention and FRT.
2.5. Subjective norms

Risky financial decisions are social constructs. Some household's risky financial decisions (ranging from the purchase of real estate
to gambling) are strongly influenced by familial, peer, and social pressures. Subjective norms are these collective pressures that mod-
ify our intentions and commitment to a behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Subjective norms have occasionally shown weak effects on intention,
however (Morren & Grinstein, 2021), as they can be evaluated as those which others believe an individual should do (injunctive
norms) and what others do (descriptive norms - Cialdini, 2003; Veissiere et al., 2019), and an individual's personal norms (Schwartz,
1968). The combination of these various aspects leads to individual conflicts between what is right to do and what one intends to do.

While Egan and Bull (2020) found social support from family and friends a weak mediator between personal characteristics and
risk-taking, Zou et al. (2019) reported that pressure from family members mediated this relationship. Lim et al. (2022) equally
showed some evidence for a mediating role of family support. Reasons for this difference may lie within the realm of power distribu-
tions among family members and their ability to control the decision of others (Dema-Moreno, 2009; Hu, 2021; Morsy, 2020). Due to
differences in roles played by husbands and wives in a household decision, a growing body of literature finds that women are particu-
larly strong in social risk-taking but weaker in FRT (Booysen & Guvuriro, 2021; Friedl et al., 2020).

Concerns about household wellbeing and long-term development of household financial value may impose implicit pressures on
risk-taking, particularly during post-crisis recovery period. Kim et al. (2017) found that family wellbeing negatively influences mem-
ber's engagement with risky financial decisions. A household's expectations of economic crisis and high inflation rates influence its fi-
nancial behavior (Burke & Ozdagli, 2023; Yue et al., 2020). Ajzen (1991) and La Barbera and Ajzen (2020) also argued that exact na-
ture of subjective norms might be less robust due to conflict between personal considerations and perceived social pressure of the be-
havior in question.

In the face of increased cost of living, household financial investment is done much more cautiously, considering the potential of
future downturns and need for more essential investment in health and education of household members. Therefore, implicit pressure
towards ‘household orientation’ in the post-crisis period would induce lower FRT, leading to the following:

H4. Subjective norms are negatively related to FRT.
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2.6. Religiosity

The impact of religious orientation on risk aversion is a subject of considerable contention (Liu, 2010). While the impact of reli-
giosity on risky decision-making is more pronounced than that of mere religious affiliation, overall, the influence of religion was ob-
served to be more robust among individuals identifying as Muslims and Christians, when compared to those identifying as Hindus and
Buddhists (Olivola et al., 2020).

Due to the restrictions stated in the Islamic law (Shariah), Muslims are explicitly prohibited to engage in excessive and unjustifi-
able risk-taking, as well as participating in gambling activities (Le6n & Pfeifer, 2017). Canepa and Ibnrubbian (2014) revealed signifi-
cant correlations between Muslims and their inclination towards selecting Shariah-compliant stocks and investments that are gener-
ally less risky compared to non-compliant investments. Li (2022) noted that Protestants and Catholics also face comparable values-
driven limitations. Dennin et al. (2022) utilized the CRS (Huber & Huber, 2012) to show that financial decision-making is influenced
by intuition derived from religious beliefs.

Household finance and financial behavior of the household decision-maker have been the focus of a growing body of literature
(Gomes et al., 2021). However, the nexus of religion on household FRT from Europe and the UK is just emerging. The broader under-
standing is that the religious practices of individuals and households have a complex effect on risk-taking (Fincher & Thornhill, 2012).
Muslim households are generally risk averters while applying for long-term mortgage for their houses and stock market investment
when compared to high risk-taking activities exhibited by Catholics, Hindus, and even other minority groups (Ashqar & Lobao, 202.3;
Das et al., 2019; Kim et al., 2021). There is, however, considerable debate on the propensity to take risk among Catholics and Protes-
tants (Apergis, 2023; Ashqar & Lobao, 2023). We contend that religious households do not find much utility in risky investment sacri-
ficing religious codes, which leads to the following hypothesis:

H5. Higher degrees of religiosity reduce risk intention and FRT.
2.7. Culture

Human behavior in different cultural contexts is non-random, indicating a persistent influence on culture on human decision-
making (Hofstede, 1980). Cultural alignment, similarity, dissimilarity, and identity influence financial literacy and how people are
dominated by their gender diversity and power distance, farsightedness, and the tendency to avoid risks (Hofstede & Minkov, 2010;
Rink et al., 2021). Hofstede's (1980) six-dimensional (6-D) cultural indicators are used by numerous studies to understand how cul-
ture influences human behavior. These dimensions encompass power distance, masculinity versus femininity, individualism versus
collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, long versus short-term orientation, and indulgence versus restraints.

Cultural dimensions appear to drive conflicts within subjective norms (discussed in Section 1.5) to a certain extent, validating
their inclusion in a TPB model. A previous study showed that, in countries with higher scores on Hofstede's individualism dimension
(such as the UK), cultural dimensions moderately influenced intention as measured through TPB models (Morren & Grinstein, 2021).
Wang et al. (2017) conducted a study including 53 nations to examine the correlation between Hofstede's cultural dimensions and the
propensity of individuals to participate in lotteries, showing a positive relationship between individualism, power distance, masculin-
ity, and the tendency to exhibit loss aversion. Meier-Pesti and Penz (2008) found that FRT was affected by levels of masculinity. Hsee
and Weber (1999) posited that intention to FRT is higher in a collective-oriented society, since individuals are mor inclined to receive
financial assistance when they are in a state of need, potentially serving as a protective (financial) cushion.

Religious culture is not covered under Hofstede's dimensions. An important blend of spirituality and culture dictate the financial
management, as seen among American Indian populations where sharing resources is considered an obligation and financial manage-
ment of Indian households involves an intricate balance of nature, spirituality, and money (Danes et al., 2016). Similarly, extensive
social relationships and religious practices reduce the tendency of household financial defaults in Tibet (Zang et al., 2023), while peo-
ple residing in nations with a greater proportion of Orthodox Christians exhibit a higher degree of loss aversion (Wang et al., 2017).

With cultural norms generally exhibiting a restriction on excessive risk-taking, we hypothesize that:

H6. Culture is negatively connected to risk intention and FRT.
2.8. Other demographic factors

There is a notable variation in financial risk attitudes observed across participants with varying levels of finance experience
(Bottasso et al., 2022; Kling et al., 2023), age (Eberhardt et al., 2019; Rolison et al., 2014), sex (Booysen & Guvuriro, 2021; Guiso &
Zaccaria, 2023; Gupta et al., 2022) and a group of financial profilers, such as household savings (Haran Rosen et al., 2021) access to
finance (Mishra & Bhardwaj, 2022), and numeracy and literacy (Bucher-Koenen et al., 2021; Lusardi, 2019). There is however very
limited knowledge about the influence of household income and savings on their tendency to take risks. It is also important to exam-
ine how social connections through membership of a financial club or network influence household intention to FRT. Income source
and savings offer financial motivation behind FRT, while being part of a financial club or network can help explain the influence of so-
cial inclusion and cultural ties on FRT.



A. Kim et al. International Review of Economics and Finance xxx (xxxx) 104567
3. Materials and methods
3.1. Definitions, variables, and measures

Fig. 1 presents the modified TPB-based model used in this study. This model employs four distinct types of variables. The pri-
mary category encompasses factors that influence household propensity for engaging in FRT. Five independent variables were in-
cluded: perceived behavioral control (PBC), subjective norms (SBN), attitude towards risk (ATT), culture (CUL) and religiosity
(REL). Risk intention (INT) functions as a mediating variable. The dependent variable is FRT. A set of demographic variables, such
as age, gender, dependents and education, are included. The control variables comprise five demographic indicators, including re-
ligious orientation, sources of income, net savings, financial affinity, and sex.

Due to the limited use of TPB in FRT studies, an extensive literature search was conducted to identify measures for all constructs.
The measurements of five independent factors, the mediating variable, and the dependent variable are based on established defini-
tions derived from pertinent scholarly literature (Table 1). In this study, these items were measured using a seven-point Likert scale,
which offer choices from '1' (strongly disagree) to '7' (strongly agree). Demographic identifiers were coded using the dummy variable
approach.

3.2. Data

Participants were recruited based on a convenience sampling approach. Recruitment relied on participants engaging with posters
spread at the authors’ institutions, social media (Reddit and LinkedIn) posts and word-of-mouth. Posters and social media posts con-
tained a QR code and link, respectively, that sent participants to an MS Forms website containing information about the study and a
consent form. If individuals agreed to participate, they were forwarded to another MS Forms website containing the structured ques-
tionnaire. Given the anticipation of fast fluctuations in household financial circumstances during the post-pandemic era, we allotted a
maximum duration of three months for data collection. The survey was administered in English and required approximately 20 min
to complete. Criteria for participation were to contribute in managing household finances, be aged 18 or above, understand written
English and reside in the UK. Ethical approval for the study was obtained from the local ethics committee.

3.3. Factor analysis

The analytical process consisted of multiple components. The procedure of data filtering and cleansing was accomplished by ex-
amining the frequency distributions within the respondents’ profile (Table 2). Next, CFA was employed to ascertain the principal
components and establish conceptual constructs. This decreased the number of measures that are used to represent a particular con-
struct and provided a model that could be further examined to investigate the correlations between different constructs using regres-
sion models (Abdi and Williams, 2010).

Control

Independent Variables Mediating Variable Dependent Variable

Variables

Risk Intention (INT)
Religious _
orientation ‘— '
= Attitude (ATT) t
Income - _ -
SOUrCes » Subjective norms (SBN) — . ) .
1M A ——_ | Financial Risk-
Net savings Perceived behavioural |~ . — —"| taking (FRT)
control (PBC) / '
Financial _
affinity » Religiosity (REL) I
SR ls! Culture (CUL) ~

Fig. 1. Model for household FRT. Dotted lines show an indirect relationship mediated through risk intention, and full lines indicate a direct relationship. Attitude
(ATT), subjective norms (SBN), and perceived behavioral control (PBC) are the three determinants of risk intention suggested by Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). Re-
ligiosity (REL) is measured using the 5-point CRS. Culture (CUL) is based on the perceived cultural attributes suggested by Hofstede.
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Table 1
Definitions of the variables.

Variable Definitions

Measures/attributes

Financial risk-taking Indicators measure the perceptions of the respondents preferring risky investments over non-risky
(FRT) alternatives and a desire to reinvest if the asset remains risky (Figner & Weber, 2011; Gupta et al.,
2022; Josef et al., 2016).

Risk-taking intention Indicators measure an intention to invest in risky venture while considering FRT as a part of everyday
(INT) life (Ajzen, 1991; Ledn-Jariego et al., 2020).

Attitudes (ATT) Indicate perceived attitudes participants have towards risky investments, short-term gains, and
cryptocurrency (Konig, 2021; Meier-Pesti & Penz, 2008; Shou & Olney, 2021; Tan et al., 2021).

Perceived behavioral Measures include perceived financial and non-financial knowledge, ability and skills that control FRT

control (PBC) intentions (Robson & Peetz, 2020; Sekscinska et al., 2021; Shou & Olney, 2021; Wagner & Walstad,
2023).
Subjective norms Measures include influence and control exerted by family, friends, society, and other household
(SBN) demands, including the needs for investment in education, health, and savings for future rainy days

(Egan & Bull, 2020; Lim et al., 2022; Zou et al., 2019).

Culture (CUL) Perceived cultural attributes are taken from the 6-D cultural measures by Hofstede's six cultural
dimensions (Hofstede & Minkov, 2010; Wang et al., 2017).

Religiosity (REL) The CRS-5 scale proposed by Huber and Huber (2012), measuring the perceived importance of
religion within one's life, and to what extent they actively participate in religious events.

Religious orientation Coded as a dichotomous variable.

Net savings

Sources of income

I prefer risky investment over
non-risky alternative.

1 will reinvest in risky assets.

1 like to deal with uncertainty.
1 prefer profits over risk
diversification.

I like risk-taking even if these
are costly.

I recommend risky assets to
friends and family.

I accept risk-taking as a part of
my everyday life.

1 like to trade in the market for
short-term gain.

1 think cryptos can make some
quick money for us.

Risky assets are more profitable
than others.

1 buy lottery tickets often.

I understand the terms of the
trade.

I know when to stop
trading/investing.

1 can identify new opportunities
in the market.

I understand the broader market.
1 have knowledge of the
economy.

Investment in my family health
is important to me.

I am worried about my family's
financial security.

1 think comfort in my household
is important.

I want to secure financial
freedom for my family.

My surroundings influence me
while buying new assets.

1 live in a male-dominated
society.

There exists high power distance
in my culture.

I prefer individualism over
collectivism.

I prefer certain outcomes over
uncertain outcomes.

1 plan for long-term goals.
There are more occasions of
indulgence than of restraints.

I frequently pray.

I believe in the existence of God
or something divine.

I often take part in religious
services.

I believe that God or something
divine intervenes in life.

1 often think about religious
issues.

0 = no religious orientation

1 = religious orientation

1 = below 5 % (of total monthly

income)
2 = 5 % and more
1 = own business income

2 = other income sources

(continued on next page)
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Table 1 (continued)

Variable Definitions Measures/attributes
Dependents 0 = no dependents
1 = dependents
Financial affinity 0 = not affiliated with financial
organization

1 = affiliated

Notes: The measures are initial inputs. The actual measures after CFA based on relatively higher reliability score and factor structure are shown in Table 3.

Table 2
Respondents’ profile.
Indicators Freq. % Indicators Freq. %
Age Financial affiliation
Below 35 89 41.4 No 169 78.6
36 to 55 96 44.7 Yes 46 21.4
56 and above 30 13.9 Total 215 100.0
Total 215 100.0
Religious orientatio
Gender No religious orientation 83 38.6
Male 78 37.0 Religious orientation 132 61.4
Female 124 57.0 Total 215 100.0
Undisclosed 13 6.0
Total 215 100.0 Caring for dependents
Yes 88 40.9
No 127 59.1
Total 215 100.0
Sources of income
Own business income 130 60.5 Financial education and experience
Other income and funds 85 39.5 None 156 72.6
Total 215 100.0 Limited education and experience 27 12.6
Financial degrees but no experience 17 7.9
Financial degrees and job experience 15 7.0
Net monthly income (£) Total 215 100.0
<1000 55 25.6
1000-3000 95 44.2 Net monthly savings
3000-5000 49 22.8 Below 5 % 104 48.4
>5000 16 7.4 5 % and more 111 51.6
Total 215 100.0 Total 215 100.0

3.4. Reliability and validity of the measures

To establish the validity of CFA, the analysis included factor loadings, composite reliability, and average variance extracted (AVE)
scores as indicators of convergent validity, as recommended by Hair Jr. et al. (2022). We conducted cross-correlations to assess dis-
criminant validity, following Fornell and Larcker's (1981) method. During factor loading selection, a threshold of 0.65 was utilized as
a criterion for a reliable factor score (Kaiser, 1974). Statistical measures that were used to assess the adequacy and robustness of a
model include the Chi-square value (CMIN) and CMIN/DF (DF stands for degrees of freedom) statistics. To achieve an acceptable fit,
we set the CMIN/DF value to be less than or equal to 3 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2020). The study further included a goodness of fit as-
sessment, with goodness of fit index (GFI) and adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) thresholds set above 0.90 for a satisfactory level
of fit (Hu & Bentler, 1998).

A series of baseline comparison tests were performed utilizing the normed fit index (NFI), relative fit index (RFI), incremental fit
index (IFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and comparative fit index (CFI). Thresholds for all tests were set at 0.90 except CFI, for which
we used a threshold of 0.95 (West et al., 2012). We employed a root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) as a metric to as-
sess the adequacy of the model, indicating a desirable fit having an RMSEA of 0.05 or lower (MacCallum et al., 1996).

For further validation, bootstrapping of the model was performed with 500 samples. The distribution of CMIN over all 500 sam-
ples was inspected, and bootstrap results were validated using a Bollen-Stine bootstrap test.

3.5. Regression and multi-group analysis

This study examined the direct and indirect effects of individual characteristics on FRT, as shown in Fig. 1. The measurement of in-
direct influence was conducted by utilizing risk intention (INT) as the mediating variable. This model was constructed utilizing a
Structured Equation Modelling (SEM) technique to elucidate the direct and indirect connections between determinants and FRT. The
study additionally performed sensitivity tests using multi-group analysis to investigate the influence of control variables on FRT. The
variables under consideration encompass religious orientation, net savings, income source, and financial affiliation.
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4. Results
4.1. Respondents’ profile

Table 2 shows the respondents’ demographics. A higher proportion of the respondents was female (57 %) and did not have any
formal financial education or direct working experience in the financial sector (72.6 %). Respondents also reported not having affilia-
tion to or membership of any financial institution (78.6 %). Nearly two-thirds (61.4 %) of respondents aligned themselves with a reli-
gion. Most respondents with religious orientations identified as Christian (38 %) or Muslim (12 %). About 79 % reported a monthly
salary as a main source of income. Nearly 50 % of respondents had savings of 5 % or more of their monthly income.

4.2. Factor loadings and reliability scores

Table 3 shows factor loadings between each construct and their measures, mean, standard deviation, composite reliability, and
AVE for each factor. The relatively low mean score for FRT indicates a low level of household risk-taking in this cohort. Risk-taking
intention (INT) and risk attitude (ATT) also align with limited PBC. Religiosity (REL) summarizes the degree of religious practice
and indicates a low level of religiosity. PBC has a high score (mean = 3.849), meaning that average households are likely to keep
track of economic and market events that influence their general capacity to invest in risky ventures. Hence, it is expected that
household risk-taking is extremely low during economic crises, particularly in the post-COVID period.

Table 3
Factor loadings between each construct and their measures.

Measures Factor loadings Mean St. Dev. Composite Reliability Average Var. Extracted
Financial risk-taking (FRT) 1.878 1.283 0.858 0.669
Would reinvest even if risk prevails 0.735
Would invest in more risky assets 0.892
Risk Intention (INT) 2.292 1.417 0.955 0.805
Risk is business as usual 0.887
Like to invest in risky ventures 0.908
Attitude (ATT) 2.681 1.407 0.751 0.849
Risky assets are more profitable 0.780
Happy with short-term gain 0.754
Cryptos can make quick money 0.729
Perceived behavioral control (PBC) 3.849 1.504 0.865 0.567
Macroeconomic knowledge 0.735
Investment market skills 0.888
Scan for new opportunities 0.835
Knows the terms of trade 0.850
Knows when to stop 0.794
Religiosity (REL) 2.766 1.453 0.946 0.676
Believe in divine intervention 0.812
Frequently pray 0.959
Believe in the existence of God 0.888
Offer religious services 0.885
Subjective norms (SBN) 6.068 1.146 0.826 0.635
Concern for family health 0.760
Worried about family security 0.790
Consider household comfort 0.840
Financial freedom in household 0.794
Culture (CUL) 3.154 1.386 0.621 0.461
Male-dominated society 0.705
High power distance 0.650

Notes: The descriptions of the items are shortened to fit the space. St. Dev. stands for standard deviation. Based on Fornell and Larcker (1981), we accept slightly lower
(< than 0.5) AVE for culture since the composite reliability is greater than 0.6. [tems/measures excluded due to lower initial loading or lower reliability score: Financial
Risk-taking (FRT) - 2 items; risk-taking intention (INT) — 1 item; risk attitude (ATT) - 1 item; perceived behavioral control (PBC) - 0 item; religiosity (REL) — O item; sub-
jective norms (SBN) — 1 item; and culture (CUL) — 4 items. Reliability and validity scores when all six cultural factors were considered together dropped significantly.
For instance, the composite reliability was below 0.3. Using principal component analysis, the only factors that achieved relevant reliability and validity scores included
masculinity and power distance. Other items were dispersed into three additional factors with extremely low factor loadings. For instance, individualism, a factor expected
to be very important within UK society (Hofstede & Minkov, 2010), showed a loading of 0.258. The reliability score when including individualism fell below 0.5. Similar
observations were found for long-term orientation (loading 0.507) and uncertainty avoidance (loading 0.024). Indulgence, while member of the masculinity-power dis-
tance principal component, had a loading of 0.005 and was therefore discarded.
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While most variables safely pass the minimum threshold levels of 0.7 for composite reliability and 0.5 for AVE, CUL does not
achieve these thresholds. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), an AVE >0.4 is still acceptable if the CR value is > 0.6, as the
AVE is a more conservative estimate of the model's validity. The square root of the AVEs was also higher than their respective cross-
correlations (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Other studies investigating constructs affecting human (financial) behavior have used the
same criteria when considering construct reliability (Croes & Bartels, 2021; Lam, 2012; Traymbak et al., 2022). Based on this evi-
dence, we consider the CUL construct to be reliable.

4.3. Model validity statistics

The model analysis showed a suitable fit (Table 4). CMIN/DF is far below the required thresholds. Model fit indices are either close
to or better than the benchmarks. RMSEA score (0.029) is also far below the threshold.

The distribution of CMIN values over the bootstrap test is shown in Appendix 1 (supplementary information). The average CMIN
value reached 213.068 (standard error: 1.515) and showed significance at the 5 % level (p = 0.046). Overall distribution of CMIN
showed a normal distribution. The Bollen-Stine test (p = 0.395) indicated our model is appropriate, even though the sample size is
limited.

4.4. Direct and indirect determinants of FRT

Table 5 shows low correlation coefficients among variable pairs (Appendix 2, supplementary information). Culture (CUL) was
the only variable having a weak negative connection (—0.099) to subjective norms (SBN).

Table 6 shows the regression path, standardized {3 estimates and standard error of these estimates. FRT is the primary dependent
variable, and risk-taking intention (INT) is tested as a mediating variable. The models reported R? values of 0.666 (for FRT as the
dependent variable) and 0.751 (for INT as the dependent variable).

Variables that significantly influence risk-taking intention (INT) indicate an indirect impact on FRT as risk-taking intention signifi-
cantly mediates this relationship. Therefore, risk attitude (ATT), culture (CUL) and subjective norms (SBN) significantly indirectly in-
fluence FRT via INT. Among these three, culture (f = —0.382, p < 0.05) and SBN (f = —0.154, p < 0.05) have a negative influence
on risk intention, while risk attitude (p = 1.101, p < 0.01) has a positive influence.

The second section of Table 6 evaluates FRT as the dependent variable against INT (the mediating variable). The relationship is
significant and positive (f = 0.380, p < 0.05), which means that motivation to take risk positively influences FRT. The third section
shows the direct determinants of FRT against five independent variables. Perceived behavioral control (PBC) directly positively and
subjective norms (SBN) directly negatively influence FRT.

Subjective norms (SBN) exhibit a direct as well as indirect negative impact on FRT, amplifying the importance of combined social,
familial, and financial pressure on FRT. A negative relationship between SBN and FRT indicates that concerns for family safety and
comfort will lead to less FRT. The findings are against the theoretical expectation suggested by Ajzen (1991). TPB suggests that higher
SBN in the way of peer and social pressure to commit certain behavior will lead to this behavior. However, in his original TPB model,
Ajzen, 1991: 189) already reported SBN can show “no discernible pattern” towards predicting intentions. The reason is traced back to

Table 4
Model validity statistics.

Measures Statistics
CMIN 221.855
CMIN/DF 1.180
GFI 0.915
AGFI 0.900
NFI 0.929
RFI 0.913
IFI 0.988
TLI 0.986
CFI 0.988
RMSEA 0.029

Notes: Sample size, n = 215. CMIN p-value = 0.046.

Table 5
Correlation between individual variable pairs.
ATT PBC SBN REL CUL

ATT 1 0.476 0.024 0.286 0.399
PBC 1 0.113 0.119 0.268
SBN 1 0.034 -0.099
REL 1 0.311
CUL 1

10
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Table 6
Main results: regression path for the determinants of FRT.
Path St. Beta S.E. p-value Effect size

Indirect effect
Intention - Attitude 1.101%** 0.195 0.000 0.800
Intention - Culture —0.382%* 0.212 0.018 0.440
Intention - PBC —-0.029 0.075 0.710 0.040
Intention - Religiosity 0.001 0.064 0.997 0.000
Intention - SBN —0.154** 0.084 0.022 0.080

Mediation effect

FRT — Intention 0.380** 0.174 0.043 0.059
Direct effect

FRT - Attitude 0.254 0.295 0.378 0.000
FRT — PBC 0.146** 0.06 0.034 0.029
FRT - Religiosity 0.002 0.053 0.998 0.000
FRT — SBN —0.144** 0.079 0.035 0.059
FRT - Culture 0.181 0.205 0.280 0.029

Notes: R* = 0.660 (FRT); R* = 0.751 (Intention). Intention to FRT shows a mediating relationship. St. Beta stands for standardized beta coefficients. S.E. is the stan-
dard error of the estimates. Statistical significance is indicated as * p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0. 01. Effect size is calculated based on Cohen's 2. Effect size
<0.15 = Weak; 0.15 to 0.35 = Moderate, and more than 0.35 = Strong. SBN = subjective norms; PBC = perceived behavioral control.

the conflict between “personal considerations” and “perceived social pressure.” Similar abnormality in SBN is also reported by La
Barbera and Ajzen (2020). They found that stronger perceived behavioral control (PBC) can weaken the influence of SBN on intention.
Manning (2009) also highlighted the differences between injunctive (should be done by others) and descriptive (actually done by oth-
ers) subjective norms for a less robust and sometimes unexpected connection between SBN and intention. Within the theme of our
study, previous work found that risk-taking is affected by the post-COVID period and its financial implications, leading households to
be concerned about increasing cost of living (Du & Shepotylo, 2022; Fox & Bartholomae, 2020), which reduces their motivation to
FRT. Our results agree with this and indicate that behavior expected by others/society (i.e. consumption/investment) is negated by
the feeling of needing to control their finances during times of crises.

Table 6 also shows the effect size. While p-value identifies the statistical significance, the effect size based on Cohen's f offers
an estimate of the practical significance of the variables. The effect size coefficient is higher than 0.35 in only two cases (attitude
on intention and culture on intention), indicating strong practical significance of both variables. Religiosity did not show any ef-
fect on the dependent and mediating variables. SBN and PBC in the direct model and the mediating variable show weaker effects.
We did not include R? change for calculating effect size as it is biased toward large sample sizes.

4.5. Sensitivity tests using multi-group analysis

Table 7 summarizes tests conducted to determine whether the results are sensitive to selected control variables. Before testing,
the control variables were standardized. Only financial affiliation had a significant impact on FRT (Table 8). Being affiliated with
a financial group had a negative impact for PBC on FRT, while it was positive for the non-affiliated households. This result is ex-
pected as the affiliated household is expected to be more knowledgeable and connected to the financial world than the non-
affiliated household, which eventually helps the former make informed decisions about financial risks. During prolonged eco-
nomic crises, families with better connections, networking and information will reduce their FRT to concentrate on necessities.

Religiosity and religious orientation have no significant influence on the FRT. This is strikingly different from Apergis (2023), who
reported Catholics, Atheists, and Buddhists prefer risky investment and that these groups are associated to higher speculative volatil-
ity. While the objective of the current study is perceived FRT, Apergis (2023) emphasized risk-taking in a portfolio setting. We further
argue that the UK is a secular democracy, leading to an expectation that religious practices do not influence risk-taking decisions.

Evidence on culture and perceived risk-taking is rare both in global as well as UK contexts. This study found only two (out of six)
cultural dimensions are reliable FRT predictors: masculinity and power distance. Wang et al. (2017) found a negative relationship of
masculinity, power distance, and individualism with loss aversion, meaning that people from these cultural attributes prefer averting

Table 7
Sensitivity analysis.
Indicators Groups CMIN DF p-value Comments

Religious orientation Religious and non-religious 19.277 21 0.567 Religious orientation does not significantly moderate the relationship.
Net savings Less than 5 % and 5 % and more ~ 23.766 26 0.589 Rate of savings does not significantly moderate the relationship.
Income source Personal business and others 35.066 26 0.110 Income source does not significantly moderate the relationship.
Financial affiliated Affiliated and non-affiliated 34.517** 21 0.032 Financial affiliation significantly moderates the relationship.
Sex Male and Female 55.585 48 0.211 Sex differences do not significantly moderate the relationship.

Notes: Statistical significance is indicated as * p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0. 01.
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Table 8
Regression path: determinants of FRT based on financial affiliation.
Path Non-affiliated Affiliated
St. Beta S.E. St. Beta S.E.

Indirect effect

INT - ATT 1.116%** 0.194 0.967 0.721
INT - PBC —-0.046 0.086 0.09 0.115
INT - REL —-0.027 0.074 0.085 0.114
INT - SBN —-0.056 0.102 —0.502%* 0.174
INT - CUL —0.361** 0.204 —-0.432 0.942
Mediation effect

FRT « INT 0.476** 0.186 -0.14 0.718
Direct effect

FRT - PBC 0.262%** 0.068 —0.459%* 0.13
FRT « ATT 0.081 0.299 1.296 1.465
FRT - REL 0.072 0.058 —-0.272 0.134
FRT - SBN —0.17%** 0.082 —-0.387 0.369
FRT - CUL 0.224 0.195 —-0.356 1.262

Notes: R* = 0.839 (FRT) and R* = 0.747 (INT). INT = risk intention, a mediating variable. Attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control are three di-
rect determinants of INT. Statistical significance is indicated as * p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0. 01.

losses. Similarly, the current study finds that culture negatively influences FRT. This indicates that households with a perception of
high masculinity and high-power distance take lower financial risk.

4.6. Addressing endogeneity

Issues with endogeneity were addressed in two ways. First, the exogeneity of the variables were covered by existing literature and
theoretical framework. Second, the model statistics, path coefficients, and loadings from confirmatory factor analyses exhibit ade-
quate discriminant and convergent validity, and high reliability. Particularly, the path coefficients present only two possible endoge-
nous variables: “intention” as the mediating variable directly affected by the exogenous variables, and “FRT” as the outcome variable
directly affected by other exogenous and mediating variables. No other variables had significant bidirectional or unidirectional
causality.

5. Discussion
5.1. Attitude and intentions are key drivers of risk-taking

FRT is positively influenced by risk attitude, risk-taking intention, and perceived behavioral control. According to TPB (Ajzen,
1991), positive attitude and the capability to commit to certain behavior will push individuals towards that behavior. Positive inten-
tion and attitude are key drivers in FRT (Bottasso et al., 2022; Ledn-Jariego et al., 2020). Similar to previous studies (Alhenawi &
Yazdanparast, 2022; Yue et al., 2020), during the post-COVID period, overall FRT (mean = 1.878), attitude (2.681) and risk inten-
tion (2.292) in the sample are low. Motivation to take risks is also supported by an individual's ability to understand and manage risk.
Perceived behavioral control, which encompasses one's ability to control factors that lead to behavior, shows a slightly stronger aver-
age (3.849). Self-control, self-efficacy, and a wider knowledge of the risk at hand help build confidence, leading to generally higher
levels of risk-taking (Cupdk et al., 2021; Seksciniska et al., 2021). The relationship of self-efficacy with increased risk-taking also
aligns with findings on the positive effect of the COVID pandemic on finances for households that were financially health pre-
pandemic (Bruce et al., 2022).

In connection with perceived behavioral control (PBC), there is a significant influence of culture and gender empowerment on
risk-taking. Our results, in line with Kramer (2016), imply that limited financial knowledge of household members and its connection
to (the lack of) financial independence of women in a household carry significant policy implications for the financial wellbeing of
households and economic growth of the country. Higher PBC is connected to maintaining proper household financial planning. The
instrumental view of FRT supports that FRT is a planned decision with an objective to maximize utility that includes financial and so-
cial incentives (Bender et al., 2022; Rogers et al., 2013). Higher financial knowledge levels contribute to finding the best financial
plan and to judge whether risk-taking will increase the utility or not (Lusardi, 2019).

Households are conscious about their financial future when families include members affiliated with financial institutions. Having
members of financial institutions as family members also advances the family's knowledge of financial issues. These institutions can
be a bank, or other market-based institutions. Our results show that there is a significant difference in FRT due to this financial affilia-
tion (Table 8). Unlike previous studies (Bottasso et al., 2022; Cavezzali et al., 2015; Tharayil, 2024), we did not find official financial
education or work experience within the financial industry affecting FRT. This may be due to many participants not receiving official
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education (e.g. secondary or higher education in a finance-related program) or having work experience in the financial industry
(Table 2). Our population's generally low FRT score aligns with this, as studies have shown that increasing financial education level
positively affects financial risk tolerance and diversification (Le Fur & Outreville, 2022; Tharayil, 2024). Our study did not investigate
financial literacy, either through self-assessment or objective assessment (Lusardi, 2019; Potrich et al., 2018). Although related
(Lusardi, 2019), the effect of financial literacy on FRT differs from those of financial education (Cavezzali et al., 2015). Regarding ex-
perience in working in the financial sector, Bottasso et al. (2022) found experts more likely to take risks than non-experts. However,
their study focused on binary lottery-based decisions, rather than household financial decisions.

5.2. Family safety first

Subjective norms (SBN) are the most significant determinants that have a direct as well as indirect impact on household FRT. SBN
negatively influences risk-taking intention (INT) and FRT, meaning that families concerned about household safety, comfort, and fi-
nancial freedom invest less in risky ventures. Possible reasons behind this are that family orientation and concern for the family's ur-
gent needs are part of the collective household's wealth creation (Kim et al., 2017). Lower FRT tendency is a result of that farsighted-
ness, with previous studies showing that wellbeing of the extended family affects financial portfolio allocation (Toney & Bogan,
2023). Additionally, a higher percentage of our respondents identified themselves as women. Weber et al. (2002) reported that
women are more risk averse than men not due to their attitude toward risk, but due to the perceived benefit (or loss) associated with a
risky decision. Concern for the welfare of the household could therefore inhibit women from making risky decisions. Yet in our study,
sex did not affect FRT significantly (p = 0.2111). This could be because FRT is more strongly driven by (psychological) gender,
rather than (biological) sex (Meier-Pesti & Penz, 2008). Other studies showed sex only affects FRT in high risk-taking cohorts (Save-
Soderbergh, 2012). Effects of sex on risk-taking may also be decreasing due to an increasing level of financial literacy in females, espe-
cially in Western societies (Park et al., 2021). Finally, based on the cushion hypothesis, there are social and state safety nets that help
individuals take more risk perceiving a bail-out if they fail (Weber & Milliman, 1997). The UK is, culturally, an individualistic society,
in which, we argue, household safety and comfort is the primary deterrent from excessive FRT. UK households have faced the worse
cost of living crisis in decades due to the COVID-19 pandemic and post-pandemic rise in prices, and the Russia-Ukraine war (Webster
& Neal, 2022). The UK government has introduced several initiatives to support millions of UK households during this economic cri-
sis.! We acknowledge that family orientation and concern for family safety in an individualistic society might be the outcome of the
hardships UK households are facing.

Having dependents did not affect our model significantly. This is possibly due to the cohort consisting mostly of younger partici-
pants, who may have not yet started a family. Some studies have shown that having children can affect risk tolerance (Chaulk et al.,
2003), with risk aversion increasing when individuals start contemplating having children (Gorlitz & Tamm, 2020). Yet others have
not shown an effect of having children on observed financial risk-taking (Jianakoplos & Bernasek, 2006; Yusof, 2015), or show risk
tolerance increases with increased age of the children (Gorlitz & Tamm, 2020). This indicates a complex relationship between FRT
and caring for dependents, which could be the subject of future studies.

5.3. Culture-induced risk-intention

Previous studies have shown that cultural dimensions can influence intention towards specific behavior in TPB models (Morren &
Grinstein, 2021). In this study, both measures of culture (CUL) state that 1) higher male dominance and 2) power distance between
classes will reduce intention towards FRT. These carry significant implications for household FRT in the UK and other culturally indi-
vidualistic countries, particularly during times of economic crisis.

From a household power-diversity perspective, Bernasek and Shwiff (2001) reported that, against tradition, men avert risky deci-
sions in household settings when the decisions are shared by partners. Therefore, if the household lacks power diversity (e.g., power-
ful male over female), they will avert risk. Other studies have shown lack of power diversity reorients decision-making towards family
wellbeing (Booysen & Guvuriro, 2021; Ke, 2021)

Unlike previous studies (Breuer et al., 2014; Xie et al., 2018; Zhou et al., 2025), individualism did not affect FRT significantly. This
difference may be explained through the delicate balance between willingness to take risks and aversion to losses (Xie et al., 2018).
Higher individualism can increase FRT due to overconfidence, but this can be balanced through anxiety about (heavy) financial
losses. Particularly during financial crisis periods, households with higher levels of individualism may be directed more towards
averting financial loss, even though they may still be confident about their ability to control risk (Wang et al., 2017).

5.4. Religion is not a significant determinant of FRT

Religiosity (REL) did not have a significant impact, either directly or indirectly, on FRT. This directly contrasts the study by Le6n
and Pfeifer (2017), indicating that household religiosity affects risk-taking. Other studies also found religion affecting FRT (Chunping
et al., 2016; Kumar et al., 2011). Studies investigating (problematic) gambling, as one form of FRT, have shown that participation in

religious activities can reduce the likelihood of gambling, as religions often portray FRT and gambling as sinful (Beyerlein & Sallaz,
2017; Rosmarin et al., 2023).

1 We refer to the UK government's initiatives for supporting households at https://helpforhouseholds.campaign.gov.uk/.
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While these results are grossly opposite to our findings, there are several reasons that complicate the relation between FRT and re-
ligion and religiosity. Studies reporting a strong impact of religiosity on FRT (Ahmad et al., 2023; Aldehayan & Tamvada, 2023;
Cebula & Rossi, 2021) were based in countries having a dominant religion. The UK is considered a religiously diverse country
(McClean, 2019), reducing the role of religion on FRT in the UK household due to its depth of religious diversity. Similarly, a religion
may set out recommendations on financial investments (e.g. Islamic banking) that followers of these religions wish to follow but can-
not engage with due to the lack of availability of these investment tools in the country they have immigrated to (Kaakeh et al., 2018).
Within some minorities covered in our questionnaire, this lack of availability may induce the perception of being a high risk-taker,
while attempting to live a strongly religious life.

Another complexity relates to FRT being evaluated with respect to individual or institutional aspects of religion (Williams et al.,
2017). From an institutional perspective, group identity and norms can affect the likelihood of FRT in individuals, but many religions
are unclear about what constitutes FRT. Some religions condemn FRT but will allow buying lottery tickets when the profit goes to-
wards community support (Caple & Roddy, 2023; Hassanat & Al tarawneh, 2015). These initiatives can blur the lines between exces-
sive FRT and investing in the community. Furthermore, religions will generally not provide recommendations on specific forms of
FRT (e.g. staying in a luxury hotel, buying a larger-than-necessary house), which could lead to significant financial issues within
households (e.g. inability to pay off mortgage) because individuals follow global trends in purchasing products (Arli et al., 2020;
Nwankwo et al., 2014). From an individual aspect, studies showed religiosity can lead to increased FRT through the illusion of control
framework, with individuals believing divine interventions will provide good outcomes (Browne et al., 2019; Williams et al., 2022).
Similarly, religious individuals struggling with a loss of faith occasionally engage more strongly with activities they otherwise con-
sider sinful (Grant Weinandy and Grubbs, 2021).

6. Conclusion
6.1. Summary of the findings

We have used a structured survey questionnaire to collect data from 215 respondents with significant household responsibilities.
Using Structural Equation Modelling, the study offers a model that comprises the direct and indirect determinants of FRT in UK
households. The results find that risk intention is a strong mediator, while risk attitude and culture show positive and negative indi-
rect relationships with FRT, respectively. PBC directly positively influences FRT. Subjective norms exhibit both direct and indirect
negative impacts on FRT. Series of sensitivity analyses reveal that these determinants are not significantly different among groups
based on 1) religious orientation, 2) net savings, and 3) income sources. While controlling financial affiliation, we found that finan-
cially affiliated and non-affiliated households are differently affected by the determinants of FRT.

The study presents four major findings. First, households consider safety, security, financial freedom, and investment in health be-
fore considering risky financial decisions. Hence, household FRT will decrease during an economic crisis or high cost of living. Second,
within this cohort, risk intention and risk attitudes are culturally induced. Despite sharing an individualistic culture, UK households
are influenced by family values, family orientation and collective well-being within families. Third, we found no influence of religios-
ity or religious orientation on FRT. Finally, we argue that household FRT is largely intentional and planned, as the decision to take a
risk is supported by PBC, attitude towards risk, and affiliation with the financial social networks.

6.2. Implications for the household consumers of financial services

Risk awareness and knowledge are key to success. Households should start learning about the basics behind financial decisions
that affect their lives, including bank credit lines, interest rates, and mortgage management. This will help households feel more in
control (higher PBC) about their finances, which will support appropriate household financial planning. Building a social network
will help collect essential information to avoid unnecessary risk and capitalize on the experience of fellow members. These networks
will also support understanding of the financial environment within other households, challenging subjective norms about financial
decision set within the family that may be inappropriate to maintain or improve family wellbeing. Where necessary, households
should seek help from financial advisors to obtain objective opinions about subjectively (i.e. within the household) identified finan-
cial pressures, such that investments can be balanced with fear (or overconfidence) about family safety and comfort. Household mem-
bers should attempt to achieve financial independence from loans and grants through jobs and training that provide them with the
necessary confidence to take financial decisions.

6.3. Implications for the banks and markets as a whole

Banks should acknowledge the cultural shift in household risk-taking. Despite being in an individualistic society, UK households
are concerned about the safety, security, and collective well-being of the household. The gender diversity and power distance be-
tween household partners should be taken into consideration while making and marketing financial products, or when providing fi-
nancial advice to households. For the latter, measures of risk attitude based on RVS questionnaires could be implemented to extend
current knowledge beyond the individual client towards knowledge of the household in which this client resides, and how this affects
(challenges) the individual's viewpoints and opportunities on financial products. Investment in family welfare and financial aware-
ness should receive support from banks and financial institutions and should attract fiscal benefits. Banks should also introduce new
products that ensure the safety and long-term wellbeing of households. There are opportunities to build sustainable relationships
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based on new financial products in health, education, and household risk management. Banks can invest in building knowledge plat-
forms to train households in basic financial management, wellbeing, and literacy. As perceived behavioral control is a critical determi-
nant in shaping an individual's intention to engage in a particular behavior, by offering accessible and informative resources, banks
can empower customers to make more informed decisions in relation to financial decision-making and the use of digital banking ser-
vices. Individuals with higher levels of financial knowledge generally exhibit greater confidence and competence in managing their fi-
nances, including effectively navigating digital platforms. This increased knowledge can enhance their perceived control over their fi-
nancial behaviors. By delivering clear and concise information, banks can facilitate customers in making more informed financial de-
cisions.

6.4. Limitations and future research

The study did not directly investigate the effects of household power dynamics on individual risk-taking (e.g. through an interview
assessing household dynamics). Power dynamics can affect the realm in which different partners make decisions, even when partners
indicate mutual agreement about financial decisions is preferred (Dema-Moreno, 2009).

While our sample's distribution of religious affiliation reflects distribution within UK society to a good extent (McClean, 2019),
further studies could investigate household FRT in minority populations to determine the extent to which the minority groups follow
FRT behavior and strategies of the society they reside in (as, for example, Kaakeh et al., 2018). Future studies should also investigate
the extent to which the findings of this study are reflective in populations without a higher education background, as these popula-
tions may have received less opportunities to build their financial knowledge or may be affected differently by tradition and other so-
cio-cultural values. Further evaluations on the effect of improving financial education on household FRT should also be considered
(Lusardi, 2019).

Second, based on Hofstede's dimensions (Hofstede & Minkov, 2010), individualism is expected to be a high-ranked cultural factor
for the UK. While insignificant factor loadings found in this study could raise concern, we believe that individualism is ‘less signifi-
cant’ because of the focus of the study on collective decisions for the family. While promoting collective wellbeing, the role of individ-
uals serves the purpose of “societal individualization”, as termed by Bjérnberg and Kollind (2018). A sense of belongingness and re-
sponsibility, which is also dubbed as “sentimental individualism,” when making decisions for a household bypasses individual goals
and promotes a social movement (Fevre et al., 2020). The need for and impact of individualism become secondary under this con-
struct, which could be further explored in future studies.

Finally (and related to the above), this study did not investigate effects of urbanicity (urban vs. rural residency) on household FRT.
While improving digital infrastructure and FinTech availability supports rural households in engaging with various financial invest-
ment opportunities (Hu & Liu, 2025; Liu et al., 2025), the effects of urbanicity on FRT appear to be mixed (Liu et al., 2025; Yusof,
2015). For our UK sample, studies have shown difficulties in defining characteristics that distinguish urban from rural areas
(Pateman, 2011), which have been further diluted by city residents migrating towards rural areas during the COVID pandemic (Rowe
et al., 2023). Nevertheless, the effects of improved digital infrastructure and FinTech on rural area financial literacy and decision-
making are worthy of further investigations.
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