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Abstract
Perfectionism influences various aspects of our lives, such as academic study, music, 
athletics, and work. Perfectionism has two essential facets: striving and evaluative 
concerns. The effect of perfectionism on financial domain was rarely examined. This 
study aims to investigate whether perfectionism influence tolerance for financial 
risk, wealth accumulation and gambling behavior. We implement a cross-sectional 
study with an online survey sample of 661 US residents. We conduct OLS, quan-
tile and ordered logistic regressions as well as mediation tests to examine the rela-
tionships between the variables of interest. The results suggest three findings. First, 
perfectionistic striving is positively associated with financial risk tolerance, but per-
fectionistic concerns have no impact on financial risk tolerance. Second, perfection-
istic striving (concerns) positively (negatively) predicts liquid wealth mediated by 
investment knowledge. Third, perfectionistic concerns inhibit gambling expenditure. 
This study contributes to theory by documenting that perfectionism can influence 
financial satisfaction or well-being. The conclusions also have important implication 
from a policy perspective.
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Introduction

Empirically, individuals characterized by perfectionistic striving exhibit higher 
academic, musical, and athletic performance (Stoeber et  al. 2008) with positive 
affect and endurance. Such individuals are inspired to fight for what they want, 
to set higher standards than others’, and to exert their best efforts to achieve their 
goals. In contrast, individuals characterized by evaluative concerns are associ-
ated with negative emotions, low self-esteem and low self-efficacy (Dunkley et al. 
2003), leading to goal orientation avoidance and self-defeatism (Sagar and Stoe-
ber 2009).

Although the effects of perfectionism on multiple domains of life (e.g., aca-
demic study, music, athletics, work) have been widely studied (Sotardi and 
Dubien 2019; Spagnoli et al. 2021a, b), there is a lack of evidence to support the 
contention that perfectionism influences individual decision-making on invest-
ments or personal financial well-being. In recent studies, personality traits have 
been found to play a role in financial well-being. For example, Rai et al. (2021) 
report that agreeableness, conscientiousness and openness among the Big Five 
personality traits are associated with financial risk tolerance. Conscientiousness 
favors sound household financial decisions, which in turn influences wealth accu-
mulation (Xu and Yao 2022). However, little is known regarding whether and 
how perfectionism influences individual risk tolerance and wealth accumulation. 
Financial risk tolerance is the extent of financial risk a person is willing to accept 
(Van de Venter et al. 2012); financial risk tolerance is important because it can 
predict a broad range of essential economic outcomes (Guiso and Paiella 2006). 
At the same time, wealth drives individual well-being (Headey and Wooden 
2004). Therefore, it appears worthwhile to investigate the potential effects of per-
fectionism on financial risk tolerance and wealth accumulation.

Recent studies have examined gambling as a form of risk-taking, especially 
when there is a high chance of losing and a lower chance of winning (Mishra 
et  al. 2010). Personality traits and risk-taking have both been associated with 
gambling involvement. By participating in gambling, people expose their money 
to a potentially adverse outcome and to uncertainty (Mishra et al. 2010). Brand 
and Altstötter-Gleich (2008) emphasize that perfectionism can affect decision-
making in risky situations when the rewards and punishments are stipulated 
(e.g., gambling), while other personality traits only mildly predict the variance 
in decisions under ambiguous conditions when there are multiple possible out-
comes. However, the results of these studies are derived from neuropsychological 
decision-making tasks, which do not reflect daily life. More recently, personality 
traits have been described as vital predictors of gambling affinity (Grable et  al. 
2021); hence, they provide us with an excellent means to study the potential cor-
relation between perfectionism and gambling behavior.

The purpose of this research is to examine financial risk tolerance and finan-
cial well-being. We conduct a cross-sectional analysis using OLS regression 
and quantile regression to investigate the relationships between the variables of 
interest. We use an online survey to collect information from 661 respondents 
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randomly selected from the US general population. More specifically, the first 
objective is to examine whether perfectionism is associated with financial risk 
tolerance and, if so, how. The second objective is to assess whether perfection-
ism can influence wealth accumulation through a single channel or not, such as 
investment knowledge. The third objective is to determine whether perfectionism 
plays a role in gambling expenditure.

We obtain three general findings. First, financial risk tolerance increases with the 
extent of perfectionistic striving, whereas evaluative concerns are not directly asso-
ciated with financial risk tolerance. Second, striving (evaluative concerns) is associ-
ated with increased (decreased) investment knowledge, which is in turn associated 
with increased (decreased) liquid wealth. Third, perfectionistic concerns inhibit 
gambling expenditure.

This preliminary study has significant theoretical and empirical implications for 
behavioral finance. First, it reinforces the view that perfectionism has both active 
and negative aspects that contribute to positive or adverse consequences, respec-
tively, for instance, increased and decreased wealth accumulation, or increased and 
reduced risk tolerance. Second, in regard to empirical implications, it is valuable to 
study the relationship between perfectionism and wealth accumulation. Concerning 
policy implications, related findings are useful to developing deliberate interventions 
to support individuals with poor financial well-being, and life satisfaction and who 
experience a high level of negative affect. These interventions could involve profes-
sional financial courses, adaptive perfectionism-oriented psychological counseling, 
or general education. Such interventions can not only teach investment knowledge 
but also enhance internalized standards for achievement while decreasing the pro-
pensity to fear mistakes and evaluation by others.

Literature review

Perfectionism

Frost et al. (1990) and Hewitt and Flett (1991) verified that perfectionism encom-
passes multiple dimensions and proposed a multiscale measurement for perfection-
ism. Refining all facets of the definition of perfectionism, Frost et al. (1993) suggest 
two core dimensions: positive strivings and negative evaluation concerns. The same 
authors show that evaluative concerns are associated with negative characteristics, 
whereas the strivings dimension is associated with positive characteristics, thus pro-
viding the first empirical evidence that there is a positive dimension of perfection-
ism. Other reports present evidence regarding the association between positive striv-
ings and positive life outcomes. For example, perfectionistic striving is positively 
associated with positive affect, effort, academic achievement, performance and self-
efficacy (Stoeber et al. 2008). Teenagers high in perfectionistic striving are subject 
to higher perceived responsiveness from their parents. In contrast, adolescents high 
in perfectionistic concerns feel low perceived responsiveness from their parents 
(Damian et al. 2021).
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Stoeber and Otto (2006) systematically review papers that report empirical evi-
dence of positive strivings and negative evaluation concerns, concluding that perfec-
tionistic striving in fact occur. They also propose a conceptual framework combin-
ing striving and evaluative concerns as well as variety of perfectionists (e.g., healthy 
perfectionists, non-healthy perfectionists, and non-perfectionists). They challenge 
the widely accepted conception that perfectionism is only destructive. Because per-
fectionism is prevalent in society, a better understanding of its effects on individual 
well-being in multiple domains is necessary (Sassaroli et al. 2008).

Tools to measure multidimensional perfectionism vary. The two main measures 
are the Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (F-MPS) proposed by Frost 
et al. (1990) and the Hewitt Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (H-MPS) intro-
duced by Hewitt and Flett (1991). Because subsequent papers have empirically 
shown that active striving and negative evaluation concerns are the most common 
central dimensions of perfectionism, Burgess et al. (2016) recently proposed a short 
version of the F-MPS, known as the F-MPS-Brief, which effectively captures these 
two dimensions. More recently, Bento et al. (2020) developed a short form of the 
perfectionism scale for child and adolescents. In the present study, we use F-MPS-
Brief to measure perfectionism.

Investment knowledge

In personal finance, investment knowledge is a cognitive skill similar to a language. 
There is no system of direct instruction to help individuals develop investment 
knowledge (Forbes and Kara 2010). In fact, most people lack sufficient competence 
in such knowledge.

The literature reveals the effect of financial knowledge on economic outcomes. 
First, investment knowledge is positively associated with stock ownership (Van 
Rooij et al. 2011). Those with high financial knowledge are more likely to engage in 
retirement planning, resulting in wealth accumulation (Lusardi and Mitchell 2008). 
Second, Stango and Zinman (2009) find that those who cannot correctly calculate 
interest rates tend to borrow more money and accumulate less wealth. Third, self-
reported and objective financial knowledge have been shown to influence credit card 
behavior throughout life (Allgood and Walstad 2013). Financial knowledge is more 
specialized than general knowledge (education) and contributes to financial deci-
sion-making (Lusardi and Mitchell 2011). An example that explains the relation-
ship between financial knowledge and financial decision-making is the effect of tax 
literacy on tax compliance. Individuals high in tax literacy are more likely to comply 
voluntarily (Batrancea et al. 2012, 2013; Nichita and Batrancea 2012; Batrancea and 
Nichita 2015; Nichita et al. 2019; Batrancea 2021).

There are three valid and reliable ways to measure financial knowledge. The first 
comprises three independent questions and was proposed by Lusardi and Mitchell 
(2011), who construct their measure using four principles: simplicity, relevance, 
brevity, and capacity to differentiate. The sum score of the three questions yields an 
individual’s financial literacy. The second measure is a 13-item scale proposed by 
Fernandes et al. (2014). In a meta-analysis, these same authors refine their measure 
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with 26 items used in previous studies and report that the measure possesses high 
psychometric properties. A respondent’s answers to the scale’s items determine the 
respondent’s financial literacy. The third measure consists of one self-reported ques-
tion, as proposed by Cooper et  al. (2014). A recent version of this measure uses 
four questions with respect to interest rates, interest compounding, inflation, and risk 
diversification, as suggested by Klapper and Lusardi (2020). We use the third meas-
ure, which is concise and straightforward.

Financial risk tolerance (FRT)

Van de Venter et al. (2012) define financial risk tolerance as the amount of finan-
cial risk an individual is willing to accept. Traditionally, economists have considered 
financial risk tolerance an objective function of real personal financial behaviors, 
including the risk to which the assets held by a person are exposed. Cesarini et al. 
(2010) confirm this argument by providing evidence that nearly 20% of the observed 
variance in an individual’s willingness to tolerate financial risk might be due to 
genetic differences. Van de Venter et al. (2012) consolidate this view by presenting 
financial risk tolerance as a time-invariant personality trait that is unlikely to change 
extensively throughout an individual’s life.

There are three main approaches to measuring personal financial risk tolerance. 
The first is a multidimensional risk measure (the GL-RTS), a 13-item index that 
involves the constructs of investment risk, risk comfort and experience, and specula-
tive risk (Grable and Lytton 1999). Grable and Lytton (2003) verified this measure’s 
validity by comparing a summary score of its 13-item scale with asset allocation 
choice. The second approach is a single-item measure from the Survey of Consumer 
Finances (SCF), a measure used in many surveys. Gilliam et al. (2010) report that 
both the GL-RTS and the single-item measure from the SCF are valid but that the 
GL-RTS has higher explanatory power than the single-item measure. The third 
approach is a 25-item measure developed by an Australian company (FinaMetrica 
Pty., Limited), and the Applied Psychology Unit of the University of New South 
Wales School of Psychology. Van de Venter et al. (2012) use this measure to support 
their findings. After balancing the explanatory power and the number of items, we 
chose to use the GL-RTS because long, complicated questions might lead to com-
prehension problems and mental fatigue among respondents.

Gambling behavior

Early research reported the association between personality and risky behavior. 
Gambling is a risky behavior (Soane et al. 2010) that is spreading fast and has been 
increasingly normalized through advertising and newly developed platforms (Abar-
banel et al. 2017). However, excessive gambling has the potential to negatively influ-
ence one’s financial situation, relationships, health, and employment (Browne et al. 
2016). These negative outcomes can result in social inequality (Castrén et al. 2018). 
Thus, it is crucial to develop economic models that produce a detailed description of 
gambling. From a psychological perspective, personality traits can predict gambling 
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behavior (Soane et  al. 2010). Tabri et  al. (2021) state that persons with higher 
(relative to lower) perfectionism scores are inclined to concentrate on a particular 
field (e.g., appearance, financial success), which may lead to risky behaviors (e.g., 
weight-control, gambling) to reach a high standard of success in that field. How-
ever, Brand and Altstötter-Gleich (2008) do not find empirical correlations between 
the common Big Five personalities and gambling but, rather, between perfectionism 
and gambling. In particular, individuals with high evaluative concerns increase the 
number of safe choices in laboratory gambling. In addition, Karami Isheqlou et al. 
(2022) document that perfectionism influences our decisions in monetary gambling 
tasks. Hence, we expect that perfectionism may predict gambling expenditure.

Hypothesis development

Perfectionism and financial risk tolerance (H1)

We hypothesize that perfectionism influences financial risk tolerance. On the one 
hand, perfectionistic striving is positively correlated with positive psychological 
features, processes, and outcomes, such as endurance, positive affect, athletic per-
formance, musical performance, educational performance, expectations, and hopes 
regarding success (Stoeber et  al. 2008). Such research mainly concentrates on the 
work and academic areas; subsequently, Hu et al. (2021) proposed financial self-effi-
cacy, a finance-specific self-efficacy construct, and found that it can influence gen-
eral life satisfaction via investment satisfaction and sequentially via the tendency to 
high standards and investment satisfaction. Their paper contributed to the literature 
by documenting that self-efficacy can positively influence financial well-being.

In other words, general self-efficacy leads to a tendency to have high standards 
tendency (Rim et al. 2011). If we consider the motivational facet of financial self-
efficacy, those high in financial self-efficacy tend to have confidence in their abil-
ity to reach financial goals. This belief could stimulate them to preserve and raise 
their standards and make further progress toward their financial goals (Lown 2011). 
Therefore, financial self-efficacy contributes to a tendency to hold high standards in 
finance (Hu et al. 2021).

In contrast, According to Giacopelli et al. (2013) suggest a positive relationship 
between the high standards tendency and domain-specific satisfaction. In addition, 
financial risk tolerance improves financial satisfaction (Joo and Grable 2004; Firli 
et al. 2021). Furthermore, financial self-efficacy is positively related to risk-taking 
(Montford and Goldsmith 2016). Therefore, we hypothesize that perfectionism 
affects financial risk tolerance.

Second, perfectionistic striving is positively linked with self-efficacy and aspira-
tion level (Stoeber et al. 2008). Self-efficacy is a personal resource that involves the 
positive self-belief in an individual’s capabilities to exercise control over a variety 
of challenging tasks and to address negative Schwarzer events (Schwarzer and Jeru-
salem 1995). Consequently, self-efficacy is positively associated with risk-taking 
(Krueger and Dickson 1994). Pinjisakikool (2018) reports that household financial 
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behavior is affected by personal traits via financial risk tolerance. Therefore, we 
hypothesize as follows:

H1a  Perfectionistic striving is positively associated with financial risk tolerance.

In contrast, perfectionistic concerns are typically associated with negative emo-
tions, low self-esteem, low self-efficacy, and fear of failure (Dunkley et  al. 2003; 
Stoeber and Otto 2006). Second, perfectionistic concerns are negatively associated 
with self-efficacy and aspiration level (Stoeber et al. 2008). In addition, Brand and 
Altstötter-Gleich (2008) argue that individuals with severe perfectionistic concerns 
may tend to make non-risky choices to avoid mistakes. Hence, we anticipate the 
following:

H1b  Perfectionistic concerns are negatively associated with financial risk tolerance.

Perfectionism is a personality trait that typically compels individuals to strive for 
higher standards and leads to critical self-evaluations; perfectionism is sustainable 
and relatively stable (Rice and Aldea 2006). Financial risk tolerance is also a stable 
trait that is less likely to change as time passes.

Mediating role of investment knowledge (H2)

We hypothesize that investment knowledge mediates the relationship between per-
fectionism and the accumulation of liquid wealth. The rationale behind this hypoth-
esis is that personality type is generally associated with knowledge, and knowledge 
predicts performance. In this paper, perfectionism is a type of personality trait, and 
investment knowledge is specific knowledge in the finance domain that affects an 
individual’s ability to plan and implement a regular investment program (Van Rooij 
et al. 2011). Wealth accumulation is performance that directly influences financial 
well-being. What is the justification for creating a link between perfectionism and 
investment knowledge? First, perfectionism is internally motivated (Stoeber and 
Stoeber 2009). Second, acquiring new knowledge entails dutiful deference to self-
interests and personal goals, such as acquiring capital income by investment and 
subsequently achieving financial freedom, or maintaining good financial well-being. 
More specifically, perfectionistic striving is positively associated with self-efficacy 
and aspiration level (Stoeber et al. 2008), whereas self-efficacy is positively related 
to mental effort and achievement (Schunk 1991). Self-efficacy is also positively 
associated with learning (Martocchio and Judge 1997). Common sense suggests 
that learning is positively associated with knowledge acquisition. Hence, we antici-
pate that perfectionistic striving is positively associated with investment knowledge. 
Moreover, financial knowledge is positively associated with wealth accumulation 
(Van Rooij et al. 2012). Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:



	 SN Bus Econ (2022) 2:171171  Page 8 of 32

H2a  Investment knowledge mediates the relationship between perfectionistic striv-
ing and liquid wealth.

On the other hand, perfectionistic concerns are negatively associated with self-
efficacy and aspiration level (Stoeber et al. 2008), whereas self-efficacy is positively 
associated with mental effort and achievement (Schunk 1991). In addition, self-
efficacy is positively associated with learning (Martocchio and Judge 1997). Com-
mon sense suggests that learning is positively associated with knowledge acquisi-
tion. Therefore, we anticipate that perfectionistic concerns are negatively associated 
with investment knowledge. Moreover, financial knowledge is positively associated 
with wealth accumulation (Van Rooij et al. 2012). Therefore, we offer the following 
hypothesis:

H2b  Investment knowledge mediates the relationship between perfectionistic con-
cerns and liquid wealth.

Perfectionism and monthly gambling expenditure (H3)

Decision-making under risk appears to be differentially linked to distinct facets of 
perfectionism (Brand and Altstötter-Gleich 2008). We hypothesize that individuals 
with high personal standards (high striving) may tend to spend more money on gam-
bling if they have been participating in gambling because they can offset the finan-
cial risk by the prospect of obtaining more money from gambling. We also hypoth-
esize that individuals with intensive concerns about mistakes or doubts regarding 
outcomes (high evaluative concerns) are more likely to spend less money on gam-
bling if they have been participating in gambling because they may prefer to opti-
mize the consequences of their financial decisions and to dodge mistakes and subse-
quently avoid negative feedback (Brand and Altstötter-Gleich 2008). Based on this 
discussion, we hypothesize as follows:

H3a  Evaluative concerns are negatively associated with monthly gambling 
expenditure.

H3b  Striving is positively associated with monthly gambling expenditure.

Data description

Sampling

We used a web survey after sending email invitations to potential respondents. The 
email contained basic information about the research content and the incentives for 
the respondents as well as a link to the online survey. More specifically, we used a 
sampling service purchased from an online panel vendor, Qualtrics, whose panel 
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team supports survey construction by providing an assistant to develop complicated 
electronic questionnaires, distribute the survey to an established panel group and 
record the results.

We designed a questionnaire that included questions eliciting demographic infor-
mation (12 questions), and questions about perfectionism (8 questions), investment 
knowledge (5 questions), financial risk tolerance (11 questions) and financial behav-
iors (5 questions). We administered the survey twice. In the first round, we col-
lected data from a population of individuals ranging in age between 18 and 54 years 
(group A). In the second round, we collected data from a population of individu-
als older than 55 years (group B). For group A, we distributed 524 questionnaires 
and received 365 completed surveys. Therefore, the response rate for group A was 
69.6%. The remaining 159 questionnaires were marked as nonresponses, primarily 
for four reasons: not eligible (82), screened out by attention filters (37), unwilling to 
participate (38) and excessive time duration (2). Subsequently, we further excluded 
64 answers because of outliers, straight-liners or unreasonable responses (e.g., 
an answer unrelated to an open question). Therefore, for group A, there were 301 
valid questionnaires. There were no missing values because we set “force response” 
(i.e., respondents must answer all questions) for the entire survey, and we com-
pensated respondents financially after the survey. For group B, we distributed 461 
questionnaires and received 378 completed responses. Hence, the response rate for 
group B was 82.0%. There were 83 questionnaires marked as nonresponses, gener-
ally because of unwillingness to participate (71) and attention (12). Moreover, we 
excluded an additional 18 responses due to outliers. Hence, we had 360 valid ques-
tionnaires for group B, which did not involve missing data because here too we set 
“force response”. We provided the respondents with a financial incentive to com-
plete the questionnaire. In total, we obtained data from 661 individuals across dif-
ferent age subpopulations who were US citizens and could access the internet. Thus, 
the final response rate was 75.4%.

Data validity

Web surveys are much faster than traditional face-to-face or postal surveys, which 
saves researchers time. In our case, the Qualtrics panel teams distributed our sur-
vey to reliable and targeted groups in the panel with an email invitation. Qualtrics 
provides multiple digital platforms for participants to access web surveys without 
geographic or time restrictions. Furthermore, web surveys typically have fewer 
unanswered questions than traditional paper-and-pencil surveys (de Rada and 
Domínguez-Álvarez 2014).

However, certain risks are associated with the disadvantages of web surveys and 
the solutions used to overcome them. First, there can be problems with the response 
rate. In our case, we addressed this issue by offering the respondents financial incen-
tives. As previously mentioned, the final response rate was 75.4%, which was higher 
than the minimum criterion (60%) and within the target interval (70–85%) recom-
mended by Singleton et al. (2010). The second problem pertains to coverage. Ide-
ally, when internet penetration is 100%, web surveys will fully cover the general 
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population. In reality, Internet penetration in the US is currently 87.9%, which is 
close to full coverage, indicating limited under-coverage bias. The third potential 
problem is self-selection bias, which is the main limitation of web survey research. 
To diminish self-selection bias, Qualtrics sends potential respondents one email 
invitation containing the internet link to the survey and basic information (Aftha-
norhan et al. 2021; Al Halbusi et al. 2021a, b), such as the research purpose of the 
survey, how much time the survey will take and the incentives being offered. No 
specific survey question is disclosed in the email invitation. In addition, Qualtrics 
proportionally selects a sample from the general population and randomizes it before 
sending the survey link. The next drawback concerns fraudulent respondents. The 
Qualtrics panel team confirms respondent identity using TrueSample, Verity, Smart-
Sample, USPS verification, and digital fingerprinting. Furthermore, the panel team 
authenticates the addresses, demographic details, and email addresses of respond-
ents, and ensures that each valid response has a unique IP address.

We collected our data based on simple random sampling. This approach is vital 
to ensuring that when a large number of samples are drawn, the mean of the sam-
ple represents the general population. However, applying this approach does not 
mean that one specific sample perfectly represents the general population. Rather, 
simple random sampling enables us to generalize and make externally valid conclu-
sions regarding the general population based on our sample. Our data are from a 
geographically dispersed population, which is an advantage of a web-based survey. 
Consequently, to detect potential geographical bias, we visualized the distribution of 
participants on a flat map of the US (prepared in Excel 2016) showing the popula-
tion density of the US in 2010 according to the US Census Bureau. On the map, 
each blue solid point represents the location of one participant. From the perspec-
tive of geography, our respondents were located across the US. They were clustered 
heavily on the east coast, modestly on the south-west coast, and mildly in the middle 
part of the country. Figure 1 shows that the US Census data and our sample share 
similar geographic features with regard to population density. Therefore, we believe 

Fig. 1   depicts the locations of the respondents from the US in our sample (left) and the population den-
sity of the US in 2010 according to the US Census Bureau (right). Each blue solid point represents the 
location of one participant. From the perspective of geography, our sample is distributed randomly across 
the US. The right diagram displays the population density of the US in 2010 (map source: http://​backs​
tory.​us/; data source: the US Census Bureau http://​quick​facts.​censu​ss.​gov/​qfd/​index.​html

http://backstory.us/
http://backstory.us/
http://quickfacts.censuss.gov/qfd/index.html
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that our survey data are sufficiently representative of the general population of the 
US and of good quality for further empirical analysis. Table 1 provides the demo-
graphic information of the survey respondents.

As shown in Table  1, the majority of survey respondents range from 30 to 
69 years of age (88.06%). A total of 250 of the 661 respondents had a bachelor or 
a higher. Nearly half of respondents had a household income less than $50,000 per 
year. In addition, 288 (43.57%) respondents had liquid assets less than $10,000.

Data measurement and description

We include the perfectionism measures, financial risk tolerance, investment knowl-
edge, and demographic variables in the statistical model. In the following, we intro-
duce the measurements of the variables and their corresponding abbreviations. 
Tables  2 and 3 report the number of observations, means, standard errors, mini-
mums, maximums, skewness and kurtosis of the variables. Table 4 presents Ken-
dall’s correlation matrix of the variables of interest, which provides initial insights 
into the relationships between them. More specifically, striving (average) is sig-
nificantly correlated with FRT (r = 0.2016; p < 0.001), at a moderate level. Striving 
(average) is also significantly associated with investment knowledge (r = 0.1597; 
p < 0.001) and liquid wealth (r = 0.0980; p < 0.001), at a moderate level and a weak 
level, respectively. Furthermore, investment knowledge is significantly correlated 
with liquid wealth (r = 0.3432; p < 0.001), at a moderate level.

First, we use the mean indicator from the eight-item perfectionism scale (F-MPS-
Brief) proposed by Burgess et al. (2016) to measure the two facets of perfectionism: 
perfectionistic striving and perfectionistic concerns. Each item uses a 5-point Likert-
type indicator, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. The brief 
version of the F-MPS represents a concise tool for measuring perfectionism and has 
been shown to be valid and reliable in terms of internal consistency, measurement 

Table 1   Demographic 
information of the survey 
respondents

Household income Obs % Age Obs %

 < $50,000 321 48.56  < 30 2 0.30
$50,000–$99,999 266 40.24 30–39 137 20.73
$100,000–$149,999 43 6.5 40–49 105 15.89
$150,000 or more 31 4.7 50–59 164 24.81

60–69 176 26.63
Education 70–79 69 10.44
Less than high school 7 1.06 80–90 8 1.2
High school 132 20.00
Some college 163 25.66 Liquid assets
Associate degree 109 16.49  < 10,000 288 43.57
Bachelor degree 165 24.96 10,000–49,999 99 14.98
Master degree 74 11.19 50,000–100,000 101 15.43
Doctorate 11 0.64  > 100,000 172 26.02
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Table 2   Summary statistics of the entire sample

We measure striving with an average indicator Striving (Average) based on four 5-scale items. We meas-
ure evaluative concern with an average indicator Evaluative concern (Average) based on 5-scale items. 
Financial risk tolerance is denoted FRT. Financial literacy is denoted FL. The logarithm of liquid assets 
is denoted Log_Liq_asset. Investment knowledge is the knowledge possessed by individuals who capable 
of making investment decisions, managing their portfolios, and tracking financial markets. The control 
variables include age/10 (Age), annual household income (Log_Annual_hincome), educational attain-
ment (Education), gender (Male), whether married or living with a partner (Marital status), whether 
the individual is Caucasian (White_race), the number of dependent children (No_dep), and whether the 
respondent has religious beliefs (Religion). Log_Monthly_gambling denotes the logarithm of monthly 
expenditure on gambling

Variables Entire sample (1)

Mean SD Min Max Skewness Kurtosis

Main variables
 Perfectionism (striving)
  PS1 3.527 1.076 1 5
  PS2 3.313 1.152 1 5
  PS3 3.288 1.013 1 5
  PS4 3.641 0.986 1 5

 Perfectionism (evaluative concern)
  PEC1 2.121 1.188 1 5
  PEC2 1.904 1.016 1 5
  PEC3 2.180 1.112 1 5
  PEC4 2.998 1.383 1 5

 Striving (average) 3.443 0.861 1 5 − 0.487 3.083
 Evaluative concern (average) 2.306 0.778 1 5 0.387 2.899
 FRT 24.588 5.111 14 39 0.179 2.540
 FL 8.726 2.481 2 13 − 0.222 2.256
 Log_monthly_gambling 1.344 2.109 0 10.13 1.373 3.920
 Investment knowledge 2.370 1.120 1 5 0.471 2.425

Control variables
 Age 5.372 1.364 0.5 8.8 − 0.152 2.162
 Log_Annual_hincome 10.685 1.109 0 18.42 − 2.936 30.193
 Education 3.845 1.402 1 7 1.137 1.980
 Male 0.334 0 1 0.702 1.493
 Marital_status 0.644 0 1
 No_dep 1.099 1.358 0 10 1.707 8.006
 Religion 0.717 0 1 − 0.963 1.929
 White_race 0.873 0 1 − 2.239 6.014
 Log_liq_asset 8.572 4.390 0 20.72 − 0.962 2.852
 Employment 0.641 0 1 − 0.589 1.347

Number of observations 661
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Table 3   Summary statistics of gambling sample

We measure striving with an average indicator Striving (Average) based on four 5-scale items. We meas-
ure evaluative concern with an average indicator Evaluative concern (Average) based on 5-scale items. 
Financial risk tolerance is denoted FRT. Financial literacy is denoted FL. The logarithm of liquid assets 
is denoted Log_Liq_asset. Investment knowledge is the knowledge possessed by individuals who capable 
of making investment decisions, managing their portfolios, and tracking financial markets. The control 
variables include age/10 (Age), annual household income (Log_Annual_hincome), educational attain-
ment (Education), gender (Male), whether married or living with a partner (Marital status), whether the 
individual is Caucasian (White_race), the number of dependent children (No_dep), and whether respond-
ent has religious beliefs (Religion). Log_Monthly_gambling denotes the logarithm of monthly expendi-
tures on gambling

Variables Gambling group (2)

Mean SD Min Max Skewness Kurtosis

Main variables
 Perfectionism (striving)
  PS1 3.604 0.995 1 5
  PS2 3.511 1.023 1 5
  PS3 3.337 0.964 1 5
  PS4 3.760 0.889 1 5

 Perfectionism (evaluative concern)
  PEC1 2.275 1.226 1 5
  PEC2 1.937 1.006 1 5
  PEC3 2.137 1.087 1 5
  PEC4 3.022 1.170 1 5

 Striving (average) 3.553 0.745 1 5 − 0.701 3.952
 Evaluative concern (average) 2.343 0.779 1 4.75 0.265 2.537
 FRT 26.24 4.948 15 39 0.076 2.626
 FL 8.666 2.591 4 13 − 0.079 1.919
 Log_monthly_gambling 3.949 1.665 0.690 10.13 0.702 3.791
 Investment knowledge 2.600 1.110 1 5 0.208 2.265

Control variables
 Age 5.267 1.381 0.5 8.1 − 0.176 2.429
 Log_Annual_hincome 10.780 1.218 0 13.53 − 5.256 42.171
 Education 3.911 1.333 2 7 0.185 2.020
 Male 0.426 0 1 0.296 1.088
 Marital_status 0.724 0 1 − 1.005 2.009
 No_dep 1.386 1.537 0 10 1.884 9.295
 Religion 0.733 0 1 − 1.055 2.113
 White_race 0.866 0 1 − 2.157 5.653
 Log_liq_asset 9.229 3.800 0 18.42 − 1.298 4.178
 Employment 0.657 0 1 − 0.749 1.562

Number of observations 225
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equivalence across ethnicities and concurrency, as well as convergence (Burgess 
et al. 2016). Specifically, we denote PS1, PS2, PS3 and PS4 as the items with which 
to construct striving, and we select PEC1, PEC2, PEC3 and PEC4 to construct eval-
uation concerns. The higher the score of each PS (PEC) is, the more likely that the 
respondent is an adaptive (maladaptive) perfectionist.

We use an average indicator to measure striving and evaluative concerns. We tested 
the reliability of this measure with Cronbach’s alpha. Hinton et al. (2014) proposed four 
interval-based categories to assess the reliability of the summative scale (Likert 1932): 
excellent reliability (0.90 and above), high reliability (0.70–0.90), moderate reliability 
(0.50–0.70), and low reliability (0.50 and below). In particular, we calculate the arith-
metic mean value of PS1, PS2, PS3, and PS4 to construct Striving (average). Its Cron-
bach’s alpha = 0.829, indicating that it is highly reliable (Hinton et al. 2014). Similarly, 
we calculate the arithmetic mean value of PEC1, PEC2, PEC3, and PEC4 to construct 
Evaluative concerns (average). Its Cronbach’s alpha = 0.641, which is moderately reli-
able (Hinton et al. 2014).

Second, financial risk tolerance is a latent term that indicates the extent of financial 
risk that an individual can tolerate in making financial decisions (Grable and Lytton 
1999). We employ a 13-item instrument (for details, see Supplementary A) to construct 
a sum-index, in which a higher score indicates a greater level of risk tolerance, as pro-
posed by Grable and Lytton (1999). We use this index to measure financial risk toler-
ance (FRT), which ranges from 13 to 47.

Third, investment knowledge is possessed by individuals who capable of making 
investment decisions, managing their portfolios, and tracking financial markets. We use 
a self-reported five-scale variable, proposed by Cooper et al. (2014), to measure invest-
ment knowledge. A higher score indicates a higher level of investment knowledge. We 
define this variable as Investment knowledge.

We subsequently perform log transformations of liquid assets (e.g., money in sav-
ings and checking accounts, stocks, and bonds) because log transformation can help 
normalize continuous data. These variables are nonnegative and continuous and 
defined as Log_Liq_asset in the subsequent analysis.

We adopt gender, age, marital status, income, education (Al Halbusi et al. 2021a, b), 
race, number of dependents, employment status, and religion as control variables. Age 
measures the quotient of the age of an individual divided by 10. Education measures 
the highest educational attainment of a person, ranging from 1 (less than high school) to 
7 (doctorate). Male is a dichotomous variable coded 1 for male and 0 otherwise. Mari-
tal_status is a binary variable coded 1 for living with a partner and 0 otherwise. Reli-
gion is a binary variable coded 1 for an individual who believes he or she belongs to a 
religion and 0 otherwise. White_race is a dichotomous variable coded 1 if an individual 
is Caucasian and 0 otherwise. No_dep defines the number of dependent children in the 
respondent’s household, which is nonnegative and discrete. Log_Annual_hincome is 
the logarithmic form of the annual income of a household before taxes. Employment is 
a binary variable that takes the value of 1 if an individual has a job or is self-employed, 
and 0 otherwise. The original survey questions for these variables are provided in Sup-
plementary A.
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Methods

Econometric model for testing the link between perfectionism and risk tolerance 
(H1)

The first objective of this paper is to investigate the effect of perfectionism on 
financial risk tolerance. We use OLS regression and quantile regression, as the 
benchmark techniques. We use ordered logistic regression as robustness check. 
In particular, the OLS technique verifies the relationship between one or more 
independent variables and the conditional mean of the dependent variable. Quan-
tile regressions can characterize the entire conditional distribution of a dependent 
variable given a number of regressors. The quantile regression’s objective func-
tion is a weighted sum of absolute deviations, which provides a robust measure of 
location. Thus, the estimated coefficient vector is not sensitive to outlier obser-
vations of the dependent variable. We use the 10th, 25th, 50th, 75th, and 90th 
quantile regressions and examine the significance of the estimators by applying 
bootstrapped standard errors based on 1000 replications.

The OLS model is specified as follows:

FRTi is individual i ’s level of financial risk tolerance. Strivingi denotes the 
level of the positive aspect of perfectionism of individual i . Evaluativei represents 
the level of the negative aspect of perfectionism of individual i . Xi is a vector of 
the control variables, which include gender, age, employment status, educational 
attainment, race, religion, annual income of the household, number of dependent 
children, marital status, liquid wealth, and self-reported investment knowledge. �i 
is the error term. Note that it is important to assess both perfectionistic striving 
and perfectionistic concerns simultaneously when investigating the empirical cor-
relation between perfectionism and other variables of interest because perfection-
istic concerns can overpower the relationship between perfectionistic striving and 
positive life outcomes (Hill et al. 2010).

We fit the following quantile model:

FRTi(�) is the � th conditional quantile of the degree of individual i  ̀ s financial 
risk tolerance. �(�) ( �(�) ) is the corresponding coefficient of the level of positive 
(negative) aspect of perfectionism of individual i at the � th conditional quantile. 
�(�) is a vector of the coefficients of the control variables at the � th conditional 
quantile. Furthermore, �i(�) indicates the � th conditional quantile of the error 
terms.

Ordered logistic model is used to check robustness of results.
We apply OLS and quantile regressions as well as ordered logistic model suc-

cessively to examine whether there is a significant relationship between perfec-
tionism and financial risk tolerance in the entire sample.

(1)FRTi = Strivingi� + Evaluativei� + Xi� + �i

(2)FRTi(�) = Strivingi�(�) + Evaluativei�(�) + Xi�(�) + �i(�)



SN Bus Econ (2022) 2:171	 Page 17 of 32  171

Investment knowledge as a mediator between perfectionism and liquid wealth 
(H2)

The second objective of this paper is to examine whether investment knowledge 
mediates the effect of perfectionism on liquid wealth. The direct and indirect effects 
of perfectionism are obtained from the results of two linear models. To test H2a, the 
relationship between striving, liquid wealth, and investment knowledge is estimated 
from perfectionism:

Subsequently, liquid wealth is estimated from both striving and investment 
knowledge:

The direct effect of perfectionistic striving on liquid wealth is estimated with c′
21

 
in Eq. (4). This parameter measures how much two cases that differ in striving by 
one unit are estimated to differ in liquid wealth independent of the effect of invest-
ment knowledge on liquid wealth. The indirect effect of striving on liquid wealth 
through investment knowledge is estimated by a21 × b21 , which represents the prod-
uct of the effect of striving on investment knowledge ( a21 in Eq. 3) and the effect of 
investment knowledge on liquid wealth while controlling for striving ( b21 in Eq. 4).

Similarly, to test H2b, i.e., the relationship between evaluative concern and liquid 
wealth, one estimates investment knowledge from perfectionism:

Liquid wealth is then estimated from both evaluative concern and investment 
knowledge:

The direct effect of evaluative concerns on liquid wealth is estimated with c′
22

 in 
Eq. (6). This parameter measures how much two cases differing in evaluative con-
cerns by one unit are estimated to differ in liquid wealth independent of the effect of 
investment knowledge on liquid wealth. The indirect effect of evaluative concerns 
on liquid wealth through investment knowledge is estimated by a22 × b22 , which rep-
resents the product of the effect of evaluative concerns on investment knowledge 
( a22 in Eq. 5) and the effect of investment knowledge on liquid wealth while control-
ling for striving ( b22 in Eq. 6).

We determine whether there is a mediation effect by following the decision 
tree proposed by Zhao et  al. (2010). We explain five terms in the boxes, devel-
oped by Zhao et al. (2010), which include three types of mediation analysis and 
two types of non-mediation. Complementary mediation refers to when an indirect 
effect (a × b) and a direct effect (cʹ) both exist and have the same sign. Competi-
tive mediation refers to when an indirect effect (a × b) and a direct effect (cʹ) both 
exist but have opposite signs. Indirect-only mediation (full mediation) refers to 

(3)Invest_knowi = a21Strivingi + Evaluativei� + Xi� + �i

(4)Liq_assesti = c�
21
Strivingi + b21Invest_knowi + Evaluativei�

� + Xi�
� + ��

i

(5)Invest_knowi = a22Evaluativei + Strivingi� + Xi� + �i

(6)Liq_assesti = c�
22
Evaluativei + b22Invest_knowi + Strivingi�

� + Xi�
� + ��

i
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the existence of an indirect effect (a × b) but without a direct effect (cʹ). Direct-
only non-mediation refers to the existence of a direct effect (cʹ) but without an 
indirect effect.

Therefore, if we detect a mediation effect, we proceed to the bootstrap test, 
as proposed by Preacher and Hayes (2004, 2008), to verify the significance of 
the indirect effect (a × b). In contrast to the Sobel test (1982), this test does not 
require a sampling distribution of the indirect effect to be normal, and it is more 
powerful (Williams and MacKinnon 2008). We perform the bootstrap tests in 
SPSS Process.

Link between perfectionism and monthly gambling behavior (H3)

The final objective of this paper is to examine, in the gambling subsample, whether 
perfectionism affects monthly expenditure on gambling. We use OLS regression and 
quantile regression, as the benchmark techniques. The OLS technique verifies the 
relationship between one or more independent variables and the conditional mean 
of the dependent variable. Quantile regressions develop the regression model to 
estimate the conditional quantiles of the dependent variable. This method is prefer-
able when there is heteroscedasticity in the dataset. Quantile regressions are also a 
useful means to increase the robustness of the results. They are independent of the 
assumptions of the normal distribution of the error term and are robust when there 
are outliers in the dependent variable. We use the 10th, 25th, 50th, 75th, and 90th 
quantile regressions, and we examine the significance of the estimators by applying 
bootstrapped standard errors based on 1000 replications.

The OLS model is specified as follows:

where Monthly_Gamblingi denotes the logarithm of the monthly expenditure on 
gambling of individual i . Strivingi denotes the level of the positive aspect of per-
fectionism of individual i . Evaluativei represents the level of the negative aspect of 
perfectionism of individual i . Xi is a vector of the control variables, which include 
gender, age, employment status, educational attainment, race, religion, annual 
household income, number of dependent children, marital status, liquid wealth, 
self-reported investment knowledge, financial risk tolerance and financial literacy. �i 
indicates the error term.

We fit the following quantile model:

where Month_Gamblingi(�) is the � th conditional quantile of the logarithm of indi-
vidual i ’s monthly expenditure on gambling. �(�) ( �(�) ) is the corresponding coef-
ficient of the level of the positive (negative) aspect of perfectionism of individual 
i at the � th conditional quantile. �(�) is a vector of the coefficients of the control 
variables at the � th conditional quantile. �i(�) indicates the � th conditional quantile 
of the error terms.

(7)Monthly Gamblingi = Strivingi� + Evaluativei� + Xi� + �i

(8)Monthly Gamblingi(�) = Strivingi�(�) + Evaluativei�(�) + Xi�(�) + �i(�)
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Ethical approval

This study was approved by the Ethical Committee of the University of Southamp-
ton (Submission ID: 20738). The ethical principles of the University of Southamp-
ton were followed. All respondents signed informed consent forms before participat-
ing in the survey.

Results

Perfectionism as a predictor of individual financial risk (H1)

Table  5 reports the coefficients in the OLS and quantile regressions as well as 
ordered logistic regression. We find that the coefficients before (after) quantile 
regression are smaller (greater) than the coefficient of the OLS regression. In addi-
tion, the estimators of evaluative concerns are not significant in the quantile regres-
sions or OLS regression or ordered logistic regression. Several control variables 
predict financial risk tolerance. For instance, compared with females, males tend 
to have a higher level of financial risk tolerance. Older people tend to tolerate less 
financial risk than younger people do. Moreover, financial literacy and employment 
are both positive predictors of financial risk tolerance.

Investment knowledge as a mediator between perfectionism and liquid wealth 
(H2)

OLS regression analyses were conducted to investigate the mediation effect of 
investment knowledge on the relationship between striving (average) and the accu-
mulation of liquid assets. The overall regression model was statistically significant 
(R2 = 0.179, F[648] = 11.702, p < 0.001). First, striving (average) is positively asso-
ciated with investment knowledge (path a: coefficient is 0.208, SE = 0.048, and 
p < 0.001).

Second, investment knowledge is positively associated with the relation-
ship between striving and liquid assets (path b: coefficient is 1.035, SE = 0.140, 
p < 0.001). The significance of path a and path b implies that there is a mediation 
effect. To further test the significance of this mediation effect (indirect effect a*b), 
we use the bootstrapping method with bias-corrected confidence estimates. The 
95% confidence interval of the indirect effect is taken with 5000 bootstrap resam-
ples (Preacher and Hayes 2008). If the confidence intervals of estimators do not 
contain 0, the indirect effect is significantly different from zero. The results of the 
bootstrap test suggest that investment knowledge mediates the link between striving 
and liquid wealth (indirect effect = a*b = 0.208*1.035 = 0.216, SE = 0.057, CI = from 
0.119 to 0.343). In addition, the total effect (path c = 0.443, SE = 0.182, p = 0.015) 
is significant, while the direct effect (path c′ = 0.216, SE = 0.177, p = 0.199) is 
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non-significant, indicating a full mediation effect. Therefore, we can conclude that 
investment knowledge fully mediates the relationship between striving and liquid 
wealth. Figure 2 displays the corresponding results.

Similarly, OLS regression was conducted to investigate the mediation effect of 
investment knowledge on the relationship between evaluative concerns (average) 
and the accumulation of liquid wealth. The overall regression model is statistically 
significant (R2 = 0.357, F[647] = 30.153, p < 0.001). First, evaluative concerns (aver-
age) are negatively associated with investment knowledge (path a: the coefficient 
is − 0.108, SE = 0.054, and p < 0.001). Second, investment knowledge is positively 
associated with liquid asset (path b: the coefficient is 1.036, SE = 0.140, p < 0.001). 
Because path a and path b are significant, there is a mediation effect. We use the 
bootstrapping method with percentile confidence estimates. The 95% confidence 
interval of the indirect effect is analyzed with 10,000 bootstrap resamples (Preacher 
and Hayes 2008). The results of the bootstrap test suggest that investment knowledge 

Fig. 2   The indirect effect of striving on liquid assets through investment knowledge is statistically sig-
nificant (a*b = 0.215, SE = 0.057, 95% CI = [0.119, 0.343]). The bootstrapped resampling is 5000. 
**p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01

Fig. 3   The indirect effect of striving on liquid assets through investment knowledge is statistically sig-
nificant (a*b = 0.112, SE = 0.057, 95% CI = [− 0.231, − 0.004]). The bootstrapped resampling is 5000. 
**p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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mediates the link between evaluative concerns and liquid assets (indirect effect = a*
b = − 0.108*1.035 = − 0.112, SE = 0.057, CI = from − 0.231 to − 0.004). In addi-
tion, the total effect (path c = − 0.051, SE = 0.196, p = 0.793) and the direct effect 
(path c′ = 0.061, SE = 0.177, p = 0.743) are non-significant, indicating a full media-
tion effect. Therefore, we can conclude that investment knowledge fully mediates 
the relationship between evaluative concerns and liquid wealth. Figure 3 displays the 
corresponding results.

In summary, the indirect effect (0.215) between striving and liquid assets via 
investment knowledge is positive and significant, which supports H2a. This finding 
means that the log of liquid assets is expected to increase by 0.215 units for every 
one-unit increase in striving (average) (1–5 scale). Meanwhile, the indirect effect 
(− 0.112) between evaluative concerns and liquid assets via investment knowledge 
is negative and significant, which supports H2b. This finding indicates that the log 
of liquid assets is expected to decrease by 0.112 units for every one-unit increase in 
evaluative concerns (average) (1–5 scale). We conclude that the indirect effect of 
perfectionistic striving on liquid wealth is higher than the indirect effect of perfec-
tionistic evaluative concerns on liquid wealth.

Perfectionism as a predictor of monthly gambling expenditures (H3)

Table  6 reports the estimates of the OLS regression regarding the relationship 
between perfectionism and monthly expenditure on gambling as well as estimates 
for quantiles τ ∈ {0.10, 0.35, 0.50, 0.70, 0.90} to assess Hypothesis 3 for the gam-
bling group (N = 225). Throughout this subsection, the dependent variable is the log-
arithm of monthly income spent on gambling. The independent variables are striv-
ing (average) and evaluative concerns (average), which represent the positive facet 
and the adverse facet of perfectionism, respectively. The average marginal effects 
of evaluative concerns (average) are negatively significant in all quantiles and OLS 
regressions. The average magnitude of these coefficients is approximately 0.35, 
which means that log-transformed monthly expenditure on gambling is reduced by 
approximately 35% for a one-unit increase in evaluative concerns (average) (5-point 
scale) when all other variables are held constant. However, we do not find that striv-
ing (average) can predict the variance in log-transformed monthly expenditure on 
gambling because nearly no corresponding coefficient is statistically significant. 
Therefore, the results support Hypothesis 3a but do not support Hypothesis 3b.

Discussion

Perfectionism and financial risk tolerance

Our results support H1a, which states that, among the general population, perfec-
tionistic striving is positively associated with financial risk tolerance. This finding 
remain valid in different demographic subgroups, including males, females, aging 
people (age ≥ 55), nonelderly people, the employed, and the un-employed. However, 
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the results do not indicate that perfectionistic concerns (negative reactions to imper-
fection) influence financial risk tolerance.

Among the few researchers who have examined that documents the relation-
ship between perfectionism and risk attitude. Weller and Thulin (2012) report that 
a higher score on perfectionism is associated with less risk-taking to achieve gains. 
However, Weller and Thulin (2012) do not investigate the effect of the positive 
aspect of perfectionism on individual risk attitudes; we fill this gap by demonstrat-
ing that perfectionistic striving drives financial risk tolerance. Therefore, how might 
we account for this relationship between striving and financial risk tolerance? By 
definition, perfectionism is a personality disposition described as striving for flaw-
lessness and establishing high standards for performance, accompanied by a propen-
sity for excessively critical evaluation of one’s actions. Therefore, it appears that the 
positive association between perfectionistic striving and financial risk tolerance may 
be due to the aim of achieving financial well-being, which is a key determinant of 
general life happiness (Kruger 2011). Previous research has reported that adaptive 
forms of perfectionism are associated with higher levels of self-efficacy (Frost et al. 
1990; Stoeber et  al. 2008), whereas financial self-efficacy is positively associated 
with increased investment risk-taking (Montford and Goldsmith 2016). Therefore, 
self-efficacy may be one channel through which striving drives financial risk toler-
ance. By definition, self-efficacy concerns individuals’ beliefs regarding their ability 
to organize and execute courses of action to achieve a goal. Self-efficacy appears to 
be an internal motivation and is one of the best predictors of successful performance 
across many areas. Self-efficacy increases individuals’ confidence in their capacity 
to execute certain behaviors, and in particular, financial self-efficacy is positively 
associated with investment knowledge (Forbes and Kara 2010). Thus, people with 
confidence and investment knowledge tend to have a willingness to tolerate finan-
cial risk. Although allocating more savings to “risky” investments such as stocks 
and less to “safer” fixed income vehicles increases financial risk, it increases indi-
vidual savings over the long run (Chatterjee et al. 2011) because risky assets provide 
more long-term growth in portfolio value. Due to the fact that long-term portfolio 
growth results in positive capital income, we believe that such growth can solidify 
an individual’s financial situation. Hence, self-oriented perfectionism seeks financial 
well-being.

Other channels may involve individual characteristics. In particular, striving is 
associated with more pride after success, and consequently, greater pride is associ-
ated with a higher level of confidence, which in turn may drive tolerance of finan-
cial risk when individuals make financial decisions. Stoeber et al. (2008) reveal that 
perfectionistic striving positively predicts the level of aspiration; hence, increased 
aspiration causes higher risk tolerance. Moreover, Stoeber and Otto (2006) review 
the argument from the literature that striving is positively associated with extraver-
sion, which is in turn associated with risk tolerance. Finally, striving shows a posi-
tive relationship with endurance (Stoeber and Otto 2006), and prime-age males have 
developed a greater risk-preference position.

Why are perfectionistic concerns unable to predict the variability in financial risk 
tolerance? By definition, perfectionistic concerns are associated with critical self-
evaluation, feelings of divergence between anticipations and outcomes, excessive 
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concern about mistakes, and worrying about acceptance by others (Stoeber et  al. 
2008). Therefore, perfectionistic concerns are supposed to be negatively associated 
with financial risk tolerance because such concerns are related to mistakes (Stoeber 
et al. 2008). However, the two facets of perfectionism do interact in concert (Brand 
and Altstötter-Gleich 2008), and the positive facet may play the dominant role in 
increasing risk tolerance.

We interpret this main finding regarding the relationship between perfectionistic 
striving and financial risk tolerance based only on theoretical justification and infer-
ences from the literature.

Perfectionism, investment knowledge, and liquid wealth

The second finding is that striving (evaluative concerns) is associated with increased 
(decreased) investment knowledge, which is then associated with increased 
(decreased) liquid wealth. That is, both striving and evaluative concerns indirectly 
affect liquid wealth through the channel of investment knowledge. We propose the 
following mechanism for the indirect relationship between perfectionism and liquid 
wealth. First, those with greater liquid wealth tend to have a more positive aware-
ness of their financial well-being, which in turn drives life satisfaction (Ruberton 
et al. 2016). Second, common sense dictates that perfectionists seek to be perfect in 
all aspects of their lives, including investing and purchasing, which are found to be 
correlated with self-oriented perfectionism (striving) (Stoeber and Stoeber 2009). 
Nevertheless, Stoeber and Stoeber (2009) do not find that investing and purchas-
ing are correlated with socially prescribed perfectionism (evaluative concerns). Our 
finding is partially consistent with their finding, but provides enhanced evidence in 
support of the relationship between perfectionism (both striving and evaluative con-
cerns) and liquid wealth. First, they use the Spearman’s correlation to inspect this 
relationship, whereas we use regression models. Correlation is not a causal analysis, 
but regression is a casual inference tool. Second, their results do not suggest that 
there is a negative correlation between perfectionistic concern and the investment 
domain, whereas we find that perfectionistic concerns lead to decreased investment 
knowledge, which further causes decreased liquid wealth.

Next, we explain a mechanism by which investment knowledge could mediate the 
relationship between perfectionism and liquid wealth. On the one hand, our results 
indicate that striving is positively associated with investment knowledge, whereas 
evaluative concerns are negatively related to investment knowledge. By defini-
tion, studying involves the acquisition of knowledge through reading, investigation, 
or practice. Therefore, it appears that striving (evaluative concerns) can facilitate 
(impede) the ability to study, which in turn enhances (weakens) the acquisition of 
knowledge. In the investment context, this finding is in line with previous research 
showing that perfectionistic striving is positively associated with studying. For 
example, Stoeber and Stoeber (2009) report that striving has a positive correlation 
with studying. Therefore, striving appears to enhance the acquisition of investment 
knowledge.
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However, perfectionistic concerns are negatively associated with studying, 
acquiring knowledge or other negative outcomes. For instance, first, students rang-
ing from 15 to 21  years old who have high levels of evaluative concerns tend to 
experience test anxiety (Abdollahi et al. 2018). Second, perfectionistic concerns are 
positively associated with burnout (Spagnoli et al. 2021a, b) and burnout and learn-
ing engagement have a negative relationship with one another (Cazan 2015). Third, 
perfectionistic concerns are maladaptive for successful learning (Osenk et al. 2020). 
These arguments contribute to the view that evaluative concerns tend to obstruct the 
acquisition of investment knowledge.

In contrast, Van Rooij et al. (2012) ascertain that financial knowledge accelerates 
wealth accumulation through two channels. The first is stock market participation. 
A high level of financial knowledge reduces the cost of collecting and dealing with 
information and decreases obstacles to investment in the stock market. Knowledge-
able retail investors benefit from their equity premium. The second channel is retire-
ment planning behavior. Individuals with a high level of financial knowledge tend 
to plan for retirement and stick to their plans in terms of saving for their retirement 
needs, collecting information, and endeavoring to realize their plans (Lusardi and 
Mitchell 2011).

The third finding is that the absolute magnitude of the indirect effect of striving 
on liquid wealth is greater than that of evaluative concerns on liquid wealth when 
the other variables remain stable. This finding provides evidence that the benefits of 
the adaptive facet of perfectionism can overpower the disadvantages derived from 
the maladaptive facet of perfectionism.

Taken together, these findings identify one channel through which perfectionism 
can influence the accumulation of liquid wealth, thus bridging perfectionism and 
financial well-being.

Perfectionism and gambling behaviors

According to a recent study, risky financial tolerance involves two particular 
domains: investment decisions and gambling (Sekścińska et  al. 2021). Both influ-
ence wealth accumulation, which is why we further test the relationship between 
perfectionism and gambling behaviors.

The gambling environment changes quickly. Gambling is widely advertised and 
increasingly accessible, and newly developed means to engage in gambling appear 
constantly. In addition, gambling expenditure is gradually increasing (Statista 
2020). Thompson et al. (2021) propose that the five-factor personality model influ-
ences general lottery gambling. Smith et  al. (2019) report that there is an impor-
tant link between perfectionism and personality traits included in the five-factor 
model (FFM). Therefore, we assume that perfectionism will influence gambling 
expenditure.

The final finding is that perfectionistic concerns are a significant factor in pre-
dicting monthly gambling expenditure. Those who exhibit intense concerns 
about mistakes tend to spend less money on gambling than those with low con-
cerns about mistakes. This finding is consistent with the conclusion of Brand and 
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Altstötter-Gleich (2008), who report that participants with perfectionistic concerns 
tend to select safe choices in behavior experiments under risk conditions. This result 
implies that future research examining the relationship between personality traits 
and behaviors related to gambling should incorporate perfectionism into the list of 
personality measures (Mishra et al. 2010).

Conclusion

Our main finding is that perfectionistic striving is positively associated with the 
level of financial risk tolerance, whereas our results do not indicate that evaluative 
concerns are directly associated with financial risk tolerance. Second, striving (eval-
uative concerns) is associated with increased (decreased) investment knowledge, 
which is in turn associated with increased (decreased) liquid wealth. Third, our 
results indicate that perfectionistic concerns inhibit monthly gambling expenditures. 
This finding remain consistently stable when we measure monthly gambling in both 
absolute and relative form. These empirical results provide evidence that can help to 
achieve research objectives which are investigating the relationship between perfec-
tionism, financial risk tolerance, wealth accumulation, and gambling expenditure.

In reporting these relationships, this preliminary study has several important 
implications for theoretical and empirical research in behavioral finance. First, pre-
vious studies have largely focused on the effect of perfectionism in work, sport and 
academic domains (Hill et al. 2018; Madigan 2019; Ocampo et al. 2020), the finance 
domain has been less frequently investigated. Therefore, this research contributes 
theoretically to the literature by documenting that perfectionism plays a role in the 
financial domain. Second, with respect to the study’s empirical implications, perfec-
tionistic concerns do not necessarily lead to negative outcomes. With respect to pol-
icy implications, our findings may aid the development of deliberate interventions 
for financial managers, psychological practitioners, social workers or policy makers 
seeking to support individuals who report poor financial well-being or poor life sat-
isfaction. Such interventions might include professional financial courses, psycho-
logical counseling, and general education, which can not only improve investment 
knowledge but also foster internalized standards for achievement while reducing the 
propensity to fear mistakes and evaluation by others.

This study has several limitations. First, because of its pilot nature, this paper 
reports only one channel (investment knowledge) through which perfectionism influ-
ences wealth accumulation. Second, the paper does not explain why striving moti-
vates an increase in risk tolerance whereas evaluative concerns do not. Third, the 
findings are based on a single-country sample and a cross-sectional analysis, which 
may limit the generalizability of the analysis results to other countries and cannot 
hinder causal inferences.

Future researchers can consider improving on this study in the following ways. 
First, to substantiate the causal inferences, longitudinal analysis is warranted. Sec-
ond, it may be profitable to investigate the effect of perfectionism on the heterogene-
ity of other preferences, such as time discounting and uncertainty aversion. Third, 
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it is of use to detect whether perfectionism is a dominant personality predictor to 
financial risk tolerance when controlling for Big Five personality factors.
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