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Abstract: The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) was used to investigate factors affecting the intention
of citizens to donate money altruistically for sustainable rural development projects in Spain. To achieve
this aim, individuals’ attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control have been considered;
also, Azjen’s model was further extended to include additional elements: Moral norms, past behaviour,
knowledge and some background factors. Respondents completed an online questionnaire assessing
domains elaborated in the extended TPB model. Hierarchical multiple regression analysis revealed
support for the model. Attitudes, injunctive norms, perceived behavioural control, moral norms, past
behaviour, crowdfunding knowledge, age and employment condition were found to have positive and
significant influence on intentions to donate. Theoretical and applied implications of the results are
discussed, highlighting important considerations for public policy.
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1. Introduction

Depopulation is an important issue in European Union regions. 44 European regions (NUTS
2 level) have a population density lower than 50 inhabitants per square kilometre, mainly in
Mediterranean countries such as Spain, Portugal, France, Italy and Greece.

Besides depopulation, aging and abandoned traditional crops in Spanish rural areas have become
a real problem in most of them. For example, the regions of Castilla-la-Mancha, Castilla y León,
Extremadura and Aragón have a population density between 26–28 inhabitants per square kilometre.
Furthermore, in Aragón about 25 per cent of total surface has a density below 5 inhabitants per square
kilometre and the ageing index in these areas is above 150 per cent, reaching up to 300 per cent in
some regions (ageing index was calculated as population over 65 years old divided by population
under 15). Hence, the promotion of sustainable development in rural areas is one of the priorities of
the Rural Development Programmes of the EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) for 2014–2020,
meanly through LEADER programmes (a development method to engage local actors in the design
and delivery of strategies, decision-making and resource allocation for the development of their rural
areas). However, apart from these public policies, there are local private initiatives whose aims are to
contribute to rural sustainability and development. Usually citizens promote these initiatives based on
altruistic pro-rural behaviour and connected to natural resource endowments. People contribute to the
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financing of such efforts through various mechanisms. This is true of websites devoted to financing
and implementing initiatives such as recovering local grape varieties, abandoned olive or almond trees;
adopting free-range hens; building an olive mill; transforming saffron or adopting a forest, to name
but a few of those recently carried out in Spain.

In this paper, we investigate the factors that affect the intention of citizens to finance projects
for sustainable rural development in Spain by altruistic monetary donations. The study has used
an extension of the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) [1] considering individuals’ attitudes,
subjective norms and perceived behavioural control, and including additional predictors: moral norms,
past behaviour, knowledge and socio-economic characteristics of the individuals. The remainder of the
paper is organised as follows: The TPB modelling is presented in Section 2. The material and methods
are explained in Section 3, Section 4 shows the main results of the analysis and Sections 5 and 6 are
devoted to the discussion of the results and to drawing some conclusions.

2. The Theory of Planned Behaviour

Predicting and explaining the behaviour of individuals can be done considering their
psychological aspects. Thus, many authors have studied the psychological components that allow to
understand the factors that lead people to have certain behaviours [2–6].

In order to analyse the intentions of citizens to donate altruistically for sustainable rural
development, we used a theoretical framework based on social psychology models, but also including
socioeconomic factors. Among the social psychology models, [1] the TPB today is one of the most
popular for understanding and predicting human behaviour. Its popularity can be revealed by
conducting a Google Scholar search for the keyword “theory of planned behaviour”. From 510
citations between 1985 and 2000, the number of citations has grown steadily to 5830 in 2001–2010
and up to 17,900 between 2011 and 2018. The TPB is an extension of the Theory of Reasoned Action
(TRA) [7,8] which considers not only the attitudes and subjective norms, but also an additional variable,
perceived behavioural control (PCB), which facilitates predicting the behaviour of individuals in some
cases [7,9,10].

Under the TPB, the immediate antecedent of a particular behaviour is the intention to perform
it. Behavioural intentions constitute an indication of the extent to which people are willing to try to
perform a particular behaviour (i.e., I intend to donate), while the particular behaviour is something
people are currently performing (i.e., I have made a donation). Intention is assumed to capture the
motivational factors that influence the behaviour. Following [1], the basic TPB postulates that intentions
are determined by: (1) attitudes towards the behaviour (the attractiveness of the individual evaluation
of a behaviour); (2) subjective norms (the individual perceived social pressure to perform or not the
behaviour) and (3) perceived behavioural control (individual’s perception of the ease or difficulty to
perform the behaviour). According to Ajzen’s TPB, the more favourable the attitude and subjective
norms with respect to the behaviour and the greater the perceived behavioural control, the more likely
it is that a person will have an intention to perform the behaviour under consideration [1,11].

While TPB is useful in its original specification, [1] it was put forth that, after the examination of
traditional TPB variables, the TPB can allow additional predictors if these additional constructs can
capture a significant proportion of the variance in intention. In fact, the initial TPB model has been
criticised throughout its life for insufficient predictive power, criticisms related fundamentally to the
use of an inadequate number of variables capable of explaining the reasons that lead individuals to have
certain behaviours [12–14]. This has led many analysts to modify the original theoretical model by adding
to the basic explanatory variables (attitudes, subjective norms and PCB), additional variables that have
been shown in some cases to have a certain explanatory capacity such as, for example, “past behaviour”,
“moral norms”, “perceived moral obligation”, “perception of ease of use”, “capacity to reject” and
others [15].
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In particular, the TPB literature has split subjective norms into injunctive and descriptive norms.
Injunctive norms reflect perceptions of what significant others think one ought to do, and descriptive
norms reflect the perception of whether other people perform the behaviour [16].

Also, the model has been expanded to include some additional constructs such as moral norms
or past behaviour [17]. On the one hand, moral norms are broadly defined as an individual’s code
of conduct. They reveal feelings about personal responsibility or duty to perform a given behaviour.
As opposed to subjective norms, moral norms are personal and internalised [18]. On the other hand,
past behaviour has been used in numerous extended TPB (ETPB) models. Some studies [16,19] have
found that this is the best predictor of future behaviour, stronger than either attitudes or PBC. In the
reviewed studies of ETPB, it has been posited to be an important and independent predictor of
behavioural intention to donate.

Furthermore, additional predictors of intention capturing some background factors (socio-economic
and demographic features of citizens) mentioned by [1] have been introduced into the models to increase
its predictive performance [20]. The usefulness of personality traits to explain pro-environmental
behaviour for Spanish people had been proved recently by [21,22]. Following this trend, we extend
the TPB model in order to include a new predictor: the self-reported knowledge on crowdfunding.
Knowledge has been identified as a powerful predictor of behavioural intentions [23], and crowdfunding
is one of the few ways in which citizens can contribute altruistically to the funding of sustainable rural
development projects.

The TPB has been widely used to address the psychological component for understanding
the factors driving individuals’ behaviour in various fields such as health related issues [24–26],
consumption [27,28] or blood [29], organ [30] and body [31] donations, to name but a few.

Regarding sustainability and the environment, the TPB has been successfully applied in identifying
the factors that determine sustainable behaviour in various fields: (a) Reducing contamination and natural
resource conservation, such as the intentions to adopt a search engine that promotes sustainable water
management [32], using biodiesel by car drivers [33] reducing fine particulate matter emissions [34] and
willingness to pay for air quality improvement [35]; (b) recycling and reusing, such as people’s intention to
separate waste at home [36], reducing waste [37], recycling plastic waste [38], paper waste [39], electrical
and electronic waste [40] and industry intentions to recycle food waste [41]; (c) purchasing intention of
green products [42], traceable products [43], choosing a sustainable restaurant [15] and staying in green
hotels [44].

Another very relevant line of research in the field of the environment is the extent to which
environmental concerns influences sustainable behaviour. The role of environmental awareness is
not conclusive. [45] find that even though environmental concerns are directly related to attitudes,
egoistic concerns are the strongest predictor of attitudes. In the same line, [46] state that environmental
education can assist in fostering pro-environmental behaviour, but this alone is not enough. In their
case, social norms have a stronger influence on behavioural intentions than attitudes. [47] conclude
that the more one has an affective connection with the natural environment, the greater one’s intention
to engage with it. And, what it is more important, rural participants report more positive affective
connections and stronger behavioural intentions about engaging with the natural environment than
urban participants. [48] study the environmental activism and confirm that rural residents engage in
environmental activism against mining mostly in the form of complaining to government activities.

However, until now only a relatively small number of studies [16,19,49–52], applied to Australia,
England, Australia, Pakistan, Malaysia and Canada, respectively (for more details of the results of
those papers, see Discussion section), have examined the ETPB in the context of altruistic donations
of money. Thus, this analysis contributes to expand the scarce literature that studies the intention to
donate money through ETPB model; and what is more, this is the first time that this model is applied
to the intention to donate money for sustainable rural development projects. Figure 1 summarises the
basic structure of the ETPB model applied.
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Figure 1. Theoretical framework explaining intention to donate for sustainable rural development.
(Source: own elaboration.).

3. Material and Methods

Information to apply the theoretical model depicted in Figure 1 was collected through a 100%
online survey. The questionnaire was structured in three parts. The first part included questions
related to general knowledge on altruistic behaviours and crowdfunding. The second part contained
questions on intentions to donate altruistically to finance projects for sustainable rural development.
Finally, the third part gathered information on socio-demographics and other personal characteristics.
All of the questions were asked in order to provide meaningful responses on attitudes, subjective
norms, PBC, moral norms, past behaviour, knowledge and background characteristics. Before the final
questionnaire was administrated, a pilot survey was undertaken on a small sample of respondents
(N = 20) to check for understanding of the questionnaire and interview length. Since knowledge about
crowdfunding to fund small projects for sustainable rural development was found to be limited, a brief
text with neutral information was included in the survey to be read by interviewees before filling out
the questionnaire.

The questionnaire was developed following the general guidelines stated by [53] and previous
empirical papers on pro-altruistic related behaviours. Unless stated otherwise, all items used a standard
definition of donating behaviour and were assessed on a 5-point Likert scale (easier for respondents to
deal with than 7–9 scales even if some variance is lost). Several constructs were measured on multi-item
scales. To reduce the effects of response bias, some of the questions were asked in a negative way, which
was reversed prior to scale construction. Items were ordered randomly throughout the questionnaire.

Intention to donate (ITD). Individuals responded to the following question: ‘Are you willing to
make a small donation to a sustainable rural development project that deals with an issue that matters
you?’ (1 definitely yes, 5 definitely no; the scale was inverted for the analysis).



Sustainability 2019, 11, 765 5 of 14

Attitude. The measure of attitude was averaged with three different questions: ‘Donating money
to small rural projects through crowdfunding increases the welfare of who does’, ‘I am in favour of
participating in the financing of small rural projects through crowdfunding’ and ‘It is useful to donate
money to small rural development projects through crowdfunding’ (1 strongly disagree, 5 strongly agree).

Injunctive norms. We try here to learn if respondents have a social pressure to contribute altruistically
to pro-rural development projects. The direct measure of injunctive norms was an average of the answers
to the following two questions: ‘My friends and family think that I should already have participated in
some crowdfunding practice’ and ‘I believe that my family and friends expect me to donate money to
small projects through fund-funding in the short term’ (1 strongly disagree, 5 strongly agree).

Descriptive norms. Considering the pressure in the social environment of the interviewee,
the descriptive norms were measured with the question: ‘It is very likely that my family and friends
donate money to small projects in the short term’ (1 strongly disagree, 5 strongly agree).

Perceived Behavioural Control (PBC) is measured by a question where the respondents are asked
to indicate their level of agreement about whether the decision to contribute altruistically to sustainable
rural development projects depends on themselves: ‘The decision to donate money to small projects
through crowdfunding depends only on me’ (1 strongly disagree, 5 strongly agree).

Moral norms have been measured by asking the interviewee if he/she thinks he/she should make
a donation: ‘I think that in the short term I should make a donation through crowdfunding’ (1 strongly
disagree, 5 strongly agree).

Past behaviour. Past experience in financing projects by crowdfunding has been measured by the
question: ‘Have you ever donated money to social or environmental organisations whose objectives
are to raise funds for altruistic purposes?’ (1 yes, 0 no).

Knowledge: Self-reported knowledge was obtained by asking the interviewee ‘Could you indicate
your level of knowledge about crowdfunding?’ (1 high, 4 null; the scale was inverted for the analysis).

Background effects: Respondents were asked to provide information regarding their gender,
age, marital status, household size, educational level, employment condition, place of residence
and income.

Empirical information was collected from 280 individuals, between 20 and 78 years old, through
a survey carried out in Spain between autumn 2016 and spring 2017. This sample size has a margin of
error of 5.8% (pq = 0.5 and a 95% confidence level). Most of the individuals were recruited through
a non-profit private foundation specialized in citizen research, and the rest through the researchers’
social networks. In all cases, the questionnaire was anonymous. At first, the sample reached 400 but
some of them were poorly completed so that the sample was reduced to 280.

Table 1 reports the variables and personal characteristics of the sample. Males were 45.7% of
respondents; the average age was about 47 years (standard deviation (SD) 13.8); 43.2% of the sample
were married and lived in households of 2.6 members, on average. Average household income
per capita was €1,300 per month. Around 58% of respondents were residents of Aragón, the region
where the study was undertaken, and the remaining were individuals from all over Spain (near half of
them from the two most populated Spanish provinces: Madrid and Barcelona). On the other hand,
80% of the individuals live in urban areas. Most of the interviewees had a university degree (68.2%),
well above the Spanish average. This can be explained by the fact that only people over 20 years
old and regular users of email were interviewed. Another factor was that people with higher levels
of income and education are more prone to using the Internet and to participating in online studies
such as this. They also have greater concern for social and rural problems. From the employment
perspective, unemployed people represented only 7.8% of the interviewees, well below the rate of
Spain in 2017 that reached 19.6%.

In the literature, different techniques have been used to analyse individual´s behaviour in
accordance with the ETPB in many different areas of knowledge. The few studies that have examined
the intention to donate money in an altruistic manner are based on hierarchical multiple regression
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(HMR) analysis. We followed this methodological approach to analyse the factors affecting the
intention to donate altruistically for sustainable rural development.

Table 1. Socioeconomic variables of the sample and in Spain.

Variable Definition Sample Value Spain Value

Gender MALE (dummy) 45.7% 49.0%

Age (average from total sample) AGE (continuous) 47.3 years 43.9 years

Marital status MARRIED (dummy) 43.2% 43.7%

Household size (number of people
average) HOUSEH (continuous) 2.6 people 2.5 people

Household monthly per capita
income

INCOME (dummy; 1= >1300 €; 0,
otherwise) 36.4% N.A.

Region of residence ARAGON (dummy) 58.2%

Education
Primary studies 4.3% 41.7%

Secondary studies 27.5% 22.5%

University degree 68.2% 35.8%

Employment condition Unemployment rate 7.8% 19.6%

The dependent variable of the model (ITD) and most of the independent variables (attitudes,
injunctive norms, descriptive norms, PBC, moral norms and knowledge) are discrete variables.
As noted, respondents were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement with the different
statements using Likert scales. The questions about past behaviour and employment condition were
posed in a dichotomous way (yes or no), and age was a continuous variable. To explain the intention to
donate, a theoretical HMR model was specified by (1), and their parameters were estimated by using
STATA 14.2.

ITD = β0 + β1 ATTITUDE + β2 INJUNCTIVE_N + β3DESCRIPTIVE_N + β4PBC+
β5MORAL_N + β6PAST_BEHAVIOUR + β7KNOWLEDGE

+BACKGROUND_FACTORS + u
(1)

4. ETPB Intention to Donate Results

Descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations and bivariate correlations among the
extended TPB variables are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 shows low correlations between predictor variables, and we can assume that discriminant
validity exists, as is needed to have confidence in the subsequent analysis. Assessed on 1–5 scales,
means of PBC (4.38), attitude (3.92) and knowledge (2.42) reflect that individuals have a positive
intention towards pro-rural giving. Descriptive_n (2.45), Moral_n (2.26) and Injunctive_n (2.14) show
that individuals are influenced by any kind of norms, either social or personal.
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Table 2. Descriptive data for the ETPB constructs included in regression analysis (means, SD and bivariate correlations. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients in parenthesis).

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Attitude 3.92 0.72 (0.48)
2. Injunctive Norms 2.14 0.90 0.268 *** (0.48)

3. Descriptive Norms 2.45 1.08 0.202 *** 0.529 *** (0.49)
4. PBC 4.38 0.98 0.208 *** −0.056 0.006 (0.54)

5. Moral Norms 2.26 1.18 0.221 *** 0.361 *** 0.292 *** −0.080 (0.50)
6. Past Behaviour 0.68 0.47 0.165 *** 0.082 0.120 ** 0.130 ** 0.114 * (0.47)

7. Knowledge 2.42 1.11 0.287 *** −0.015 0.018 0.187 *** −0.046 0.277 *** (0.50)
8. Employment

condition 0.72 0.45 −0.069 0.004 −0.099 * 0.107 * 0.037 0.191 *** 0.217 *** (0.56)

9. Age 47.36 13.81 −0.048 0.055 0.048 0.058 0.139 ** 0.208 *** 0.081 −0.091 (0.55)

***, ** and * denote statistical significance at 1%, 5%, 10% level of significance, respectively.
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The results of the HMR model are shown in Table 3 (panels a and b). As this table shows, the
variable Descriptive_n and many background factors were not found statistically significant (living in
rural areas, region of residence, gender, marital status, household size, household monthly per capita
income, education) so they were dropped from the regression analysis. The constructs of attitude,
injunctive norms and PBC were first entered into the model. Next, moral norms were included.
In the next step, past behaviour followed by knowledge were considered. Finally, background variables
such as employment condition and age were considered into the analysis. The intention to donate to
sustainable rural development projects in Spain is positively related to the constructs of the standard
TPB model (attitudes accounts for the 16.8% of the variance and injunctive norms and PBC, account
for 2.3% each one). These constructs jointly explain 21.4% of the variance. The positive and statistically
significant sign on the coefficients for these variables indicates that: (1) People believe altruism is useful
for supporting rural development projects; (2) they have a social pressure to donate, but (3) the decision
to donate altruistically depends on themselves. Regarding additional constructs of the model, moral
norms increase the variance explained by 2.4%, while past behaviour and self-knowledge increase it by
5.3% and 6.2%, respectively. Finally, the two socio-demographic variables that have been statistically
significant at 10% (employment condition and age) only increase the variance explained by 1.4%. With all
significant variables in the equation, the ETPB model accounted for 36.8% of intentions to donate.

Table 3. Results of hierarchical multiple regression on intention to donate.

Panel a

Coefficient Coefficient t P > (t) Standard β

1. Attitude 0.291 0.089 3.27 0.001 0.168 ***
2. Injunctive Norms 0.191 0.065 2.96 0.003 0.139 ***

3. PBC 0.174 0.075 2.33 0.021 0.138 **
4. Moral Norms 0.207 0.052 3.95 0.000 0.198 ***

5. Past Behaviour. 0.538 0.151 3.56 0.000 0.204 ***
6. Knowledge 0.336 0.073 4.6 0.000 0.301 ***

7. Employment
condition −0.286 0.144 −1.99 0.048 −0.104 **

7. Age −0.008 0.005 −1.81 0.071 −0.092 *
Constant (β0) 0.398 0.458 0.87 0.385

Panel b

Model R2 R2 Change F Value F Change

1 0.168 . 62.136 .
2 0.191 0.023 35.031 7.748
3 0.214 0.023 24.425 8.188
4 0.238 0.024 19.914 8.776
5 0.292 0.053 24.472 20.684
6 0.353 0.062 25.923 26.073
7 0.368 0.014 20.184 3.084

***, ** and * denote statistical significance at 1%, 5%, 10% level of significance, respectively.

5. Discussion

In this paper we have used an ETPB model to explain the factors that influence the intention
to donate money for sustainable rural projects. This model was able to explain almost 37% of the
variance in people’s intention to finance such projects, less than the models found in the literature for
money donation with charity purposes. Attitude, injunctive norms, PBC, moral norms, past behaviour,
knowledge, employment condition and age are significant predictors. All of them combined provide
some support for the hypothesised relationships between the ETPB model predictors and intention to
donate money for sustainable rural projects in Spain.
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In the extant literature, the TPB model has been successfully applied to predict the intention to
donate money to charity and to social activities. However, to our knowledge, this is the first time
it has been applied to pro-rural sustainable development projects. Nonetheless, in order to discuss
our results, a comparison with the above mentioned works could be useful. The results of the papers
reviewed are summarised in Table 4.

Table 4. TPB in charitable giving model comparison.

[16]
Smith &

McSweeney
(2007)

[19]
van der
Linden
(2011)

[49]
Knowles et al.

(2012)

[50]
Kashif & De
Run (2015)

[51]
Kashif et al.

(2015)

[52]
Mittleman &

Rojas-Méndez
(2018)

Australia England Australia Pakistan Malaysia Canada

R2 0.67 0.68 0.61 0.63 0.76

Attitude 0.11 * 0.21 *** 0.32 *** 0.43 *** 0.01 Yes/No *

Descriptive
Norms − −0.16

0.01
0.04 *** 0.13

0.03

Injunctive
Norms 0.13 * 0.07 0.26 *** 0.40 ***

PBC 0.24 *** 0.27 *** 0.31 *** 0.31 ** −0.01 0.25 ***

Moral
Norms 0.15 *** 0.51 *** 0.23 *** 0.34 ** −0.14 0.25 ***

Past
Behaviour. 0.54 *** 0.49 *** 0.19 *** 0.29 ** 0.49 *** 0.27 ***

***, ** and * denote statistical significance at 1%, 5%, 10% level of significance, respectively.

After attitude explained 16.8% of the variance in the model, knowledge on crowdfunding as a tool
to donate was our second predictor of future behaviour which increased explained variance by 6.2%,
followed by past behaviour, explaining 5.3%. It is remarkable that the last two more significant
indicators are not in Ajzen’s basic TPB model. Besides, moral norms, PBC and injunctive norms
contribute less to the explained variance of the model (2.4%, 2.3% and 2.3%, respectively).

One of the variables that most contribute to predict intention to donate is attitude [52]. Attitude
can be split into three dimensions: Attitude towards donation (the act of giving), towards helping
others and towards charitable organisations (object). They underscore the importance of defining this
construct in a multidimensional manner, although a single measure of attitude has proved to be a good
predictor in [16,19,49,50]. In our case, we asked two questions related to the attitude towards the act
of giving money and one more question over the attitude towards the object—small rural projects.
The three combined are the predictor that contributes the most to explain the variance (at 16.8%).
To add predicted power, being more precise in the question about attitude (by adding that this kind of
rural initiative sets population, improves biodiversity, avoids land abandonment and preserves the
landscape) could improve our model in the future. Even though in [18] attitude towards the object
(charitable organisations) turns out to be non-significant, the good consequences of promoting rural
projects are less well known than those of charities and are more concrete.

Regarding past behaviour, [16,52] report that it predicts even better than other constructs such as
attitude or PBC. In general, it is also a good predictor of the intention to donate blood, time or money.
In our case, past behaviour contributes less than attitude and knowledge, increasing the explained
variance by 5.3%.

Apart from that, we found moral norms to be a significant and positive predictor—although its
contribution to the explained variance again only amounted up to 2.4%. Our result corroborates the
hypothesis related to using it as an independent predictor of other norms (i.e., subjective). This was
also validated by [16,19,49,52].

Following the extant literature, we split subjective norms into descriptive and injunctive.
Similar to [16], descriptive norms were not significant; but injunctive norms, despite being highly
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significant, only explained 2.3% of the variance. [51] suggest that there are differences between
countries because people behave differently depending on whether their culture is individualistic
or collectivist. In the first case, attitude is found as a good predictor, whereas in the last case, people
are strongly influenced by members of a reference group, and subjective norms (both injunctive and
descriptive) are better predictors. [50] analysed Pakistan as an example of a collectivist country and
confirm that both constructs are significant.

In our case, the Hofstede individualism score [54] for Spain is smaller compared to countries
where subjective norms (whether split or not) are not significant: Australia (90) [49], Canada (80) [52],
and United Kingdom (89) [19], but very high comparing with countries that used to be considered
as collectivist and therefore Hofstede score is small: Malaysia (26) [51] and Pakistan (14) [50]. Spain,
having an index 51, behaves as the group of individualistic countries [54].

Finally, the most striking result is that background factors (employment condition and age)
are significant but negatively, meaning that young and unemployed persons are more prone to
donating to pro-rural initiatives. Firstly, this could be explained by the fact that young people are
more often Internet users, therefore they are more familiar with the crowdfunding mechanism and
according to [55,56], online fundraising might encourage young donors. Secondly, in some way,
the young and unemployed seem to be more concerned with sustainable rural projects (empathy
concern positively affects the donation decision, [57]). On the one hand, following [58], the variable
that negatively affects charitable giving is money perceptions (feelings of retention and inadequacy)
and not individual’s income. Unemployed young Spaniards living with their parents may not have the
feeling of a lack of money. Finally, it would appear that, due to their personal condition, they perceive
the relationship between those projects, creating jobs, as well as the settlement of population in rural
areas, as important. Moreover, although a positive sign was expected, it is certain that it depends
on the context: For instance, [59] analysed Hurricane Katrina and found that even poor people will
donate to charity to help those who are needy. Mutatis mutandis: something like this may be also true
in our field of research.

We have proved that the predictors used under the extended TPB model to document the intention
to donate to charity are also significant in predicting the intention to donate to sustainable pro-rural
projects. Nevertheless, in the latter, the explanatory power of those variables is smaller: The adjusted
R-squared in the reviewed literature are between 0.65 and 0.75, whereas we obtained 0.37. To improve
the explanatory power of this model, more research should be undertaken. First, as stated above,
using a multi-dimensional construct for attitudes regarding donating to sustainable pro-rural projects,
in addition to charities, could make the model better. Apart from the variant object of the donation,
another explanation of the low explanatory power of our model could be found in the lack of habit
in Spanish culture to donate, and the impression that we already pay taxes and the government
should be in charge of implementing these initiatives. Therefore, even if attitude and moral norms are
significant, and also injunctive norms and PBC—although at a lower level—in the end people wait
for the government to step in instead of donating money. Moreover, Spanish society faces serious
social problems such as political refugees, sub-Saharan immigrants, and local starvation. Probably
interviewees are more prone to donating in favour of those social problems than in favour of sustainable
rural development projects.

Finally, qualitative information gathered through semi-structured interviews could help to figure
out what other predictors are behind the donors’ behaviour.

6. Conclusions

The aim of this paper has been to analyse the extent to which private money donations can
contribute to the objectives set by the Rural Development Programmes of the EU Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) for 2014–2020. Under the CAP frame, public expenditures finance projects to maintain
territorial balance.
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On the other hand, sometimes private initiative contributes to this purpose by financing small
projects. The frequency and quantity of donations vary among countries depending on their culture.
Even in countries like Spain, where taxes are high and citizens rely on Government for these tasks,
small projects often are underfunded publicly and are better financed by donations. This is the case of
the type of pro-rural projects we have considered.

In order to promote the financing of this kind of project, the predictors of intention to donate have
been elicited using the Extended Theory of Planned Behaviour model. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first time this theoretical model has been applied to pro-rural development projects.

We have concluded that attitude, crowdfunding knowledge as a tool to finance, past behaviour,
followed distantly by moral norms, injunctive norms and past behavioural control help to explain the
intention to donate to the projects studied in this work. Since those projects contribute to maintain
territorial balance, the improvement of altruistic behaviour may complement public policy in financing
the sustainability of rural areas. For this purpose, it would be necessary to carry out a pedagogical
work to make known the crowdfunding and its usefulness for financing these kinds of projects.

Finally, this paper has limitations that have to be taken into account and constitute further research
avenues on the topic. First, the size or our sample has to be enlarged and has to better represent the
whole Spanish population. In order to obtain a better understanding of the underlying reasons to
donate to sustainable pro-rural projects, a qualitative analysis of the motivations of this population
behind their decisions is needed.
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