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Temporal Patterns in Social Responsibility
David M. Almeida, Daniel A. McDonald, John ]. Havens,
and Paul G. Schervish

In this chapter we discuss the tempdral aspects of social responsibil-
ity by examining patterns of giving behaviors within the domains of
family and community and at different stages of the adult life course.
We believe that the experiences of individuals fluctuate on a day-to-
day and seasonal basis. John Nesselroade (1991, 94) calls this intra-
individual variation the “hum” of life. Intraindividual variation refers
to short-term reversible changes from occasion to occasion in a given
phenomenon, such as fluctuating moods and emotions. Intraindivid-
ual covariation occurs when two or more phenomena fluctuate in sync
from occasion to occasion (Almeida and McDonald 1998). Such intra-
individual variation and covariation should not be identified as nui-
sance or error variance but rather as a “coherent interpretable steady
state hum that describes the condition of the individual” (Nesselroade
and Featherman 1991, 61). When this hum is patterned over time, it
becomes a rhythm. The question we pose is: To what extent is the hum
of varied giving behaviors patterned across the days of the week and the
seasons of the year?

Although episodes of life are often treated as discrete and unique in
time and space, they are rather frequently part of a continually fluctu-
ating systematic structure, a rthythm (Zerubavel 1979). Rhythm is the
measured repetition of recurring events happening in a regular, se-
quential, and predictive pattern over time (Fraenkel 1994). In music,
rhythm is the organizing and energizing structure through which tone
and pitch find expression. Notes in measured time and space, but-
tressed by beat and tempo, and arranged within an infrastructure of
measures, phrases, and movements result in music. Likewise, temporal

Portions of this paper were presented at the meetings of the International Soci-
ety of Behavioural Development, Bern, Switzerland, July 1998. This project was sup-
ported by the MacArthur Foundation Research Network on Successful Midlife De-
velopment, the W. K. Kellogg Foundation, and the National Institute of Mental
Health.
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rhythms of days, weeks, months, seasons, and years provide the score
for the performance of daily life.

While the concepts of months and seasons were derived from the
patterned movements of the sun and moon, the notion of the weekly
cycle appears to be a creation of humankind having no association with
the natural world (Zerubavel 1985). Nearly all cultures throughout his-
tory have grouped varying numbers of days into segments for religious,
economic, or philosophical reasons. For instance, the Romans had an
eight-day week, with each day named for a planetary deity (Sorokin
and Merton 1937). In West Africa a four-day market week still exists
concurrently with the ubiquitous seven-day week (Zerubavel 1985). Al-
though socially constructed temporal rhythm is quantifiable in its ca-
lendrical regularity, it is the qualitative character of its periodicity, de-
rived through the collective activities and customs of groups, that lends
meaning to the otherwise arbitrary divisions of days, weeks, and
months (James 1890; Sorokin and Merton 1937). Conceptualizing
time as circular with recurring patterns provides us the cognitive con-
venience to organize our lives in a way that is somewhat predictable
(Zerubavel 1985), and thereby, temporal rhythms may play the recip-
rocal role of determining when activities and customs are carried out.
John Havens and Paul Schervish (1996) show that individual giving
habits are often entrained by the cycle of social seasons, such that vol-
unteering and contributing money to organizations follows a pattern
consistent with religious holidays and traditional periods of family va-
cations. In this chapter we examine how the temporal rhythms of the
week and the calendar seasons play vital roles in how often and how
much people give both time and money to their family and their com-
munity.

One’s own life calendar may also play an important role in giving

behavior. Theoretical formulations as well as empirical research suggest
that during midlife people more often engage in socially responsible
behavior than at any other time in life. That it is “better to give than to
receive” is engrained in our social being through prayers, poems, and
platitudes and is expressed through our daily interactions with others
(Havens and Schervish 1996). Erik Erikson (1959) proposes that this
virtue is the major theme of psychosocial development during middle
adulthood, that one of the developmental goals of this stage of the adult
life cycle is to achieve a balance between generativity and stagnation.
The desire to assure one’s own destiny by providing for the welfare of
others, especially future generations, evolves over time and apparently
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peaks at midlife (see chapter 3, this volume). An outward focus charac-
terizes this generative behavior, which may be demonstrated through
socially responsible actions such as making monetary contributions to
organizations or individuals, providing practical help or assistance to
others, or giving emotional support to family, friends, co-workers, or
neighbors. Examining the temporal rhythms of such giving enables us
to view the fluctuating nature of our philanthropic behaviors at differ-
ent points across adulthood.

DATA AND METHODOLOGY
Sample and Procedure

Data for the analyses are from the National Study of Daily Experi-
ences (NSDE), one of the in-depth studies conducted under the aus-
pices of the Midlife research network. The NSDE sample consists of
two groups of adults: 1,031 randomly selected respondents from the
MIDUS survey and 452 twins from a special survey of twins. Respon-
dents in the two subsamples had completed both the telephone inter-
view and the self-administered questionnaires of the MIDUS instru-
ments. The 452 twins we selected had a high self-reported certainty of
zygosity, including 116 identical twin pairs and 110 fraternal twin pairs.

Respondents in the NSDE completed short telephone interviews
about their daily experiences on each of eight consecutive evenings. On
the final evening of interviewing, respondents also answered several
questions about their previous week. Data collection spanned an entire
year (March 1996 to March 1997) and consisted of forty separate
“flights” of interviews, with each flight representing the eight-day se-
quence of interviews for approximately 38 respondents. Of the 1,843
MIDUS respondents we attempted to contact, 1,483 agreed to partici-
pate, yielding a response rate of 81%. Respondents completed an aver-
age of 7 of the 8 interviews, resulting in a total of 10,389 daily inter-
views.

The analyses we report in this chapter used the 571 respondents
(244 men, 327 women) in the random digit dialed MIDUS subsample
who completed interviews on at least 7 consecutive days. If the respon-
dents completed all 8 days, we averaged their first and last interview day
(which would always be the same day of the week). Thus our analyses
involved 3,997 days (571 respondents over 7 days). For many of the
analyses discussed here, we used the week as the unit of aggregation by
sumnming variables across the 7 days.

Table 4.1 compares characteristics of the total and restricted NSDE
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TaBLE 4.1 Demographic Comparison of the MIDUS Sample

and the NSDE Subsamples
Restricted
MIDUS* NSDEP NSDE*¢

Demographic Variable Breakdown (%) (%) (%)
Age Young adults, 25-39 33.2 33.5 26.7
Midlife adults, 40-59 46.0 45.0 44.6
Older adults, 60-74 20.8 21.5 28.7
Sex Male 48.5 45.5 42.8
Female 51.5 54.5 57.2
Education 12 years or less 39.2 37.7 35.8
13 years or more 60.8 62.3 64.2
Marital status Married 64.1 65.4 68.6
All others 35.9 34.6 314
Children in household?  Yes 39.0 37.8 32.0
No 61.0 62.2 68.0
Race Caucasian 87.8 90.3 93.5
African American 6.8 5.9 36
All other races 44 3.8 2.9

*Respondents in the MIDUS survey who participated in the initial telephone inter-
view and returned the two self-administered questionnaire booklets following the inter-
view (N = 3,032). )

Respondents in the NSDE study, all of whom had previously participated in the
MIDUS initial telephone interview and returned the two self-administered question-
naire booklets following the interview (N = 1,031).

‘Respondents in the NSDE study who completed at least seven days of interviews in
arow (N = 571).

4 At least one child, age eighteen or younger, living in the house.

subsamples with the MIDUS sample from which they were drawn. The
three samples have very similar distributions for age, marital status, and
parenting status. The NSDE has slightly more women, as well as better
educated and fewer minority respondents than the MIDUS sample.
These differences are greater for the restricted sample we used for the
analyses reported here. At the time of the study, respondents were on
average forty-seven years old. Seventy-seven percent of the women and
85% of the men were married. Forty-seven percent of the respondents
reported having at least one child in the household. The average family
income was between $50,000 and $55,000. Men were slightly older than
women and had similar levels of education.

Measures

The daily telephone interview included questions about experiences
within the previous twenty-four hours concerning time use, daily giv-
ing (i.e., financial and time contributions), mood, physical symptoms,
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TabLE 4.2 Domains and Dimensions Tapped

by Daily Giving Measures
Domain Dimension Descriptive Detail
Family/individual Emotional support Summated score of days per week

and hours per week providing emo-
tional support such as comforting,
listening to, or advising family mem-
bers, friends, neighbors, and co-
workers.

Informal assistance Summated score of days per week
and hours per week providing un-
paid assistance such as free babysit-
ting or help with shopping for fam-
ily members, friends, neighbors, and
co-workers.

Financial assistance Summated score of days per week
and dollars per week of money or
goods donated to family members,
friends, neighbors, and co-workers.

Community Volunteer service Summated score of days per week
and hours per week doing formal
volunteer work at a church, hospital,
senior center, or any other organiza-
tion.

Financial contribution Summated score of days per week
and dollars per week of money or
goods donated to charities, religious
organizations, or political groups.

productivity, cutbacks, and daily stressors. Table 4.2 describes the
measures of daily giving behaviors. We tried to match the dimensions
as much as possible to those determined for the family and community
domains in the MIDUS analyses (see table 3.1). Our focus on daily
giving allowed us to extend the MIDUS analyses by not only measur-
ing how much people gave but also assessing how often people
gave. For each dimension of daily giving, we estimated the weekly
frequency of giving and the weekly quantity of giving. The frequency
of giving was assessed by summing the number of days per week re-
spondents gave any money or time in each of the dimensions. The ac-
tual quantity of giving was estimated by summing the total amount of
either time or money each respondent gave each day across the entire
week.

The correlations among the daily giving variables are shown in table
4.3. The upper triangle shows the correlations for the quantity mea-
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TasLE 4.3 Correlation of Coefficients among Daily Giving Measures

Domain Dimension 1 2 3 4

5
Family/individual 1. Emotional support 530 06 .09* -.01 .04
2. Informal assistance A5 .62 09% .02 .02
3. Financial contribution  .18%*  .16**  .36** .07 12
Community 4. Volunteer service .06 .01 .02 840t 18
5. Financial contribution  .20** .06 .08 A7 A5%*

Note: The upper triangle provides the correlations among the quantity of daily giving variables.
The lower triangle provides the correlations among the frequency of daily giving variables. The diago-
nal elements (in bold) are the correlations between the frequency and quantity for each dimension of

daily giving. N = 571.
*p< .05 **p< .0l

sures of daily giving. Quantity of financial contributions to family
members and friends is associated with quantity of time spent giving
emotional support and informal assistance to family members and
friends as well as quantity of financial contributions to community. Re-
spondents who spent more time in volunteer service also gave more
money to the community. The lower triangle shows the correlations
between the frequency measures of daily giving. Measures of frequency
of giving are slightly associated within each domain. Although the pat-
tern of correlations suggests some overlap across the variables, particu-
larly within each of the domains, the size of the correlations are quite
small (e.g., the largest r = .20). Thus, as was the case in the MIDUS
analysis (see chapter 3), these correlations provide evidence for sepa-
rate dimensions for quantity of daily giving as well as frequency of daily
giving.

Not surprisingly, the degree of association is much greater between
the frequency and quantity measures for each dimension of daily giv-
ing. These correlations are shown in bold along the diagonal of table
4.3. Respondents who gave more frequently tended to give more in ab-
solute terms. For example, individuals who more often contributed fi-
nancially to their community also gave more money across the week,
compared to those who contributed less frequently. Frequency and

quantity of giving time are more related than frequency and quantity of
giving money.

Age and Sex Differences

In chapter 3, Alice Rossi shows that many dimensions of social re-
sponsibility, particularly socially responsible behavior, vary according
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to age and sex. Older adults are more inclined to provide financial sup-
port and volunteer time than are younger adults. Men contribute more
in absolute terms to family and community than do women, yet the
proportion of income contributed is higher for women than for men.
Rossi based her findings on respondent recall of giving for the previous
month. We extended this research by examining daily reports of giving
behaviors aggregated over the week.

Table 4.4 describes daily giving of time in the family domain (emo-
tional support and informal assistance) and in the community domain
(volunteer service). In this table we show differences in age and sex, in-
cluding: (1) the percentage of participants who made any contribution

of time during the week; (2) the average number of days per week par-
ticipants gave time; and (3) the average number of hours per week
given to family or community organizations. Over 80% of the total
sample gave emotional support to a family member, friend, or co-
worker at some point during the week. The average frequency of pro-
viding this emotional care was slightly over two days per week, with an
average time spent of two hours and twenty minutes. Forty-three per-
cent of the sample provided informal assistance to friends or family at
least once a week, with an average duration of three hours per week.
Approximately one-quarter of the respondents in this sample volun-

TABLE 4.4 Time Given in the Family and Community Domains, by Age and Sex

Men Women
Total
Dimensions Sample 25-39 40-59 60-74 25-39 40-59 60-74
Family domain
Emotional support
Percentagepgri’ving any 83.4 83.6 73.9 72.1 85.7 87.9 89.5
Average days per week 2.21 1.85 1.93 1.76 2.17 2.69 2.47
Average hours per week 2.38 1.31 1.86 1.69 3.40 3.09 2.36
Informal assistance
Percentage giving any 43.8 38.2 33.0 47.1 48.8 42.1 57.9
Average days per week 0.80 0.53 0.49 0.96 0.88 0.95 1.03
Average hours per week 3.00 1.42 1.02 2.81 5.73 3.48 3.79
Community domain
Volunteer work service :
Percentage giving any 26.8 30.1 244 353 214 21.8 32.6
Average days per week 0.49 0.58 0.32 0.71 0.34 0.46 0.66
Average hours per week 1.02 1.33 0.50 1.33 0.55 1.06 1.59

Note: Calculations for days and hours per week are based on the total sample rather than just thost

who gave or volunteered. N = 571.
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teered an average of one hour per week, with a likelihood of recurrence
once every two weeks.

Table 4.5 presents information regarding financial contributions in
the family and community domains made by anyone in the respon-
dent’s household. For questions concerning monetary contributions,
respondents were asked if they or anyone in their household contributed
to an individual or organization. For this reason we first divided our
sample into categories of married or single and then subdivided the
single group by sex. Almost one-quarter of the sample donated money
or goods within the family domain, averaging approximately $20 per
week with a likelihood of occurring about one day out of each month.
Approximately half of the respondents made financial contributions
within the community domain, for an average contribution of $37.40
per week. Contributions of this type occurred less than once per week.
Table 4.6 provides a summary of results from a set of 3 X 2 ANOVAs
that tested the differences among age and sex categories by domain and
dimension of social responsibility.

Age Differences

Age is positively related to the frequency of providing informal as-
sistance to family members and financial contributions to community
organizations. Older adults are more apt to provide assistance to family
and friends or donate money to organizations than middle and young
adults, but do not differ significantly from those groups in regard to the
total quantity given. Age is also positively related to the number of
hours per week participants reported serving as volunteers in the com-
munity. Older adults show a greater propensity to participate in volun-
teer activities than do younger age groups, perhaps because they are no
longer constrained by the demands of raising children or full-time em-
ployment. Whereas Rossi (see chapter 3) found a negative association
between caregiving hours and age, we found that the frequency of in-
formal assistance increases with age. Older adults lend a hand more of-
ten, but not necessarily for a longer duration of time. Interestingly, our
results do not support the theoretical formulations predicting a peak
in generativity at midlife. On the contrary, we found that in all of the
significant age effects, the older adult age group exceeds the young and
middle age groups. One possible explanation for this is the age limita-
tion of our sample. Had our sample included participants beyond age

seventy-four, we may have observed a fall-off in the frequency and
quantity of giving.
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60-74
34.9
.40
13.3
53.5
73
20.4
571.

40-59
37.7
38
29.8
51.0
63
24.8

Single Female

.50

26.3
.30

25-39

32.0

28.0
9.3

60-74
333
25
8.8
333
67
21.8

40-59
19.2
23
45
34.6
48
262

Single Male

25-39
11.8
15
47
412
A7
12.4

36

60-74
26.1
38.6
52.3
.82
55.9

Married
40-59
224

.25
13.6
42.5

57
49.3

14.7
.17
17.2
47.7
.58
28.2

25-39

Total
Sample

23.8

.28
20.3
45.7

.62
7.4

TaBLE 4.5 Financial Contributions in the Family and Community Domains, by Marital Status and Age
3

Note: Calculations for days and dollars per week are based on the total sample rather than just those who contributed. N

Average dollars per week
Average dollars per week

Community domain

Financial contribution
Percentage giving any

Percentage giving any
Average days per week
Average days per week

Financial contribution

Dimensions
Family domain
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TABLE 4.6 Age and Sex Differences in the Frequency
and Quantity of Daily Giving

Dimension Age Sex

Family/individual domain
Emotional support

Frequency — 15.5**
(women > men)
Hours — 8.9%*

(women > men)
Informal assistance

Frequency 4.3 8.7+
: (older > young and middle) (women > men)
Hours — 9.0%*
(women > men)
Financial contribution
Frequency — 3.25%*
(SF > married and SM)
Dollars — —
Community domain
Volunteer service
Frequency 4.2¢ —
(older > young and middle)
Hours 3.7* —
(older > young and middle)
Financial contribution
Frequency 4.8** —
(older > middle > young)
Dollars — 2.9*
(married > SM and SF)

Note: SM = single male. SF = single female.
*p<.05. *p< 0L

Sex Differences

Consistent with Rossi’s findings (chapter 3) that women provide
more hours of social support and caregiving than do men, we found
a distinguishable difference between men and women concerning the
frequency and duration of giving in the family domain. Women com-
fort, advise, or otherwise instrumentally help family and friends more
often and for longer periods of time than do men. In terms of financial
contributions, single women provide goods and money to family,
friends, neighbors, and co-workers more frequently than do married
couples or single men. On the other hand, the quantity contributed to
community organizations is higher for married couples than for either
single males or single females. This finding reflects the higher total
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household income of married couples. More disposable income may
enable dual wage—earning couples to contribute more in quantity than
their single counterparts.

Temporal Factors of Giving
Daily Variation

In the next series of analyses we examined temporal factors associ-
ated with giving. First we investigated if the day of the week plays any
role in whether and how much individuals give of their time and
money to family, friends, and community. The day of the week can
powerfully influence how we structure our time and activities. Ac-
cording to Randy Larsen and Margaret Kasimatis, “[t]he day of the
week tells us much about what will happen in our immediate future.
The week thus serves as a temporal map and tells us what to expect”
(1990, 165). These authors show how college students’ moods are en-
trained by a seven-day cycle. The day of the week is also associated with
the amount of discretionary time available. John Robinson and Geof-
frey Godbey’s national studies of time use (1997) show that Americans
report marked increases in their free time on weekend days compared
to weekdays. Although weekends are associated with more housework
and shopping, they also are associated with fewer hours of child care
(e.g., helping with homework). The largest increase in the way time is
spent on the weekend involves religious activities, which occur eight
times more often on Sunday than on any other day of the week. Giving
behaviors may also be linked to the weekly calendar when giving in-
volves family, work, school, or religious activities.

The goal of the next analysis was to compare frequency and quantity
of giving on weekdays with that on weekend days. In addition we tested
whether daily patterns of giving differ according to age and sex. The
results of a series of 2 X 3 X 2 (day of week X age category X sex)
mixed-model ANOVAs appear in table 4.7, and show evidence for day-
of-week effects on time spent giving emotional support to family and
friends, volunteering, and contributing money to community organi-
zations.

Figure 4.1 shows the average amount of time per day that respon-
dents gave emotional support to friends and family on weekdays and
weekend days for each of the age categories. Overall, our respondents
spent more time giving emotional support on weekdays. This result is
concentrated among the young adults in the sample, who spent an av-
erage of nine minutes more on weekdays than weekend days listening
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TaBLE 4.7 Day of Week Differences in the Frequency
and Quantity of Daily Giving

Dimension Day of Week Age X Day of Week  Sex X Day of Week
Family/individual domain
Emotional support
Frequency 27.2* 2.9% —
(weekday > weekend) (young and weekday)
Hours 11.8* 2.8* —

(weekday > weekend) (young and weekday)

Informal assistance
Frequency -— — —

Hours

Financial contribution
Frequency — — -

Dollars

Community domain
Volunteer service
Frequency — 3.6* 6.4

Hours

(young and weekend) (men and weekday)
_ 4.9
(young and weekend) —

Financial contribution
Frequency 34.9%* — —

Dollars

(weekend > weekday)
3.83* 3.0* —
(weekend > weekday) (older and weekend)

Note: N = 571.
*p< 05 **p< .01,

to and giving advice to others. An examination of who is getting the
support provides some clues for this difference. Respondents in each
age category most often give emotional support to their children (27%
of the total time they gave support) and friends (30% of the total time
they gave support). Younger adults were more likely to give support to
spouses and co-workers and less likely to give support to neighbors
than were older adults. To the extent that spouses and co-workers are
seeking support for problems experienced at work, younger adults’
support-giving may be more often tied to work schedules than is sup-
port given by older adults.

The day-of-week pattern for engaging in volunteer work is shown in
figure 4.2. Although there was no overall main effect for day of week
across the entire sample, there was a significant day of week X age
interaction. Older adults are more likely to volunteer on the weekdays
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30
7] Ages25-39
Ages 40-59
E Ages60-74

25

20 -

15 H

Minutes per Day

10

Weekend

FiGure 4.1. Time spent giving emotional support to family and
friends, by day of week and age.

while younger adults are more likely to volunteer on the weekend.
Again the influence of paid work schedules may be playing an impor-
tant role as to when individuals have time to give. Seventy percent of
respondents in the older age category reported spending no time in
paid employment activities, compared to only 20% of the younger age
group.

The other type of giving related to day of week is financial contribu-
tion to the community, as shown in figure 4.3. Respondents in each age
category gave more on the weekend days than on weekdays. Although
there is no age-related pattern in the frequency of giving on the week-
end, there is a difference in the quantity of giving (see table 4.7). This
daily pattern is magnified for the older adults, who gave an average of
$7.71 more on weekend days. The age-related difference on weekends
is primarily due to increased contributions to religious organizations
on the part of older individuals. Older adults contributed an average of
$11.50 to religious organizations, compared to $5.75 and $5.44 for
middle and younger adults, respectively. Thus it appears that older
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[:I Ages 25-39
Ages 40-59

B Ages60-74

12%

10% -

8%

&% -

4% -

Percentage Who Volunteer

2% -

0%

Weekday Weekend

FIGURE 4.2. Percentage of respondents who engaged in volunteer ser-
vice, by day of week and age.

adults do not contribute more frequently on the weekend, but they do
contribute more.

Evidence demonstrating weekly rhythms has been shown in previ-
ous research on mood (Larsen and Kasimatis 1990), leisure-time activi-
ties and household chores (Robinson and Godbey 1997), and work-
family linkages (Almeida and McDonald 1998). Our findings show that
day of week, in conjunction with sex and age, plays an important role
in the manifestation of socially responsible actions as well. Older adults
have a greater tendency to give informal assistance to friends and fam-
ily, make larger contributions on weekends, and are more likely to vol-
unteer during weekdays than are younger adults. Not surprisingly,
women spend more time providing social support and caregiving than
do men, while those in married households make larger financial con-
tributions to community organizations. Interestingly, our sample pro-
vided more emotional support on weekdays than weekends, which
seems contrary to what the long distance telephone service marketing
slogan “five-cents-a-minute Sundays” might suggest. Perhaps the epi-
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F1Gure 4.3. Financial contribution to the community, by day of week
and age.

sodes of providing emotional support are tied more closely to the \.vo.rk
and school schedules of spouses and children than to weekend socializ-
ing and connecting with family.

Seasonal Variation

The frequency and quantity of giving are also likely to fluctuate
across the calendar year. Evidence for this contention is apparent in the
Boston Area Diary Study (BADS), which charted the giving and caring
behavior of participants from a sample of fifty households in the Bos-
ton area on a weekly basis during 1995 (Havens and Schervish 1996).
The temporal patterns of giving behavior for families and individuals
in the BADS exhibit specific cycles and rhythms throughout the year,
guided by factors idiosyncratic to each family or individual as we.:ll as
by factors common to most or all participants in the study. At times
families drew inward, impelled by family needs such as injuries and ill-
nesses. Families also joined with others to solve common problems
(e.g., carpooling to drive kids to and from school and after-school ac-
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tivities) or to support local social networks (e.g., volunteering to assist
with church-sponsored activities). At a number of times during the
year, family members would assist others who were not part of their
own social network. These activities were concentrated during the year-
end holiday season, when the families’ outreach activities focused on
the needy through financial contributions, volunteer efforts, and infor-
mal assistance.

In this section we explore and identify patterns in giving behavior
associated with temporal cycles during the twelve-month NSDE data-
collection period. As for the analyses reported above, we examined five
areas of giving behavior: emotional support, informal assistance, vol-
unteer service, financial contribution to individuals, and financial
contribution to community and national organizations. The NSDE
permits us a weekly glimpse of the giving behavior of a group of
respondents mixed by geographic location, economic condition, and
social circumstance. We averaged the daily reports of respondents who
were interviewed during the same month and pieced the monthly aver-
ages together to explore and identify national seasonal patterns in
giving.

This methodology necessarily reduces the influence of factors other
than seasonal ones, which affect our groups relatively uniformly, such
as holidays, school calendar, and weather patterns. The end of the year
(the end of the federal tax period) prompts giving among those seeking
tax deductions for charitable contributions. Many charitable organiza-
tions launch fund drives in late spring and again in late fall. One would
expect peaks of contributions during these times as well. Organizations
also seek volunteer help to prepare for these drives several weeks before
they launch them. One might expect, therefore, to discover mini-peaks
in volunteering activity at these times.

Figure 4.4 presents the seasonal patterns for the prevalence of giving
behavior as measured by the percentage of respondents engaged in each
realm of giving. Emotional support and financial contributions to indi-
viduals are the only measures that evidence statistically significant sea-
sonal patterns [F(11,561) = 2.09, p <.01; F(11,561) = 2.10, p < .01,
respectively]. Nevertheless, the seasonal patterns for all five areas of giv-
ing behavior are roughly similar. During middle and late winter, espe-

* cially the month of February, respondents reported little giving behav-

ior on any of our measures. Whether this was because of dank and
dreary weather, lack of personal reserves of energy, lack of financial re-
sources after the holiday season and post-holiday bills, or just lack of
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FIGURE 4.4. Percentage of sample engaged in giving activities, by
month.

opportunities is a matter of speculation. However, there is no mistak-
ing this low point in giving. On the other hand, the advent of summer
in May/June, coinciding with the end of the school year, prompted
high levels of giving. While not consistent for all measures of giving,
the fall generally showed some resurgence in giving behavior, with Oc-
tober as the season’s high point. Finally, as previously mentioned, the
year-end holiday season produced another spike in giving.

We note that for all seasons of the year, the prevalence of emotional
support exceeded informal assistance to others as well as contributions
to charitable organizations. These giving behaviors, in turn, surpassed
the prevalence of volunteering and financial help extended directly to
individuals and families. Thus there was a rough hierarchy in the pro-
portion of the sample involved in each of these types of giving activity,
and this hierarchy was maintained throughout the calendar year.

We measured the quantity of giving by calculating the average num-
ber of hours per week devoted to emotional support, informal assis-
tance, and volunteering (figure 4.5). The peak levels of informal assis-
tance occur in May and in August. It is interesting to note that these
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FIGURE 4.5. Average number of hours spent per week helping others.

months coincide with periods during which many individuals and fam-
ilies reorganize their activities in accord with the school calendar. Just
as with prevalence of giving, February and July are months of relatively
low amounts of time spent giving emotional support and informal as-
sistance, though August rather than July is the summer nadir for time
volunteered.

The seasonal variations in the quantity of financial contributions to
charitable organizations and, less formally, directly to individuals are
different from the general pattern apparent in the other realms of social
responsibility and from each other (see figure 4.6). During February,
when other forms of giving are at their nadir, the average amount of
contributions are at a very high level. In May, when other forms of giv-
ing are relatively high, the amount of contributions to charitable orga-
nizations is low. Moreover, the quantity contributed to charitable or-
ganizations exhibited changes that are almost the reverse of those for
family contributions to persons for many months of the year. This sug-
gests a type of compensatory model of how people express their sup-
port for other individuals and for social organizations. When giving is
unable to be expressed in one dimension, it is expressed in another. A
model that combines seasonal variation with compensatory modes of
giving may be an appropriate theoretical construct allowing us to un-
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FIGURE 4.6. Family average financial contribution per week.

derstand and analyze how longer cycles affect an individual’s giving be-
havior.

CONCLUSION

The exploration of temporal cycles of socially responsible activity is
a relatively neglected area of research. In this chapter we have begun to
explore and identify short cycle and long cycle rhythms in this behav-
jor. For the sample as a whole, the evidence in support of the existence
of such cycles is statistically weak, except for the relationship between
weekday/weekend cycles and the amount of family financial resources
given to charitable (including religious) organizations. From this we
conclude that time itself and the societal rhythms entailed in the pas-
sage of time generally do not affect all persons and individuals in the
same way. In this exploratory research we have indeed shown that age
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and gender are two such factors affecting weekday/weekend cycles. As
for seasonal variation, only the very largest societal rhythms affect peo-
ple in a fairly uniform way. The shift from spring to summer, the
December/January holiday season, and the post-holiday period in Feb-
ruary are the only major periods that were linked to all five areas of so-
cially responsible behavior examined in this chapter.

The findings presented in this chapter are mostly descriptive in na-
ture. They set the stage for more detailed exploration of how the pas-
sage of time interacts with daily experiences to facilitate or inhibit so-
cially responsible behavior. We believe it is necessary to chart daily
intersections of individuals’ multiple giving behaviors with other as-
pects of their day-to-day lives in order to understand the rhythmic na-
ture of these synchronous experiences.

To appreciate how social responsibility is embedded in daily life, it
is useful to examine the descriptions of giving experiences provided by
NSDE participants. Through the Daily Inventory of Stressful Events
(Almeida 1998), we acquired short narratives of particular stressful
events that occurred during the day. Often these events either coin-
cided with or were about giving or providing care to others. By examin-
ing these qualitative data in conjunction with the reports of giving be-
haviors, we develop a clearer picture of the interconnecting rhythms of
the dimensions of social responsibility.

One illustration comes from a fifty-six-year-old woman who de-
scribed a stressful incident occurring midweek in the month of August,
which involved her adult stepson: “[I needed] to help him out with his
electric bill. I was concerned because he said they cut the electricity off.”
This participant reported that assisting her stepson interrupted her vol-
unteer work at her church. In addition to volunteering and providing
financial assistance to her stepson, she also provided unpaid assistance
to a friend and emotional support to her stepson and to a friend within
the same twenty-four-hour period.

Other examples of intersecting giving behaviors include a thirty-
seven-year-old man who provided emotional support to his father: “I
felt I needed to give my father support. . . . He was emotionally, well,
he wasn’t really sad, but he had a hard time speaking. . . . I felt T had to
give him a hand and support him.” On that Sunday in May, this partic-
ipant also volunteered at a community organization and donated
money to a local charity. A forty-seven-year-old mother described pro-
viding emotional support and financial assistance to her adult daughter

Temporal Patterns in Social Responsibility

on a weekend day in the summer after her daughter had a miscarriage:
“We went over there for emotional support. They’re both pretty devas-
tated about it. [We’re trying] to be emotionally supportive. We help
pay for some of the bills.” On that day she also reported volunteering
her services at a local organization. On a weekday in April, a fifty-three-
year-old man provided informal assistance to a friend within the same
twenty-four-hour period in which his aunt had died. He described his
response to the needs of his family in the following excerpt: “A death
in the family is somewhat stressful, an aunt . . . There are problems in
the family, and I'm kind of the in-between man. I had to make phone
calls, and I volunteered to be of any help.”

These descriptions illustrate the multiple ways in which people give
and care that are part of their daily lives. The findings in this chapter
suggest that such activities are structured and accentuated partly by the
metered ebb and flow of social temporal rhythms. However it is impor-
tant to mention that individuals often need to improvise when others
are in need or when they themselves require help, regardless of tempo-
ral constraints. Our challenge and that of other researchers is to place
giving and caring activities in the context of individuals’ everyday lives.
In the next step of our analysis we will begin to meet this challenge by
examining how day-to-day giving and receiving are related to other
daily experiences such as work stressors, family demands, and physical
health problems.
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