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Abstract

This paper describes the theoretical foundations, empirical findings, and practicd and
philosophica implications of the Boston Area Diary Study, astudy of the caring behavior of 44
participants over one caendar year. In particular, we present an identification theory of care
and discuss how it shaped our conceptudization, collection and analysis of the datain our year-
long diary study of daily voluntary assstance. Our results suggest that when citizenship is
properly defined and measured there may in fact be no deterioration in the physica or mora
density of associationd life asis suggested by many contemporary commentators, but as we will
discuss, thereisavibrant "mord citizenship” at the heart of US society. The findings from the
Boston Area Diary Study (1) theoreticaly confirm the identification theory of care; (2)
methodologically capture how individuas perceive and carry out caring behavior as a unity; and
(3) empiricaly document the existence of amord citizenship in Americathat is substantialy
more vigorous than isimplied by the usud indicators of civic and palitical citizenship.
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Care
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Between 1995 and 1997, with support from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation, the Boston
College Socid Welfare Research Indtitute carried out an evaluation of the Independent Sector /
Gallup Survey of Giving and Volunteering. A maor part of this endeavor was to conduct the
Boston Area Diary Study (hereafter BADS) with supplemental support from the T. B. Murphy
Foundation Charitable Trust. Over the course of the 1995 caendar year we interviewed 44
respondents dmost every week, resulting in atotal of gpproximately 1800 interviews. To our
knowledge, thiswas the firgt ever diary study on giving and volunteering. Though other diary
dudiesin the US have included questions on giving and volunteering, or in asking people to
detall their activitiesin adiary format, imply the inclusion of philanthropic and caring behaviors,
no diary study before or since ours has been conducted solely with afocus on giving and
volunteering and no study indluding giving and volunteering has been conducted over such along

period (Ver Ploeg, et d., 2000).

This paper describes the theoretical foundations, empirical findings, and practica and
philosophica implications of BADS. In particular, we present an identification theory of care
and discuss how it shaped our conceptudization, collection and andlysis of the datain our year-

long diary study of daily voluntary assistance. Our results suggest that when citizenship is



properly defined and measured, there may in fact be no deterioration in the physical or moral
dengty of associationd lifein Americaasis suggested by many contemporary commentators,
but as we will discuss, thereisavibrant "mord citizenship” at the heart of US society.  Inthe
first section of the paper, we reconceptudize the conventiona notion of voluntary assstance
within the identification theory of care. In the second section, we present empirica findings on
the scope and prevaence of voluntary assistance when redefined in this manner and examined
through the lens of aweekly diary sudy. In the third section, we discuss the findingsin the
context of what we cdl the mord citizenship of care. In the concluson we indicate the
empiricd, theoreticd, and practical implications of this research for assessing the quantity and

qudlity of contemporary mord citizenship inthe US.

Our principa thessisthat ariver of carerisesin our land and that we must trace its flow
through al its branches, including dl those hidden yet abundant channds that mean much to
those who drink from them, but frequently go unncticed by others. Whether the types and
amounts of thisinforma giving we have observed are sufficiently generous, we arenotin a
position to say; that they point to afar more extensve network of reations of carethanis
generdly recognized, we have no doubt. The findings from the Boston Area Diary Study (1)
theoreticaly confirm the identification theory of care; (2) methodologically capture how
individuas perceive and carry out caring behavior as a unity; and (3) empirically document the
exigence of amord citizenship that is subgtantially more vigorous than isimplied by the usud

indicators of civic and politica citizenship.



I. Theoretical Foundations of the Boston Area Diary Study:

The Identification Theory of Care

The identification theory of care, which we have developed over time to explain the
roots of formal and informa giving and volunteering, presents an dternative to theories of
seflessness, dtruism, guilt, noblesse oblige and generalized reciprocity based on trugt, in which
charitable behavior isusudly framed. The identification theory has empirica rootsin our
extensive ethnographic research: interview studies with wedlth holders about their philanthropy
(Schervish, 1997a; Schervish, 1997b; and Schervish, O'Herlihy and Havens, 2001); interviews
with arandom sample of Boston Arearesidents about their daily spiritudity (Schervish, 1995
and Schervish, Halnon and Bettez-Halnon, 1996); our multivariate andys's of the motivations
for charitable involvement (Schervish and Havens, 1997 and Schervish, Coutsoukis, and
Havens, 1998); and has philosophicd roots in rdigious and philosophica traditions, especidly in
the discourse of human love (Pope, 1991a, 1991b, 1992; Toner, 1968; Gilleman, 1959). Our
identification theory, we are reminded by the anonymous reviewers of this paper, also has
corrdaesin various additiond sources. These include Sdigman's (1992) writings on socid
networks, Kohlberg's (1981) on mora development, discussions of prosocia behavior,
psychobiology, and consumer theory. Wefind it exciting that models from sociology,
psychology, pyschobiology and politica science, have reached smilar conclusonsto ours. Our

interest in the discourse of human love here provides an dternative to these discourses and to



those of political and legd citizenship, which have often been used as frameworks for explaining

and andyzing philanthropic behavior.

The identification theory begins with argection of both the defense and criticiam of the
modern notion of atruism which has dominated interpretations of charitable behavior. Both
those accepting and rejecting atruism seek to understand the subjective motivation of care and
the objective behavior of gpparent sdf-sacrifice from within the perspective of rationa
utilitarianism. Once rationd utilitarianism is accepted as the theoretical starting point for
explaining caring behavior, oneisforced to chose between the ethical idedl of pure selflessness
and thet of pragmatic seif-interes. Empiricaly, the findings from the 130 intensve interviews
with wedlth holders conducted during the Study on Wesdlth and Philanthropy (Schervish and
Herman, 1988) reved an dternative perspective on what motivates charitable giving and
volunteering, namely caring behavior is motivated by identification with the needs of others. The
interviews recount a process of engagement by intervieweesin which the type and degree of
empathetic identification with the needs of others generates philanthropic responsbility. The
identification theory was subsequently confirmed by amultivariate analyss of the motivations
behind giving and volunteering based on data from the 1992 Survey of Giving and Volunteering
in the United States (Schervish and Havens, 1997) and was recently validated once againin 30
in-depth interviews with high-tech donorsinvolved in philanthropy (Schervish, O'Herlihy, and
Havens, 2001). Respondents in both of these studies, when talking about their philanthropy,
amply did not frame their motivation in terms of dtruism or sdlf-interest, but typicaly could

recal a specific moment in time when the identification with another was alife-changing evert,



motivating a caring response, and leading to alonger term commitment to philanthropy. Sinceit
is not the absence of sdif that characterizes the motivationd edifice of donors, nor isit pertinent

to refute the possibility of sdf-interest.

Our concept of caritas or care has been informed philosophicaly by avariety of
sources, but in particular by Jules Toner's writingsin The Experience of Love (1968). Toner
defines love as the recognition of others as ends in themselves, and care as the “implementa”
aspect of love: "Care, then, is an afirmative affection toward someone precisely asin need"
(75). Thusthe caring response to the recognition of another's need is based on the engagement
of the sdif, rather than sdf-sacrifice. An earlier theologian, thirteenth-century philosopher
Thomas Aquinas, advances amordity in which people extend rather than curtail their love of
sf. Although Aquinas did not anticipate our modern conception of identity as an individuated
persondity, he did espouse arich notion of identification between sdf and other: “by the fact
that love transforms the lover into the beloved, it makes the lover enter inside the beloved, and
conversdly, so that there is nothing of the beloved that is not united to the lover” (111 Sent. d27,
g 1,a 1, ad 4, cited in Gilleman 126). Thisisroughly akin to Tocquevill€ s civic concept of
"enlightened saf-interest” which he observed in his travelsin nineteenth-century America
Americans “enjoy explaining dmost every act of their lives on the principle of sdf-interest
properly understood,” writes Tocqueville. “It gives them greet pleasure to point out how an
enlightened sdlf-love continudly leads them to help one another and disposes them fredy to give
part of their time and wedth for the good of the sate,” (526). Findly, contemporary theories

on which we base the identification theory include Pope' s (1991a, 1991b, 1992) explorations



of reciproca and interpersona love; Frank's (1988) discussion of mora sentiments, tastes,

emotion and habit in the context of other-directed behavior; Martin’s (1994) discussions of the
moraly desirable relationships and community participation attendant on care; and the research
cited by Jackson, Bachmeier, Wood and Craft (1995) to support the sense of “we-ness’ asan

important factor in socid mobilization.

The identification theory is fundamentaly areationa one and these rdations can be
fostered and expanded: voluntary assstance derives from identification, identification derives
from encounter, encounter derives from relationship, and relationship derives from participation.
1 Andlysis of the motivations of charitable giving and volunteering based on our Study on
Wedth and Philanthropy showed that communities of participation are more strongly correlated
to giving behavior than ether youthful experiences of philanthropy, discretionary resources,
being asked or invited to give or volunteer, or a particular framework of consciousness or belief
(Schervish and Havens, 1997 and Schervish, 1997a). Thus the identification theory suggests
that the informa and generally unrecognized voluntary assistance carried out in and around the
community of one' s family, friends, and associates, is where we first identify with the fete of
others and learn to care for them, and the beginning of and the opening to awider horizon of

assstance: "being connected to an array of such life-settings is the basis for people becoming

! Readers will note that we do not in the Boston Area Diary Study research the relationship of encounter but

that we have ample evidence or relationship and participation leading to identification.



aware of needs and choosing to respond” (Schervish and Havens, 1997, p. 241). What we do
for those whose lives most closely intersect with our own is the prototype for what we do for
those more distant from us in space, time, and relaionship. We are dl aware, intuitively and
from experience, that & most times and in most circumstances, the care of family and others
whom we encounter in our daily lives takes precedence over care for distant or anonymous
drangers. However, identification motivates our care for those we view as part of us, like us, or
like those we love, and so can motivate our voluntary assistance of others beyond our
immediate kith and kin when amoment of identification occurs and when tempora and materid

resources alow.

Although voluntary assstance varies in how distant, how out of the ordinary, how
forma, or how emotiondly or temporaly sacrificid it may gppear, despite such variation, every
form of voluntary assstance is both philosophicaly and empiricaly unified under the common
rubric of caritas. People live and talk about their lives not as a series of choices between
caring and not caring, but in terms of choosing among types of care and among multiple ways
of providing voluntary assistance as aroutine part of their daily lives. Forma philanthropy is thus
but one channd or outlet of the greeter river of care. Our previous research teaches usthat in
order to sudy the full tempord, spatia, and relationa range of voluntary assistance, we need to
unlearn the bias toward equating the measure of a caring society with the amount of formal
giving and volunteering taking place, and learn to recognize the day-to-day giving of time and
money that sojournsin the daily occasions for care surrounding work, family, friends, and

community. Conceiving of care as a unity both in theory and in practice dlowed usin the
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Boston Area Diary Study to bring the full extent of peopl€'s caring behavior to the fore, and
while this was not our primary intention in conducting the study, our findings have enabled usto
develop an assessment not just of the leve of care, but of the quantity and qudity of mord
citizenship in the US. Our findings suggest, as we will discuss below, that srategies for
extending the depth and breadth of care in American society should, for ethical and practica
reasons build on, rather than deprecate, peopl€'s current, and often unrecognized, voluntary

assstancein all agpects of ther dally lives.

[I. Empirical Analyss

The methods and metrics we used in carrying out BADS derived directly from the
foregoing identification theory. In the course of this sudy we interviewed 44 individuas once a
week for ayear about dl the ways, formd and informal, they gave materid or emotiona
assistance to others and we compiled the results for the purposes of comparison with the
Independent Sector/Galup's Survey of Giving and Volunteering (1996). First, we discuss our
expanded conceptudization of giving and volunteering as gpplied in the sudy, review our
research design, and indicate our methodologica procedures. We then present our findings on
the scope of voluntary assistance that exists when giving and volunteering are conceived of
within the framework of care. The main difference we discovered was that BADS indicated
dramaticaly higher rates of participation in and amounts of time and money devoted to giving

and volunteering, even without the incluson of informa assstance. In this paper we will focus
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only on the theoreticd issuesinvolved in our redefinition of philanthropy as a component of a

broader concept of care.

[1.1. Conceptual Framework and Research Design

Philanthropic behavior, as we have indicated above, is only one aspect of amore
generd pattern of care that pervades the dailly human living experience. There are myriad ways
in which this caring behavior is expressed. Some are relatively passive, for example praying for
others or treating others with civility and respect. Othersinvolve direct action, such astaking
care of an elderly rative; driving friends and acquaintances who are in need of trangportation to
avaiety of gppointments and activities, helping others take care of their children; and lending

emotiona support to those facing both common and extraordinary tribulations.

In order to focus on care in BADS, we extended our definition of voluntary assistance
beyond the conventiond definitions as they are used by the research community, (giving money,
goods, and volunteer time to charitable organizations) to include awider range of activities. We
were careful to include questions that alowed a comparison with responses given on the biennia
Independent Sector Survey on Giving and Volunteering on formal expressions of care. But in

addition, BADS a so asked respondents about informal voluntary assstance using expanded

2 For amore detailed description of the methodology and itsimplications for studies of giving and

volunteering please see Havens and Schervish, 2001.
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definitions that included giving of money, goods, assstance, and emotiona support to relaives,
friends and neighbors. Since giving and receiving are not isomorphic, and proved not to be
eadly reconciled, we do not discuss the receiving of help in this paper--one person's giving what
they perceive as care might not be perceived as such by the recipient, for example, what parents

consder advice may be percelved by children asinterference.

In summary, BADS included inquiries about informa giving and volunteering for the
following reasons. Firgt, our fundamenta theoretica perspectiveis that forma giving and
volunteering are but subsets of a more comprehengve array of reations of caritas or care.
Second, from prior in-depth interviews on philanthropy, from multivariate analyss of the
motivations behind charitable behavior, and from various readings on human love, we had
learned that the key to care isidentification with the fate of others and that the school of such
identification is the experience of being engaged in acts of care that occur throughout dally life.
Third, from years of ethnographic and survey research we had discovered that informal carein
and around on€' s home, family, and associates is the root and not the rival of forma
philanthropy, and could not be ignored in research.  Fourth, we had previoudy found that people
generaly perceive their care as a unity and do not segment their consciousness or care into the
categories of "forma" and "informa” that researchers generdly offer in tharr surveys. Findly, we
recognized that it was necessary to move beyond conventiona notions about what congtitutes the
mord qudity of asociety if we were to adequately assess the vdidity of the current
pronouncements about the decline of community in the United States, which are riven with

pessmism about our cultura and mora hedlth.
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Our study of informal caring behavior had two focuses: unpaid assstance and emotiond
care. Thefirgt areaof informd giving that we studied was the persond help that individuas give to
others outsde the auspices of aformal nonprofit organization. Such practical help may involve
giving or loaning money or items on an interpersond bagis, but it also extends to performing tasks
and services for other people. Included are contributions (money, assets, and goods) to (1) to
non-dependent relativesin need (excluding inheritances and other disbursements that were made
without regard to need such as holiday, birthday, wedding gifts, etc.); (2) to individuds, friends,
and associates in need (again excluding inheritances and other disbursements that were made
without regard to need such as holiday, birthday, wedding gifts, etc.); (3) politica candidates,
causes, and parties; and (4) to informal socid movements and causes. Usually these are tasks
and services that recipients would have had to pay afee to have performed or foregone atogether
had the donor not provided them free of charge. In BADS we refer to these financia and
tempora activities as unpaid assistance. The second type of caring behavior we studied is the
spiritual and psychologica care that people naturdly extend to othersin their daily lives.
Sometimes this type of caring is manifested in short phrases of encouragement, praise,
congratulations, and Smilar affirmations. More often, it takes the form of some grester
involvement with the recipient and the provision of emotiona support -- either a agenerd leve or
more specificaly in the active assstance of the other person to cope with particular difficultiesin
ther lives. Werefer to dl these varieties of interpersond psychologica and spiritud help and

support as emotional care.
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Methodologica Condderations

In order to learn about and measure thisfuller array of care, adiary study
approach to collecting information on the broader definitions of giving and volunteering served
our purposes best. It facilitated the collection of information very close to the time thet the
behavior took place; permitted the tracking of information to investigate the seasond variation of
giving and volunteering; and dlowed the gathering of information about paiterns of dally living
and life-styles that portrayed the context of caring behavior and supported an andlysis of how it
fitinto the lives and life styles of the participants (Almeida, et d., 2001). Mainly for reasons of
efficient use of resources, we decided on the telephone mode of reporting, in which we asked
each participant in the study to keep track of their care-giving and care-receiving behavior
during each week, and to tranamit the results to our staff in weekly telephone interviews

throughout 1995, which were compiled at the end of the study.

Sample Design

The first decison concerning the sample design was the Sze of the sample. A
sample of gpproximately 50 participants seemed sufficient to meet the requirements of the
intended repeated measures analysis and practica with the resources available to conduct the
Study. The second decision was to establish a definition of the Boston area. \We decided to
sect the sample by random digit telephone diding within a dratified sample design. Therefore,
we defined the Boston area as the geographic location covered by telephone area code 617,
i.e,, Boston and the surrounding communities. \We wanted to assure variability by household

income and race, o the sample design was dratified by household income (i.e., under
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$30,000/$30,000 but less than $60,000/$60,000 or more) and race, based on data from the
1990 census, updated for inflation. A dratified design provided targets that were within 5
percent of being representative by household income in the Boston metropolitan area, but
congtituted an oversample of more than 100 percent of the proportion of black American
householdsin the same area. The sampling universe conssted of dl households in the 617
telephone area code in which adult decison-makers spoke English, were age 18 or older, were
not planning to leave the Boston area, and were not full-time undergraduate college students.
The sample frame consisted of dl vaid resdentid telephone numbersin area code 617 & the
time that screening calls were placed in December, 1994. The sample sdection process and

other methodologicd details are available upon request from the authors.

Sample Characteristics

The find sample conssted of 49 initid participants. 38 chosen completely
randomly, 6 chosen in an oversample of black American participants, and 5 chosen in an
oversample of higher income households. One other potential participant dropped out before
the study actualy began and is not included in the description of the sample presented in this
paper. A second participant dropped out during theinitid interview and isincluded in the
description of the sample. After the first interview in which household income was more
carefully obtained, it turned out that informants had a tendency to underestimate their household
incomein the screening cdl. In hindsight, the oversample of higher income households was not
necessary. The participants sdlected in this oversample were, nevertheess, included in the final

sample as described in Table 1.



Table 1: Sample Characteristics of the Boston Area Diary Study

16

Gender n Race n Marital n Ageof n Household Income n Age of youngest n Age of oldest n
Status Participant child living at child living at
home home
Mde 17 White 41 | Marriedor | 25 18-29 years 6 Lessthan $15,000 4 No children 25 No children 25
Living
with
Partner
Femde 32 Black 8 Single 22 30-39 years 15 $15,000-$19,999 6 Under 12 years 13 Under 12 years 10
American
Divorced 2 40-49 years 14 $30,000-$44,999 6 12-17 years 5 12-17 years 5
50-59 years 9 $45,000-$59,999 12 18-21 years 1 18-21 years 2
60 years or older 5 $60,000-$74,999 10 Over 21 years 5 Over 21 years 7
$75,000-$99,000
$100,000 or more

Source: Social Welfare Research Institute, Boston College.
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[1.ii. Contributionsof Money, Goods, and Time

This section documents the care that the participantsin the Boston Area Diary Study
provided to people other than their spouse and dependent children during 1995.

It reports their care-giving both in the conventiona terms often used to describe
philanthropy and in the broader sense of voluntary assstance that we usein BADS. While we
present the findings from BADS in terms of average values, setigtics, and individua examples,
thereis, of course, no average person who performs in accordance with the statistical averages.
Instead, with respect to most categories of caring behavior, there are usually afew participants
who perform large amounts of each type of caring activity, while most participants perform a
consderable lesser amount of the rlevant types of caring. Combining al the participants, as we
do in the presentation of gatigtics, is mideading from the viewpoint of the individua participant.
Howeve, it isreveding at asocietd level as ademondration of the amount of care given by the

group of participants as awhole.
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Table 2: Average Annual Contributions of Money and Goods

Category of Participation Average |Contributionsas
Organization or Person Rate Annual Per centage of

Contribution Income
All Organizations 100% $1,490 2.20%
* Rdigious 75% $741 1.30%
* Non-Rdigious 95% $750 0.90%
All Inter personal 98% $7,779 7.40%
= Rddives 93% $7,092 6.10%
Adult Child/Grandchild 50% $4,834 3.80%
Parent 52% $294 0.60%
Other Relativej 93% $1,964 1.60%
= Non-Rdatives 98% $687 1.30%
Total Money and Goods 100% $9,269 9.60%

Source: Socid Welfare Research Indtitute, Boston College.
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In 1995 the participants and their families contributed an average of $1,490 or 2.2
percent of their annud family income to charitable organizations (see Table 2). Each of the 44
participants or members of their families made at least one contribution for a participation rate of
100 percent, with some families contributing as little as $5 during the course of the year, while

others contributed more than $9,500.

Confirming awell-known trend in giving, religious organizations received the largest
amount of contributions as compared with any other sngle type of organization. The
participants and their families gave an average of $741 or 1.3 percent of their incomes to
religious organizations. These contributions were made by 75 percent of the participants,
including some without any specific religious ffiliation. If we average over the 30 participants
with specific (Protestant, Catholic, or Jewigh) affiliation, the average contribution to religious
organizations was $1,067 or 1.8 percent of their family income. On average Protestant
participants gave $1,455 or 3.2 percent of their incomes, Catholic participants gave an average
of $422 or 1.0 percent of their incomes; and Jewish participants gave $1,925 or 1.3 percent of

their incomes to religious organizations.

The mgority (gpproaching 90 percent) of this religious giving involved contributions to
support the religious activities of churches, temples, and mosgues, however, there was a
ggnificant amount of rdigious giving (Somewhat more than 10 percent) that supported activities
sponsored by churches, temples, or mosques which served the needs of awider community,

often in anon-denominationa context. Such activitiesincluded a community health center
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gponsored by aloca Baptist church, avariety of food pantries run by various denominations,

and the activities of religioudy oriented organizations such as the Sdvation Army.

In addition to contributions to religious organizations, 95 percent of the participants or
members of their families made contributions to non-reigious organizetions and on average gave
$750 or 0.9 percent of their family income to awide variety of organizations. The figuresfor the
percentage of income were first caculated for each participant and then averaged to arrive at
the total presented in the text. Therefore the average dollar amount of contributions can
increase from $741 to religious organizations to $750 for non-religious organizations and yet the
average percentage of income decreases from 1.3% to 0.9%. Thisis because the non-religious
contributions are larger and more concentrated at higher income level's as compared with the
digtribution of religious contributions. There wasllittle difference in the average percentage of
income given to non-religious organizations, regardless of whether or not the participant or their
family adso gave to rdigious organizations, that is, amounts given to religious organizetions were

generdly extra contributions in addition to amounts given to non-religious organizations.

Participants and their families made contributions to a wide range of non-religious
charitable causes, of which the largest amounts, averaged over dl participants, were contributed
to organizations that dealt with hedlth or medical research, $222; organizations that distributed
food, shdlter, clothing and/or socid services, $173; education, particularly higher education,

$110; fire, police, and veterans organi zations, particularly disabled veterans, $68; and media
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and arts, particularly public televison, $43. Contributionsto al other types of organizations

averaged $135.

Severd participants made smdl contributions of $5 or $10 during the year to an
organization just because they were asked to do so, usudly by someone they knew, as part of a
fund drive. However, participants who contributed more than $20 to an organization during the
year and participants who gave regularly to the same organization usualy had themselves
benefited, or had aclose relative or friend who had benefited, expected to or could have
benefited from the activities of the organization to which they contributed. For example, one
person who had suffered from leukemia gave money regularly to the research hospita where he
had received treatment; another person whose mother had Alzheimer’ s disease gave to
organizations that served people with Alzheimer’'s; a third participant who had a history of heart

disease in the family gave regularly to cardiac and coronary research.

There were two exceptions to this pattern of associationa dynamics, whereby
association breeds identification and thus giving: first, much of the giving to soup kitchens, food
pantries, shelters, and various socid service organizations usudly, but not dways, lacked a
direct connection to the participants, their close rdatives, or their close friends. Contributions
to such causes were often seen by participants as helping other human souls. The second
exception was gifts to disabled veterans, police, and fire organizations (usudly organizations
which provided benefits to the disabled or to the spouses and children of police and firefighters

who have died in the line of duty). In most cases, the participant gave to these causesin
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appreciation for the public service rendered by the veterans, police, or firefighters—although in
some instances the participant identified more directly with these public servants (i.e., were

themsealves or had a close friend or relative who was a veteran, afirefighter, or a police officer).

Contributions of Money and Goods to R atives, Friends, and Other Individuds

Giving to organized charitable causes is within the redlm of traditiond philanthropy, but
we were interested in viewing caring behavior through awider lens. From our broader
perspective we learned that people regularly give care beyond the auspices of traditiona
philanthropy in the form of direct contributions of money and goods to relatives, friends, and

other individuas.

During 1995, 93 percent of the participants in the Boston Area Diary Study or
members of their families gave an average of $7,092 or 6.1 percent of their incomes to relatives
(See Table 2). Approximately $3,410 of this average is due to just one participant who gave
$100,000 to his adult son and another $50,000 to his domestic partner during the course of the
study. Exclusve of thisamount the average is dill avery high $3,682 in contributions to
relatives. Mirroring arddively recent trend in American society, more than hdf the
contributions to relatives were made to adult children, who often had families of their own. In
fact, exactly hdf the participants or members of their families gave contributions to their adult
children and/or grandchildren during the year, averaging $4,834 per participant or 3.8 percent
of their income, the vast mgority of which were giftsto adult children. For example, one of our

participants, amarried psychologist with a private practice, regularly gave money to her adult
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daughters who were no longer living a home so that they could buy clothing and other persond
items for themsalves. Another interviewee, amarried retired biochemist, who had currently
embarked on a second professond career involving technical and proposal writing,
supplemented her artist son’sincome on aregular bas's, although he was dso primarily living
away from home. A third participant, working as awriter for specidty catalogues, spent more
than haf his own modest income to purchase an automobile for his adult daughter so that she
could attend college. These giftsto relatives were not dways just monetary, and in addition to
dollars, participants and members of their families often gave their adult children, aswell as
other reldives, gifts of clothing, household furnishings, and persond items such asjewelry.
Many of these items were used items from the participant’s own household; however, just as
often, the participant would buy something especidly to giveto their relative or would pay the
entire bill when they went shopping together. Most participants (93 percent) contributed giftsto
relatives other than to their parents, children, and grandchildren during the course of the study,
most frequently to siblings, nieces, or nephews, amounting on average to $1,964 or 1.6 percent

of family income.

At some time during the sudy, nearly dl the participants or members of their families
(98 percent) contributed money or goods to non-relatives, giving $687 or about 1.3 percent of
their incomes on average to friends, acquaintances, and other individuas. Clearly, thisisnot a
negligible amount, in fact it isin roughly the same order of magnitude as contributions to religious
organizations or contributions to non-religious organizations. Most frequently the non-relive

recipient was a close friend or a co-worker, and while there were gifts of cash, most gifts were
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of clothing or other goods. A few examples give an impression of the variety of these
expressons of care. One participant, amother on welfare with two children, regularly gave part
of the food she obtained from afood pantry to afriend in Smilar circumstances who did not
qudify for the food pantry. Another participant, who had recently lost his job, gave aformer
co-worker who had been unemployed for so long that his benefits had run out, several hundred
dollarsto help him out. A third participant, whose friend was in the midst of a divorce, regularly
bought her friend clothing and various smdl gifts to keep her spiritsup. A fourth interviewee

gave her children’s outgrown clothing to a co-worker for the co-worker’s children.

Contributions of Time Volunteered to Charitable Organizations

Mogt of the participants (84%) volunteered through an organization at some time during
1995. We present time contributed in person-days, where a person-day represents 8 hours of
time, andlogous to one day of work. Averaged over dl participants, 6 person-days of time
were volunteered to religious organizations and 9 person-days to non-religious organizations

(Table 3).



Table 3: Average Annual Contributions of Timein Person-Days

Category of Per sonal Emotional Support Total Time
Organization or Assistance
Person
Rate Person-Days Rate Person-Days Rate Person-
Days
All Organizations 84% 14.9 - - 84% 14.9
» Rdigious 36% 6 - - 36% 6
= Non-Rdigious 79% 8.9 - - 79% 8.9
All Inter per sonal 100% 42.8 100% 43.8 100% 86.6
» Redives 93% 313 100% 35 100% 66.3
Spouse - - 84% 17.6 84% 17.6
Adult Child/ 45% 6.6 52% 35 59% 101
Grandchild
Parent 50% 14 57% 9.5 64% 23.5
Other Relativej 89% 10.6 93% 4.4 95% 15
» Non-Relatives 95% 115 98% 8.8 100% 20.3
Total Person-Days 100% S57.7 100% 43.8 100% 101.5

Source: Socia W fare Research Ingtitute, Boston College.

25



26

Participants volunteering to rdligious organizations performed a variety of activities
including child-care during religious services, book-keeping, cleaning, organizing various
fundraising activities (including bingo and rummeage sales), working in afood pantry or soup
kitchen, and serving on a variety of committees and/or study groups to provide religious

ingruction and other religious and socia services to the members of the church, temple, or

mosque.

Among non-religious organizetions, participants volunteered primarily to youth
organizations (often local after-school sports activities), averaging 4 person-days, education
(often as ateacher’ s aide in the classroom), 3 person-days; and hedlth (more often to provide
sarvices like donating blood or supervising socid activities for infirm elderly people than to help
with fundraisng), 2 person-days. Severd participants did, however, volunteer for fundraisng
drives (notably, wakathons and bikeathons); and one participant served on the board of
directors of at least two mgjor hospitals, oneloca college, and severd other charitable

organizations and non-profit business associations.

Aswith their contributions of money and goods, participants tended to volunteer time to
organizations that had benefited or were expected to benefit either themsaves directly, or a
closereative, or afriend. For example, severa participants volunteered as coaches or officias
for after-school sports activities in which their children participated. Similarly one participant
volunteered as ateacher’ saide in her daughter’s classroom. Another teacher volunteered after

school and on weekends to supervise students (including her own students) in learning about
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people from diverse culturd backgrounds. A fourth participant gave blood on aregular basisto

an organization that had successfully trested his own blood disease severd years earlier.

Time Spent Halping People

Over and above the time spent volunteering through forma organizations, al of the
participants in BADS cared directly for individuas other than their spouse or dependent children
at sometime during the year. Most of the 43 person-days that each participant devoted, on
average, to this unpaid assistance was provided to relatives (31 person-days), as compared
with non-relatives (12 person-days). Although over athird of the participants had no living
parents or parents-in-law, the time devoted to relatives was focused on care for parents,
averaging 14 person-days. One participant spent nearly dl her time away from her work at a
toll booth caring for her ederly mother, with whom she lived. Half as much time again was
spent providing unpaid help to adult children and grandchildren, averaging 7 person-days,
athough severd participants spent sgnificant amounts of their time caring for their young
children and grandchildren. For example, one participant regularly prepared meals and helped
keep house for her adult son in his gpartment; severa participants did laundry and other
persond chores for adult children living a home; and anumber of participants watched their

grandchildren while their parents were working.

Whether providing this kind of informa help for relatives, for friends, or for

acquaintances, the nature of the help was concentrated in two aress. (1) care for children and
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elderly parents and (2) giving people rides: trangporting them to and from work, stores, medica
offices, and in the case of children, to and from school, organized sports activities, child-care,

and avariety of additional recregtion and play activities.

Besdes these two kinds of caring, the participants dso helped people other than their
gpouse and dependent children in dozens of activities, such asword processing, bookkeeping,
pet care, plant care, snow shoveling, house cleaning, shopping, cooking, tutoring, moving,
medica care, rdigious indruction, sewing, coaching, repairing, and lawvn care, anong other

activities

In addition to time spent providing this kind of informal assstance, dl participants
provided emotiona support to someone other than their dependent children at some time during
theyear. Most of the average of 44 person-days of emotiona support was devoted to relatives
(35 person-days), as compared to non-relatives (9 person-days). On average, thistime was
most frequently given to the participant’ s spouse (17 person-days), and other than to a spouse,
the pattern is the same as that for unpaid assstance: on average the participants gave 9.5
person-days of emotiona support to their parents, 3.5 person-days to their adult children or
grandchildren, and 4 person-daysto avariety of other relatives. Although much of the
emotiond support involved expressions of love and affection or took placein a conversationa
mode without any specific focus, it dso included advice, counsdling, and problem-solving. Ina

few instances, however, participants helped ardative, friend, or co-worker with emotional



29

support in a period of severe emotiona distress, such as the death of aloved one, divorce, and

issues to do with substance abuse, and job loss.

Summary

It isdifficult to fully capture the manifold ways that people use ther time and resources
to help others on aregular basis, and each of the 44 participants in the sudy has severa stories
about how they helped others on both aforma and an informd basis. The datistical summary,
even with examples, cannot begin to capture the richness of the individud stories; just asthe
individua stories cannot reved the overal pattern which is the focus of this pgper. However,
when we examine this genera pattern, we can draw four broad conclusions about the daily

bread of nourishment that we both give to each other and receivein our daily round.

Firgt, as agroup, the participants spent a vast amount of money, goods, resources, time,
and energy caring for people in addition to their spouses and dependent children. This care was
most often provided directly on a one-on-one basis, above and beyond the care they expressed
formally through contributions of money, goods, and time to charitable organizations and causes.
During 1995, the participants contributed an average of $9,269 or gpproximately 10 percent of
pre-tax family income per family in money and goods and 102 person-days per participant in
time to provide this care to others both formaly, according to traditiona definitions of giving and
volunteering, and informaly, according to our broader definition of voluntary assstance. In

addition, they extended an average of 11 loans per participant to other individuals and praised,
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congratulated, or smilarly encouraged other people, on average, more than 460 times per

participant during the course of the yesar.

Second, most of the contributions of money and goods, $7,779 or 7.6 percent of family
income, and most of the time, 87 person-days (about equaly divided between unpaid assistance
and emotional support) per individua, were devoted to caring for others directly, on a one-on-
one basis, without being mediated by an organization. This large amount of resources was
above and beyond the substantia amount, $1,490 or 2.2 percent of family incomein
contributions per family and 15 person-days per person of time, that were given through
organized charitable causes. The amounts of time and money devoted to caring for others
directly were each more than five times the corresponding amounts devoted to caring for others
indirectly through charitable organizations and causes. Thus, we conclude that the organized
non-profit ingtitutions through which society provides various forms of service and care for its
members represent just atiny part of the total amount of care that the members of US society

extend to each other on an informd bagsis.

Third, if the participants in the Boston Area Diary Study are a dl indicative of the
American population in general, most of the care that people provide for others, whether
directly or through organizations, is sdif-related. This self-rdated pattern is evident in the
amounts of money and time they give to others; in their choice of charitable causes; and in their
philosophy concerning the provision of care to others. By sdlf-related we do not mean that

people are sdfish or parsmonious, rather we mean that people focus their generous care-giving
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behavior primarily, but not exclusvely, on those closest to them, on those mogt like them, and
on those individuas and causes with which they most closdly identify. Like the participantsin
our study, though they do extend their care-giving (usudly in substantialy lesser amounts) to
people with whom and causes with which they have little in common, in generd people provide
larger amounts of care in agreeter variety of ways through organizations and causes with which
they have some direct connection than through organizations and causes with which they are not

as closdly identified, and with which they have little or no connection.

Fourth, the pattern of care-giving strongly supports and has begun to amplify the
identification theory of caring behavior that we have been developing in recent years. The
pattern is one of giving the largest amounts of care to those individuas and charitable causes
with which the participant is most closaly identified and often has been closdy involved a some
timeintheir lives. Thus, family and relatives generally take precedence over friends and
acquaintances, and for participants with a specific rdigious affiliation, religious organizations
generdly take precedence over dl other forms of organization. Organizations that had hel ped
the participant, their family, or their friends generaly took precedence over organizations and
causesthat had not. 1f we value time spent helping people a only the minimum wage (i.e,
$4.25 per hour during 1995 and combine the areas of care that we measured (i.e., money and

goods, volunteer time, unpaid assstance, and emotiona support) into asingle dollar value for
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each participant,? the participantsin our study, as a group, gave more care to their children,
family, and relatives ($9,345 on average during 1995) than to their friends and acquaintances
($1,376). Those with rdigious affiliations gave more to religious organizations ($1,386) than to
non-religious charitable causes ($945). This holds when we average the religious contributions
of money and time over dl the participants, both those with and without a specific religious
affiliaion. Moreover, those without any specific religious affiliation for whom religion was not
important gave relatively negligible amounts of their resources ($44) to religious organizaions as

compared with non-religious charitable causes.

Overdl, the findings support the conclusion that people do care for each other in dozens
of ways and that while their care isfocused primarily on the people, organizations, and the
causes with which they identify, the participants so had compassion for and extended their
care to people in need, even if they did not identify closaly with them. BADS recorded thet
participants extended more care to their family than to their friends and more to their friends
than to others through ether religious or non-religious organizations. Moreover, participants
consstently cared more both for people and causes with which they more closdly identified than

with those with whom they identified lessclosdly.  This was somewhat less consstently

% Since we conducted BADS, Brown (1999) has written thoughtfully on assigning a monetary value to

volunteer work.
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expressed in terms of money and goods, but was quite strongly expressed in terms of time, and

consequently was strongly evidenced in the total combination of money, goods, and time.

At the end of the study we asked each of the participants about their philosophy of
caring for othersin society and asked them to try to place their response on a continuum,
ranging from the belief that it is each person for themsalvesin society, to the belief that society
should collectively care for each of its members. In their reponses, most participants
expressed priorities of care that were consstent with their own behavior and with the
identification theory, in that their care began with afocus on their own nuclear family, then on
close rdatives in the extended family, next on close friends and co-workers, and findly on other
people, organizations, and causes (Leming and Havens 1998). Nearly 20 percent of the
participants expressed a different hierarchy of caring that placed themsalves and their family
firgt, followed by those in need in society (rdatives first if they werein need), then close family

members, etc.

At one time or another during the year, most participants expressed a desire to do more
to help othersin society, especidly thosein need or those suffering the same problems which
they or someone close to them had faced. However, many participants were unhappy with
charitable organizations as a potentia channd for this help, percaiving them as (1) spending too
much on adminigration and fund-raising, (2) diffusng their charitable efforts among multiple
causes (e.g., they did not want to have heart research money funding any part of AIDS

research, or want any part of AIDS research funding used for hospice care), (3) squandering



the participant’ s talents when they had previoudy volunteered, and (4) squandering funds

through inefficient dlocation.

When solicited by charitable causes with which they were familiar, the participants
usualy made amodest contribution and, in generd, were pleased to find ways to help others:
they gave used clothing and furnishings to others;, responded to walkathons and bikeathons; and
took inner city children into their suburban homes for severd weeks during the summer under
the auspices of fresh air campaigns (designed to give disadvantaged inner city youth afew

weeks vacation outside the city).

While people with specific religious affiliations extended even more care, than those
without, principaly in the form of contributions of money through their church, temple, or
mosgue. Thisextenson did not diminish their care-giving through non-religious organizations.
Indeed, people with specific religious affiliations can be viewed as having two fronts for
charitable giving, contributing, in addition to their religious giving, roughly the same percentage of
their incomes to non-religious organizations as did those with no religious affiliation or giving to
religion. Thus, we find support for that part of the identification theory that says caring for
othersis an expresson of love of sdf and by implication, people who love themsaves are

motivated to care for others.
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[11. Discusson: TheMoral Citizenship of Care

Our empirica representation of the often dense but hidden socid relations of care, will
lead, we hope, to changes in the research methodology of giving and volunteering, and
encourage those who extend and benefit from this daily care. In addition however, our research
on the socid relations of care begs further interpretation and can best be ducidated, we believe,
within the framework of what we call the mord citizenship of care. By introducing this notion of
amord citizenship we seek to name a vibrant, yet often ignored, aspect of socid rdations,
which may add another dimension to the debate about the mora hedth of US society. Shifting
the theoretica focus of this discusson on the state of society from politicad and economic
citizenship to the motivations and practices of mutualy beneficid identification, and shifting the
empirica focus from forma philanthropy to include aso informal relations of care, produces an
optimistic portrait of moral interdependence, which is arefreshing antidote to the pessmism
offered by many in the current debate over the present and future of civil society. We do not
here debate whether US civic life has diminished and declined asit is defined and measured by
Putnam (2000) and others, we do argue, however, that the idess of socid capita and civic
engagement, asimportant as they are, need to be complemented by findings on mord capita
such as we uncovered with BADS and which we interpret as evidence of a substantia and

abundant mord citizenship of care.

In their book, Voice and Equality: Civic Voluntarismin American Politics, Verba,

Schlozman and Brady write that "ordinary and routine activity on the job, & church, or inan
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organization, activity that has nothing to do with politics or public issues, can develop
organizationd and communication skills thet are relevant for politics and can thus fecilitate
politica activity” (1995, pp.17-18). In this paper, we go one step further: routine activity,
beginning in and flowing from the panoply of persond relations of care in family, neighborhood,
work, and other daily associgtions, is the manifestation of care and the school of philanthropic

activity.

We propose the notion of moral citizenship of care as a theoretical framework for
understanding and making broader interpretive sense of the full range of practica socid relaions
of assstance we discovered in our diary study—of which forma philanthropic giving and
volunteering is but one important component. Asfar as we know, the term “mord citizenship of
care’ has not been used anywhere else, but what we mean by it is straightforward. We have
aready discussed at length the meaning of care asthe attention to othersin their true needs. As
to the notion of moral, we use the term in amanner akin to what Philip Selznick calls“the mord
commonwedth” in his semina book on the foundations, problems, and prospects of the
convergence of saf and community. Concurring with Emile Durkheim and John Dewey,
Sdznick maintains that the “mord” dimension of society is the vaue-motivated association thet

comprises daily experience and forges socid bonds:

[H]uman values are rooted in the troubles and drivings of organic life, especidly
in the trangtion from immediate impulse to enduring satisfaction. They arise out

of the continuities of socid existence, including the need to nurture whet is
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immature and ungtable . . . Friendship, responsibility, leadership, love, and
justice are not lements of an externd ethic. . . They are generated by mundane

needs, practica opportunities, and felt satisfactions (1992, p.19).

Our choice of the term “mord citizenship” to characterize the socid rdations of care
requires alittle more explanation. Spelling out the contrast with political and economic
citizenship helps darify our meaning. First, while mora citizenship shares with politica
citizenship abadisin the propogtion of equivalence among individuds, in mord cditizenship this
equivaenceis not primarily before or under the law, rather it is before and under the sentiment
of sdf-recognition in and saf-identification with the needs of others. If the instrumental
trgectory of politica citizenship revolves around the rights and duties of building nation and
society, the ingrumentd trgectory of mora citizenship revolves around the indinations and

obligations of carein divil society. *

The rights and duties of politica citizenship can be congruent with the objective of
advancing the socid relations of assstance, and can contribute to their improvement and

operation--indeed, the rights and duties of citizenship derive from and imply an array of pro-

* For asummary history of the term civil society, see Edwards and Foley, Civil society and social capital
(1998); Powell and Guerin, Civil and Social Policy (1997); Walzer, The concept of acivil society (1995); and
for ageneral discussion of civil society inthe US see Brian O’ Connell’ sCivil Society: The Underpinnings

of American Democracy (1999).
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socid dedires, sentiments, and dispositions. However, because politica rights and duties are by
condtitutional mandate limited in their reach, they are neither profound nor broad enough to be
the primary ethic for identifying, ingpiring, and nurturing care. As salutary as paliticd citizenship
is, it ismainly an adjunct to, rather than the source of, amora community. Mord citizenship is
the ground or socid foundation of political citizenship and its reach extends well beyond political
citizenship. It resdesin and fortifies the interstices of life where politica citizenship never does,

nor should, reach.

Mord citizenship is equaly more profound than economic citizenship, something Adam
Smith readily acknowledged. In The Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759) Smith ingsts that
economic markets (and palitica ingtitutions) cannot be expected to produce beneficence in
society. For Smith, the economic citizenship of the free market provides aframework and a
floor for rudimentary well being within society, but not for grester well being:

Society may subsist among different men, as among different merchants, from a sense of

its utility, without any mutual love or affection; and though no man in it should owe any

obligation, or be bound in gratitude to any other, it may till be uphed by a mercenary

exchange of good offices according to an agreed

vauation . . . Society may subsis, though not in the most comfortable state, without

beneficence (1759/1976, pp. 166-167).
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The additiond voluntary moral sentiments of beneficence are required to establish a
deeper mora commonwedth in which the needs and injuries of others are responded to from

love, gratitude, friendship, and esteem:

All the members of human society stand in need of each other’s assstance, and are
likewise exposed to mutud injuries. Where necessary assstanceis reciprocaly
afforded from love, from gratitude, from friendship, and esteem, the society flourishes
and is happy. All the different members of it are bound together by the agreeable bands
of love and affection, and are, asit were, drawn to one common centre of mutual good

offices. . . (1759/1976, p.166).

In contrast to mord citizenship, both political and economic citizenship focus foremost
on access to and participation in a process of determination rather than directly on the content
of that determination. There are, of course, substantive contents that people seek to obtain via
political and economic citizenship. However, in order to obtain these contents, those seeking
them must express their desires through electoral processes and market mechanisms rather than
directly asneeds. In other words, political and economic citizenship revolve around a process
of effective demand--needs expressed in away that materialy disciplines the provider; while
mord citizenship revolves around the relations of affective demand--needs expressed in way
that morally motivates the provider. Mora citizenship looks for and responds to peopl€e’ s needs
even when such needs are not expressed in votes or contributions, asis the case in politica

relations, or in dollars, asisthe casein economic rdations.



For these reasons, we believe the notion of mora citizenship makes good sense of the
myriad relations of care we discovered in BADS. Asapractical ethic and asaway of life, the
mord citizenship of careistha sphere of thinking, emotion, and behavior that beginsin the
tribulations and aspirations surrounding what is close a hand and extends to an ever-broadening
horizon of othersin need. Mord citizenship does not divide the private from the public, the
local from the digtant; instead it speaks of the levels and digtribution of mora capitd rather than
of socid capital and financid capitd. The mord citizenship of care focuses on the extenson and
expression of care, rather than on the extension and expression of socid life, membership, and
participation, as the cornerstone of cultural hedlth. Without disputing changesin the politica and
economic fabric of US society, the mora citizenship of care leads us to focus on the daily
relations of assistance in which people are currently enclosed and to which they are inclined,
rather than on the socid and paliticd life they may have abandoned or may no longer be inclined

toward.
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IV. Concluson: Moral Citizenship and The Decline of Civil Society

“ Ariver risesin Eden to water the garden,
beyond there it divides and becomes

four branches.”

Genesis1: 10

Within the framework of the identification theory the mativation for care comes from
identification with the needs of others and does not therefore obey the nomenclatures with which
we typicdly classfy giving and volunteering, as formd, public, through an organization, as
motivated by a selfless concern for the common good, and as an indicator of the vibrancy of the
culturd hedth of US society. The evidence of the Boston Area Diary Study, which confirms
high levels of informa assstance, aswell as the unity of care, confirms our enduring
understanding of philanthropy as part of alarger fabric of care and encourages us to attend
more closaly to the activities and motivations of mora citizenship, of which political and
economic citizenship are often, but need not dways be, significant components. The evidence
a0 suggests that investigations of philanthropy and of citizenship do well to attend more to how
forma and informa assstance are mutualy congtitutive and how the socia relations of
assistance occurring in settings not conventionally circumscribed by politica and economic

citizenship are relevant for interpreting the character of contemporary US culture.

The sameistrue for what the civil society debate suggestsis the reslm of civil

citizenship, to which our notion of mord citizenship can add amissng dimenson. The BADS
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findings do not offer longitudinal evidence documenting a trend line mesasuring the ebb and flow
of the mord citizenship of care. However, our snapshot of informal assistance and how it
extends outwards suggests that a theory of mord citizenship helps us draw amore adequate
picture of theintengty and destiny of American civic life than is currently understood and about
how the relations of care serve as a school for broader engagement. In particular, we contend
that bringing the notion of mord citizenship to the fore is useful for three reasons. Fird, it razes
the artificia boundary between the private and the public, especidly asit exigsin the digtinction
between informal and formd arenas of daily engagement and care-giving. Discussons of civil
society typicaly do not include those activities and digpositions thet begin in and flow from the
persond relations of care of individuasin their immediate spheres. Our notion of amoral
citizenship dlowsfor vauing the full range of forms of care equdly, including privete voluntary
assistance on behaf of friends and family, and acknowledges care across dl sectors and
gpheres of life as both formative and representative of how people think and act towards others.
Second, the concept of amorad citizenship of care leads to a more comprehensive
methodologica mandate. It requires that researchers devote attention to afuller range of caring
behavior than is traditionaly within the purview of palitical or legdl citizenship. Third, when
coupled to the dynamics of the identification theory of concern for others, the focus on mord
citizenship suggests how the behaviors and dispositions of care that occur within the persond
phere are dlies, rather than obstacles, for expanding care beyond immediate rel ationships and
into a broader horizon of time and space. As such, an gppreciation of these dynamics indicates
an organic srategy for expanding the socid hedth of a society, namely to recognize, honor, and

encourage the care that people do provide and are aready disposed to extend and increase.



Like Everett Carll Ladd (1999), we believe there is strong evidence that there has been
no decline in the aivic life of the US, what Putnam cdls a"slent withdrawa from socia
intercourse” (2000, p.115). Asevidence, we offer the existence of the kind of mora capita
that is accumulated in the relaionships of care with family, friends and neighbors, thet is
equivaent to the socia capita that Putnam vaues so highly, and which has just as much ability
to bind us together as the associationa glue he finds is becoming less adhesive. Just as "socid
capita refers to networks of socia connections' (Putnam, 2000, p.117), so too can the moral
connections of informal care produce mord capital. AsLadd points out, "[€]ngaging dtizensin
civic afarsisthe persstent American answer to how a narrowly sdlf-sarving individualism can
be avoided" (1999, p.1). Aswe have shown above sdf-interest and engagement of sdf are not

the enemy but theroot of care. The individua need not be sacrificed to form the citizen.

Elsawhere we have written that the scolding modd of fundraising which seeksto dicit
giving and volunteering by bullying, by indtilling guilt, and by admonishment, should be replaced
by one that engages the individua and seeks to build on the individua's prior experiences of the
giving and receiving care and the identification with the fate of another, which are endemic to
human love (Schervish, 2001a and Schervish, 2001b). Similarly, our findings on the rich weave
of the fabric of carein US society a formd and informa levels suggest thet it istime to change
our questions on citizenship from the focus on what is being shouted from the rooftops, that our
cviclifeisin decline, to what is being whispered in the streets, words of mutua care and

support. Frank points out that "our beliefs about human nature help shape human nature itsdlf.
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What we think about oursalves and our possibilities determines what we aspire to become; and
it shapes what we teach our children both a home and in the schools' (1998, p.ix). So too can

our beliefs about US society shape what we become as a society.

When making cross-nationa comparisons of the non-profit sector, Salamon and
Anheler argue, the Third sector and its private voluntary action may not be the most significant
expression of the strength of a society’s* caring tradition,” but that it is necessary to dso
evaduate therole of the state and businessin caring for those in need (1995). They conclude
that “the presence of astrong voluntary sector may therefore sgnify not the presence, but the
relative absence, or weskness, of a caring tradition e sewhere in society or the successful
resi stance to other, more effective, expressions of caring” (p.373). We thoroughly agree; and
now find that we can confidently confirm those expressions occurring “esewhere in society,”
namely the remarkably substantid amount of intra-family and other intra-associate informa
giving of time and money which has regrettably been under-estimated and under-acclaimed.
Shifting more of our discourse to the complementary language of mord citizenship, mora
community, and care opens us to congder awider array of activities, sentiments, reations,
expectations, and inclinations relevant to the crestion of community. It suggests a cross-sectoral
and cross-nationa redm by which we mord citizens examine, transform, and apply the socid

relations of assstance.

For now, our prevailing verdict is that the kind and degree of caring behavior we have

uncovered in the course of our research is not atypical, but that this careisthe river that rises
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from within the garden of our daily life and branchesinto streams of broader concern. It isonly
when systematicaly measured and accumulated during the course of ayesr, that the magnitude
of thiscareisactualy reveded. Far from being a negligent society, we are an intensdly caring
commonwedth and there is an ample foundation on which to build even stronger ties of mord

citizenship.
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