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Abstract
Guided by life course and resource perspectives, this study investigated patterns of middle-aged adults’ giving of time and 
money within and outside their immediate family. National data from Midlife in the United States II (MIDUS II) were ana-
lyzed for 759 middle-aged adults. Latent class analysis provided strong evidence for a 4-class model of giving patterns. The 
four types were (a) General Benefactors (30%), (b) Time Benefactors (28%), (c) Financial Philanthropists (26%), and (d) 
Uninvolved (16%), revealing that the majority of midlife adults give time and/or money within and outside their immediate 
family while fewer give money outside their family only or not at all. Middle-aged adults’ contextual factors, resource avail-
ability and demands, and perceptions of family relationships and non-family roles predicted giving pattern membership. The 
heterogeneous giving patterns of midlife adults have implications for research and practice.
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Middle-aged adults in the United States, ranging in age from 
approximately 35 to 64, experience numerous demands from 
their families and communities. Increased longevity (Colby 
and Ortman 2014; United Nations 2017) and extension 
of young adults’ dependence on parents (Connidis 2014; 
Furstenberg 2010) have for many created a family situation 
characterized by the “cross-pressures” of helping aging par-
ents and adult offspring or grandchildren (Fingerman et al. 
2011; Margolis and Wright 2017; Pew Research Center 
2013; Wiemers and Bianchi 2015; Zelezna 2017). Middle-
aged adults today are more likely than not to be providing 
some form of regular help to older or younger generations in 

their families (Cooney and Dykstra 2011; Fingerman et al. 
2011; Grundy and Henretta 2006), with approximately one-
third contributing to both generations simultaneously (Mar-
golis and Wright 2017; Pew Research Center 2013).

Middle-aged adults heavily engage in non-family giving 
as well, with much of this money and effort directed to non-
profit organizations. Across the early 2000s, about two-thirds 
of adults made charitable donations in a given year (Lilly 
Family School of Philanthropy 2019), as over 200,000 new 
U.S. non-profits were founded (Kim and Bradach 2012). The 
ability of midlife adults to maintain their charitable giving 
as they age, however, is threatened by future financial pres-
sures, highlighted by the fact that over half of households 
headed by persons aged 55–64 have less than $25,000 in 
retirement savings (Jeszeck 2015). In terms of nonmonetary 
giving, rates of volunteerism actually increased moving into 
the twenty-first century (some speculate in response to the 
9-11 terrorist attacks). Midlife Americans recorded some of 
the greatest growth, climbing from only 22% participation 
in 1989 to 30% by 2005. Still, this group primarily engages 
in “episodic” volunteering (Corporation for National and 
Community Service 2006), meaning they typically devote 
fewer than 100 hr per year to such efforts, likely reflecting 
the multiple demands on midlife adults’ time in family and 
non-family roles.

Given these trends, a timely question to ask is how mid-
dle-aged adults respond to the needs of their immediate 
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family members and broader communities with resources 
such as their time and money. Although some evidence 
suggests a link between private and public monetary giv-
ing (Burr et al. 2005; Choi et al. 2007; Lancee and Radl 
2014; Taniguchi 2012), less is known about how a broader 
array of exchanges between middle-aged adults and their 
parents or adult children coexists with giving to distant fam-
ily and friends, volunteerism, and charitable giving. Guided 
by life course and resource perspectives, we examine the 
relationship between giving of time and money within and 
outside the immediate family for middle-aged U.S. adults. 
We address two primary aims: (a) to identify distinct pat-
terns of resource giving for middle-aged adults, and (b) to 
explore factors associated with such patterns. Our goal is 
that this research will better inform researchers, financial 
planners, and family practitioners.

Conceptual Framework

Life course and resource perspectives were used to con-
ceptualize the interplay between giving within and beyond 
the immediate family among midlife adults. A life course 
perspective recognizes the heterogeneity among adults and 
their contributions in various familial and non-familial roles 
across the life course (Elder 1995, 1998). Familial roles such 
as being a caregiver to an aging parent and non-familial roles 
such as being an employee structure an individual’s life 
(Macmillan and Copher 2005). A life course perspective rec-
ognizes that family and non-family roles, and thus resource 
allocation in these roles, are interdependent and configure in 
different ways across the life course (Macmillan and Eliason 
2003). For example, giving time and money to an aging par-
ent may depend on the presence or absence of other family 
(e.g., spouse) and non-family (e.g., volunteer) roles as well 
as perceptions about these roles (Settersten 2003). Some 
middle-aged adults may only occupy and give resources in 
family or non-family roles whereas others occupy and give 
resources in multiple roles within and outside the family. 
Thus, there is likely a range of giving patterns that character-
ize midlife adults’ familial and non-familial roles.

A life course perspective further emphasizes that indi-
viduals interact within sociocultural contexts that shape 
their access to and demands for resources both within and 
beyond immediate family roles, creating diverse opportuni-
ties and constraints in their giving behaviors (Elder 1998). 
Such factors as gender, race and ethnicity, age, employment 
and education position individuals in societal structures 
of opportunities and constraints that alter their roles and 
role behaviors (Bengtson and Allen 1993; Settersten 2003). 
Therefore, we accounted for contextual factors in our explo-
ration of middle-aged adults’ giving behaviors.

A resource perspective complements a life course per-
spective by highlighting how the availability of various 
resources shape individuals’ giving in family and non-family 
roles. These resources include skills, good health (Lancee 
and Radl 2014), time availability (Taniguchi 2012), mon-
etary resources to practically or financially assist others, and 
participatory resources such as human and social capital, 
which enhance opportunities for engagement (Oesterle et al. 
2004). The current study conceptualized resources in terms 
of time and money, which are both valuable commodities 
of finite quantity (Grundy and Henretta 2006; List 2011). 
To meet the competing demands presented by close family 
members and non-family entities, individuals must manage 
their available resources, realizing that resources directed 
at meeting one role may be unavailable for meeting the 
demands of another.

A resource perspective recognizes that not all demands 
and role expectations are assessed by actors equally. While 
some demands prompt greater feelings of obligation, others 
are considered more discretionary. Some individuals lean 
towards the concreteness of giving money whereas others 
prefer the less tangible giving of time (Drollinger 2010). 
A classic study by Rossi and Rossi (1990) assessed Ameri-
cans’ obligations to help family and other network members, 
using scenarios that addressed monetary and instrumental 
assistance, among other types of support. They found that 
assisting parents and children surpassed obligations to all 
others—both relatives and non-kin. Perhaps there is primacy 
with adults first assisting parents and offspring before allo-
cating any additional resources to other non-family entities. 
However, family priorities may have changed in the last 
30 years suggesting that a more recent assessment is needed.

A resource perspective further recognizes that individu-
als possess varying levels of resources such as time and 
money across the life course and may provide more avail-
able resources as a trade-off for other more limited ones. 
Economic theory typically refers to the substitution of 
money for time in terms of opportunity costs (Haider and 
McGarry 2006). To illustrate, in deciding how to assist an 
elderly parent or grown child in need, one may consider time 
availability and monetary resources. In cases of low oppor-
tunity costs to time (e.g., individual is not employed), giving 
time may be the preferred mode of help. Alternatively, in 
the case of high opportunity costs to their time (e.g., indi-
vidual is a high-earning worker), money may be given to a 
family member to purchase needed services. Evidence on 
resource allocation within families demonstrates that high-
net-worth households are less likely to offer time transfers 
and more apt to make monetary transfers than are low-net-
worth households (Lilly Family School of Philanthropy 
2016). Whether such trade-offs occur in conjunction with 
non-familial helping is unknown as most studies consider 
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non-monetary helping behavior only (Hook 2004; Lancee 
and Radl 2014; Oesterle et al. 2004; Taniguchi 2012).

Given variability in the configuration of family and 
non-family roles and contextual factors as outlined by 
a life course perspective, and resource availability and 
resource demands, as determined by a resource perspective, 
diverse patterns of familial and non-familial giving among 
middle-aged adults likely exist, but the interplay between 
these forms of giving have yet to be empirically explored. 
Research generally examines familial and non-familial giv-
ing in isolation from each other (e.g., Choi and Chou 2010; 
Cooney and Dykstra 2011; Einolf 2011; Fingerman et al. 
2009; Lancee and Radl 2014; Zelezna 2017), neglecting the 
reality that middle-aged adults make decisions about giv-
ing their time and money within the context of both family 
and non-family roles. Moreover, these perspectives suggest 
that studies of giving patterns need to account for contextual 
factors, resource demands, resource availability, and percep-
tions of family relationships and non-family roles.

Patterns of Resource Giving: A Literature 
Review

Patterns of Giving to Family and Non‑Family

Empirical support for a resource explanation of giving is 
mixed and no empirical studies, to our knowledge, have 
taken a life course perspective to examine diversity in pat-
terns of simultaneously giving within and outside the imme-
diate family among middle-aged adults. Studies based on 
representative German and U.S. data, respectively, found an 
inverse relationship between roles such as full-time employ-
ment (Lancee and Radl 2014) or having pre-school aged 
children (Oesterle et al. 2004) and the likelihood of volun-
teering. These findings offer some support for a life course 
perspective in that family roles affected resource allocation 
in roles outside the family. Yet, a limitation of these findings 
is their focus on the link between statuses—such as marital, 
parental, and employment status—and engagement in volun-
teer activities, rather than addressing actual behaviors (e.g., 
hours worked and volunteering).

Time-use studies that measure actual time spent in 
various activities provide more substantial support for a 
resource perspective. Hook (2004) found that time spent in 
employment and housework was negatively associated with 
both informal support (directed at non-resident family and 
friends) and volunteer effort. Similar findings were reported 
by Taniguchi (2012), where, again, market work and house-
work were negatively associated with time spent in informal 
helping of non-household members and formal volunteer-
ing. Yet, time devoted to caring for adults or children in 
the household was associated only with reduced informal 

helping, and not formal volunteering. The findings of Choi 
et al. (2007) only partially supported a resource perspec-
tive by indicating that spousal caregivers were less likely to 
engage in informal care (to non-resident family and friends) 
and volunteering in the amount of 200 or fewer hours/year; 
however, caregiving showed no significant connection to 
such activities performed at levels greater than 200 hr a year.

Some studies support a life course perspective and sug-
gest that there may be patterns of giving resources within 
and outside the immediate family by middle-aged adults that 
extend beyond a resource perspective. This means that not 
only may resources such as time and money be in competi-
tion with demands from within and beyond the immediate 
family, they may also complement one another (Cao 2006; 
Deb et al. 2010). For example, Burr et al. (2005) found 
that caregiving exceeding 160 hr annually was positively 
associated with engagement in formal volunteering. They 
posited that caregiving integrates adults into situations that 
provide opportunities for volunteering. They also proposed 
that a subgroup of adults may be “super-helpers”—giving 
help broadly to a wide group of recipients. Similarly, using 
Health and Retirement Study data, Cao (2006) found that 
within-family giving was positively related to giving beyond 
the immediate family, with those giving time being more 
likely to give money as well.

Additional support for a complementary pattern of giving 
comes from two studies based on SHARE data (respondents 
aged 50 and older from over 10 European countries) and a 
broad assessment of giving. Hank and Stuck (2008) found 
positive associations between the likelihood of respond-
ents’ involvement in care work for sick or disabled family 
members, friends or neighbors in the past month, and their 
engagement in informal help of a less demanding nature 
to others, as well as formal volunteer activity. They con-
cluded that helping behavior is complementary across family 
and non-familial domains. Notably, the care behavior they 
assessed was that done outside one’s home, overlooking the 
most intensive caregiving situations (Hirst 2005). In a fol-
low-up study, Kohli et al. (2009) found positive associations 
between the likelihood of engagement in formal volunteer-
ing and informal helping, and family support and volunteer-
ing, supporting a complementary conclusion. In contrast, 
help exchanges with informal associates (e.g., neighbors) 
were negatively associated with respondents’ reports of fam-
ily help exchanges, leading Kohli et al. (2009) to argue that 
non-familial informal social relations substitute for family 
help.

Predictors of Giving Patterns

What factors might contribute to different patterns of giv-
ing within and outside the immediate family? In support 
of a life course perspective, contextual factors such as age, 
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gender, marital status, education, employment, health, race/
ethnicity, and household income relate to giving behaviors. 
Middle-aged adults’ socioeconomic status strongly predicts 
giving. Education level is positively associated with vol-
unteering across studies (Burr et al. 2005; Choi and Chou 
2010; Hank and Stuck 2008; Lancee and Radl 2014; Oesterle 
et al. 2004; Taniguchi 2012). Education and family income 
are also highly predictive of charitable giving. More than 
90% of families earning $100,000 or more, and more than 
80% of family heads of household with at least a college 
education donated to charity annually (List 2011). Age has 
been shown to be negatively associated with volunteering 
and support to family members (Hank and Stuck 2008; Pil-
lemer and Glasgow 2000), with volunteerism often peak-
ing in midlife (Lilly Family School of Philanthropy 2016), 
although age has been positively associated with charitable 
giving (List 2011). Several studies suggest marital status is 
not related to the combined giving of time and money (Burr 
et al. 2005; Hank and Stuck 2008; Oesterle et al. 2004). Yet, 
differences by marital status may exist when types of giving 
are explored separately, especially by gender. For example, 
a strong positive relationship existed between marital sta-
tus and financial charitable giving (Wiepking and Bekkers 
2012) with married men volunteering more than unmarried 
men, married women, and divorced women and men (Lan-
cee and Radl 2014) and single and married women and men 
engaging in more financial charitable giving than single men 
(Wiepking and Bekkers 2012). Some studies have found that 
women, on average, are more likely than men to provide 
support to family members, volunteer (Hook 2004; Oesterle 
et al. 2004), and give money to charitable organizations 
(Wiepking and Bekkers 2012) whereas other studies have 
found that women were more likely to provide care to fam-
ily members, they were as likely as men to volunteer (Burr 
et al. 2005; Hank and Stuck 2008), but gave less money 
to charitable organizations than men (Wiepking and Bek-
kers 2012). Regarding employment and gender, men who 
work full-time were more likely to volunteer than unem-
ployed men, but less likely than men who work part-time 
(Lancee and Radl 2014); employment status did not predict 
women’s volunteering behaviors, possibly because women 
spent less time in paid work compared to men (Hook 2004). 
Gender differences may be explained by the greater access 
to financial and social resources across the life course among 
men than women (Einolf 2011) and gendered care respon-
sibilities expected of women (Connidis and Barnett 2019). 
Finally, regarding health, although adults who were more 
satisfied with their health or reported fewer physical and 
psychological health problems were more likely to volunteer 
(Lancee and Radl 2014), adults with poorer psychological 
health were more likely to be providing care to family mem-
bers (Hank and Stuck 2008). Although some studies found 
that race, ethnicity, and income were not related to giving 

within and outside the family (Burr et al. 2005; Oesterle 
et al. 2004), some research has found that white individuals 
are influenced by their parents’ charitable giving more than 
non-white individuals and high-net-worth families give more 
money outside of the immediate family than low-net-worth 
families (Brooks 2008; Lilly Family School of Philanthropy 
2016). As such, we accounted for these factors in this study, 
consistent with life course and resource perspectives.

Resource availability and demands placed on those 
resources are likely to affect patterns of giving within 
and beyond the immediate family. Individuals with more 
resources, whether money or time, logistically have more to 
give than individuals with fewer resources. As such, indi-
viduals who receive more support in the form of money and 
time (e.g., instrumental support) from family and friends 
may have more money and time to give in return (Egge-
been and Davey 1998; Lilly Family School of Philanthropy 
2019; Schoeni 1997). This receiving and subsequent giving 
of resources within and beyond the immediate family is also 
supported by family financial socialization processes such as 
parents modeling charitable giving that their adult children 
then replicate (Deb et al. 2010; LeBaron 2019). Demands 
placed on resources by the primacy of the parent-adult child 
relationship are also important to consider. Middle-aged 
adults’ giving behaviors outside their immediate family may 
be limited if resources are being utilized to support adult 
children or aging parents with various needs. For example, 
middle-generation adults will increase assistance to children 
who experience reduced income or provide more care to 
their elderly parents when they experience health decline 
(Connidis and Barnett 2019; Fingerman et al. 2011; Szino-
vacz and Davey 2002). Although family size is positively 
associated with religious giving among families with young 
children (Wiepking and Bekkers 2012), less is known about 
how familial demands, may affect giving outside the imme-
diate families of midlife adults (Kohli et al. 2009).

Supporting a life course perspective, research has also 
shown that middle-aged adults’ perceptions of family rela-
tionships and non-family roles affect giving behaviors (Pil-
lemer and Glasgow 2000; Wenner and Randall 2016). When 
middle-aged adults feel more socially integrated (versus iso-
lated) (Choi and Chou 2010; Pillemer and Glasgow 2000) 
and generative (want to nurture and guide future genera-
tions) (Clark and Arnold 2008; Hart et al. 2001; Lilly Fam-
ily School of Philanthropy 2019; Son and Wilson 2011) in 
their family and non-family roles, they are more likely to 
give to family members and volunteer in their communities. 
However, whether feeling socially integrated and genera-
tive explains variations in middle-aged adults’ patterns of 
family and non-family giving is unknown. Individuals who 
perceive greater familial solidarity, defined here as more 
support and less strain, in their intergenerational relation-
ships also engage in more parent–child generational resource 
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exchanges than individuals perceiving less familial solidarity 
(Eggebeen and Davey 1998; Rossi and Rossi 1990; Silver-
stein et al. 1995; Van Gaalen and Dykstra 2006). It remains 
uncertain whether family support and strain also are salient 
predictors of giving outside the immediate family.

We advance past research by examining connections 
between giving time and/or money to family and non-family 
based on emergent patterns or typologies of giving using a 
U.S. representative sample of middle-aged adults. Probabili-
ties of being in any given pattern and predictors of pattern 
membership illustrate the diversity of typical and atypical 
patterns of giving for middle-aged adults that is neglected 
in the current literature. This study also provides a unique 
opportunity to examine how middle-aged adults’ perceptions 
of their family relationships and non-family roles relate to 
patterns of giving both within and beyond the immediate 
family.

Based on prior research and framed by life course and 
resource perspectives, we posited seven hypotheses that 
aligned with our study aims. Regarding our first aim to 
identify distinct patterns of resource giving for middle-aged 
adults, we hypothesized that (1) middle-aged adults will 
exhibit patterns of giving time and money that are character-
ized by those who give only within or outside the immediate 
family and (2) middle-aged adults will exhibit patterns of 
giving time and money that are characterized by those who 
give within and outside the immediate family. Regarding 
our second aim to explore factors associated with giving 
patterns, we hypothesized that (3) middle-aged adults with 
fewer financial resources will be more likely to engage in 
patterns of giving time within and outside the family than 
adults with more financial resources; (4) middle-aged adults 
with more financial resources will be characterized by pat-
terns of giving financial resources within and outside the 
immediate family than adults with fewer financial resources; 
(5) receiving resources from immediate family members will 
be directly associated with giving within and outside the 
immediate family; (6) resource demands within the immedi-
ate family will be negatively associated with giving outside 
the family; and (7) positive perceptions of family relation-
ships and non-family roles, as measured by family solidarity, 
social integration and contributions, and generativity, will 
be positively associated with giving within and outside the 
immediate family.

Methods

Data and Analytic Sample

Data were drawn from the second wave of the National Sur-
vey of Midlife in the United States (MIDUS II, 2004–2006), 
a nationally representative survey conducted to examine 

patterns and predictors of physical, psychological, and social 
well-being related to age and the aging process (Inter-univer-
sity Consortium for Political and Social Research [ICPSR] 
1994–1995; 2004–2006). The response rate for the MIDUS 
II was 71%. Although it has been nearly 15 years since these 
data were collected, charitable giving has declined only 10% 
in that time (Lilly Family School of Philanthropy 2019) and 
giving within families has remained relatively stable (Con-
nidis and Barnett 2019). This dataset was chosen because it 
offers an extensive list of recipients within and outside the 
immediate family to whom respondents could report giving 
time and money, includes measures of perceptions of famil-
ial and non-familial roles, and is nationally representative.

The analytic sample of 759 middle-aged adults included 
respondents from the main random digit dialing sample 
who completed the telephone interview and self-admin-
istered questionnaires, and who reported having at least 
one adult child and a living parent/parent in-law. Analytic 
sample characteristics were relatively similar to the full 
MIDUS population (ICPSR, 2004–2006) and are presented 
in Table 1. The majority of the sample was female (52%), 
white (87%), 50 years of age (SD = 8.85), fairly healthy 
(M = 3.62; SD = .94), and married (75%). Most respondents 
had less than a college education (59%), no adult children 
living in their home (M = .25, SD = .53), an average house-
hold income of $78,000 (SD = $63,001), and a 34-hr work 
week (SD = 22.38).

Measures

Table 1 provides a summary of study variables grouped as 
contextual characteristics, resource availability, resource 
demands, perceptions of family and non-family roles, and 
giving within and outside the immediate family. Household 
income was summed across all household members and log 
transformed to minimize the effects of its skewed distribu-
tion on study findings. Money and time received from family 
and friends were measured as the number of dollars or hours 
of support received each month from parents, parents-in-law, 
grown children, grandchildren, and any other close family 
or friends. Child and parent demands were two variables 
measured as the sum of the following problems for their 
children and parents, as reported by respondents: chronic 
disease, minor illness, emotional problems, alcohol or sub-
stance problems, financial problems, school/work problems, 
difficulty finding/keeping job, marital/relationship problems, 
legal problems, and difficulty getting along with others.

Perceptions of family relationships were measured using 
family support and family strain scales. Family support 
(α = .84) was measured using MIDUS’ 4-item Likert scale, 
calculated using the mean of the values for each item: (a) 
not including your spouse or partner, how much do members 
of your family really care about you, (b) how much do they 
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understand the way you feel about things?, (c) how much can 
you rely on them for help if you have a serious problem?, 
and (d) how much can you open up to them if you need to 

talk about your worries? Family strain (α = .78) was meas-
ured using MIDUS’ 4-item Likert scale, calculated using 
the mean of the values for each item: (a) not including your 

Table 1   Sample characteristics and coding (N = 759)

Variables M SD Range

Contextual characteristics
Female (1), male (0) .52 – –
White (1), other (0) .87 – –
Age 50.27 8.85 30–77
Self-reported health (5 = excellent; 1 = poor) 3.62 .94 1–5
 ≥ College degree (1), ˂ college degree (0) .41 – –
Married (1), not married (0) .75 – –
Resource availability
Household income $77,854.77 $63,001.19 $0–300,000
Weekly work hours 33.68 22.38 0–130
Receive money from family and friends $14.23 $83.81 $0–1,100
Receive time from family and friends 26.37 59.73 0–720
Resource demands
Child problems 1.29 1.88 0–9
Number of adult children in home .25 .53 0–3
Parent problems .19 .52 0–4
Perceptions of family and non-family roles
Family support (4 = a lot; 1 = not at all) 3.46 .62 1–4
Family strain (4 = a lot; 1 = not at all) 2.18 .60 1–4
Social integration 14.19 4.09 3–37
Social contributions 15.78 3.62 3–37
Generativity 16.99 3.85 6–33
Giving within and outside immediate family
Give money (giving = 1; no giving = 0)
 Within immediate family .47 .– –
   Give to parents and parents-in-law $16.54 $80.44 $0–1,000
   Give to children and grandchildren $114.36 $378.81 $0–5,000

 Outside immediate family .72 – –
  Religious organizations $185.47 $528.42 $0–8,000
  Political organizations $6.04 $31.85 $0–500
  Other organizations $75.76 $342.37 $0–5,000
  Other family and friends $31.00 $124.96 $0–1,400
  Other individuals $6.48 $41.66 $0–1,000

Give time (giving = 1; no giving = 0)
 Within immediate family .67 – –
  Give to parents and parents-in-law 4.69 19.52 0–400
  Give to children and grandchildren 12.78 42.02 0–400

 Outside immediate family .68 – –
  Medical settings .60 3.85 0–40
  Schools 3.69 9.39 0–50
  Political organizations .30 2.57 0–50
  Other organizations 3.07 6.62 0–50
  Other family and friends 9.52 42.76 0–720
  Other individuals 2.91 14.34 0–300
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spouse or partner, how often do members of your family 
make too many demands on you?, (b) how often do they 
criticize you?, (c) how often do they let you down when 
you are counting on them?, and (d) how often do they get 
on your nerves?

Perceptions of non-family roles were measured using 
three scales. Social integration (α = .74) was measured using 
MIDUS’ 3-item Likert scale (7 = strongly agree; 1 = strongly 
disagree), constructed by summing the values of each item: 
(a) I don’t feel I belong to anything I’d call a community 
(reverse coded); (b) I feel close to other people in my com-
munity; and (c) my community is a source of comfort. 
Social contribution (α = .69) was measured using MIDUS’ 
3-item Likert scale (7 = strongly agree; 1 = strongly disa-
gree), constructed by summing the values of each item: (a) 
I have something valuable to give to the world; (b) my daily 
activities do not create anything worthwhile for my com-
munity (reverse coded); and (c) I have nothing important to 
contribute to society (reverse coded). Generativity (α = .85) 
was measured using the 6-item Loyola Generativity Scale 
in MIDUS (4 = a lot; 1 = not at all), constructed by summing 
the values of each item: (a) others would say that you have 
made unique contributions to society; (b) you have important 
skills you can pass along to others; (c) many people come to 
you for advice; (d) you feel that other people need you; (e) 
you have a good influence on the lives of many people; and 
(f) you like to teach things to people.

Giving money within the family was measured with the 
question, “On average, about how many dollars per month 
do you or family living with you contribute to each of the 
following people or organizations?” Response options 
included parents, parents-in-law, grown children and grand-
children. To ensure adequate power for multivariate analy-
ses, respondents who reported giving any amount of dollars 
to these family members were measured as giving money 
within the family = 1 and those who reported no money given 
were measured as giving money within the family = 0. Giv-
ing money outside the family was assessed with two ques-
tions. The first, “On average, about how many dollars per 
month do you or your family living with you contribute to 
each of the following people or organizations?” had a list 
of potential benefactors that included: “religious groups,” 
“political organizations and/or causes,” and “other organiza-
tions, causes or charities.” The second, “On average, about 
how many dollars per month do you or family living with 
you contribute to each of the following people or organiza-
tions?” involved giving to “any other family members or 
close friends” or “any other individuals (not organizations or 
groups), including people on the street asking for money?” 
Respondents who reported giving any amount of money to 
these groups or individuals were coded as giving money out-
side the family = 1 and those who reported no money given 
were coded as giving money outside the family = 0.

Giving time within the family was addressed with the 
question: “On average, about how many hours per month do 
you spend providing unpaid assistance (such as help around 
the house, transportation, or childcare) to each of the follow-
ing people?” Response options included parents, in-laws, 
and grown children or grandchildren. To ensure adequate 
power for multivariate analyses, respondents who reported 
giving any time to these family members were coded as giv-
ing time within the family = 1 and those who reported no 
hours of giving were coded as giving time within the fam-
ily = 0. Giving time outside the family was measured with 
two questions. The first, “On average, about how many hours 
per month do you spend doing formal volunteer work of 
any of the following types?, included items pertaining to 
medical facilities, schools, political organizations, and other 
organizations. The second, “On average, about how many 
hours per month do you spend providing unpaid assistance 
(such as help around the house, transportation, or childcare) 
to each of the following people?”, involved giving to “Any 
other family members or close friends?” and “Anyone else 
(such as neighbors or people at church)?” Respondents who 
reported giving any time to these groups or individuals were 
coded as giving time outside the family = 1 and those who 
reported no hours of giving were coded as giving time out-
side the family = 0.

Analytic Approach

Missing Data

There were 33 cases (4.3%) missing data on household 
income and 11 cases (1.4%) were missing data on other 
key analytic variables. Respondents with missing data were 
retained in order to preserve a representative sample and 
to minimize nonresponse bias (Johnson and Young 2011). 
Missing data were estimated using full-information maxi-
mum likelihood (FIML) in Mplus Version 8 (Muthén and 
Muthén 1998–2010).

Latent Class Analysis

Latent class analysis (LCA) was chosen because it is based 
on a specific model that identifies types of related cases 
using multivariate categorical data (Clogg 1995), accounts 
for uncertainty in those identified types, and allows the vari-
ables to follow any distribution (Oberski 2015). LCA was 
conducted using Mplus Version 8 (Muthén and Muthén 
1998–2010). LCA was used to address the first aim of this 
study (hypotheses 1 and 2) and identified types of giving 
by middle-aged adults by grouping specific cases in which 
within-group similarities exceeded the within-group differ-
ences. The goal was to obtain a parsimonious description of 
middle age adults’ giving behaviors both within and outside 
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the family. Giving time and money within and outside the 
family were the manifest indicators.

A combination of both theoretical and statistical criteria 
was used to determine the best fit of the latent class models 
(Dziak et al. 2014; Macmillan and Copher 2005; Nylund 
et al. 2007). Theoretical criteria involved observing how 
latent classes differed when additional classes were added 
in each latent class model. A theoretically fit model was 
determined by the most parsimonious model that represented 
the most distinct and heterogeneous giving patterns. Statisti-
cal criteria confirmed the theoretical criteria and included 
the log-likelihood, Bayesian information criterion (BIC), 
the Lo–Mendell–Rubin adjusted LRT (LMR), and entropy 
values. A log-likelihood value that decreases substantially as 
the number of classes increases indicates an improved model 
fit. A BIC value that decreases substantially as the number 
of classes increases indicates an improved fit for the model 
that specifies the additional class. The LMR–LRT tests the 
null hypothesis that model fit would improve if a model 
with one less class than specified were used. An LMR that 
is statistically significant suggests that this null hypothesis 
can be rejected and that the model being tested produces a 
significant improvement in model fit relative to a model with 
one less class. Entropy with values approaching 1 indicates 
clear statistical delineation of classes and is comparable to 
a measure of internal reliability.

To address the second aim of this study (hypotheses 3 
through 7) and identify predictors of the classes identified in 
LCA, multinomial logistic regressions were estimated. This 
analysis incorporated contextual factors, resource demands, 
resource availability, and perceptions of family and non-
family roles in the model as covariates, predictors of class 
membership. Multinomial logistic regression was chosen for 
the ability to conduct a logistic analysis for multiple classes 
identified through LCA.

Results

Descriptive Giving Behaviors

Descriptive statistics on levels of giving within and outside 
immediate family provide a baseline for understanding the 
categorical multivariate patterns of giving examined through 
LCA (see Table 1). On average, respondents reported giv-
ing more money outside the family, particularly to religious 
organizations, compared to within the family, and more 
time within the immediate family compared to outside the 
immediate family. Within the immediate family, respondents 
reported giving more time and money to grown children and 
grandchildren than to their parents and parents-in-law. Out-
side the immediate family, respondents reported giving more 
money to religious organizations than other organizations 

or individuals and more time to extended family and friends 
than other organizations or individuals.

Multivariate Giving Patterns

Aligned with the first aim of this study, LCA examined how 
giving money and time within and outside the family formed 
latent classes for midlife adults. As indicated in Table 2, the 
four-class model provided the best combined theoretical and 
statistical fit. Theoretically, the four pathways in the 4-class 
model provided more information about the heterogeneity 
of middle-aged adults’ giving patterns than the 2- or 3-class 
models; the 4-class model had more distinct classes than the 
5- or 6-class models. Evidence of statistical fit is provided 
by the decrease in log-likelihood and BIC combined with 
a statistically significant LMR–LRT. As indicated by the 
high entropy value, middle-aged adults were clearly classi-
fied into the four latent classes.

Conditional probabilities are reported in Table 3. It 
was assumed that conditional probabilities of giving 
within and outside the family exceeding .60 indicated 
that they differentiated the latent class; conditional prob-
abilities greater than .60 contributed to the characteristics 

Table 2   Fit statistics for latent class models (N = 759)

Num-
ber of 
classes

Log likeli-
hood

Number of 
free param-
eters

BIC LMR–LRT Entropy

1 − 1,940.31 4 3,907.15 n/a n/a
2 − 1,866.72 9 3,793.14 p < .05 .46
3 − 1,831.57 14 3,765.03 p < .001 .92
4 − 1,818.16 19 3,762.32 p < .001 .76
5 − 1,815. 06 24 3,678.13 p = .07 .74
6 − 1,815.06 29 3,822.45 p = .99 .62

Table 3   Conditional probabilities for latent classes of giving within 
and outside families (N = 759)

General 
benefactors 
(30%)

Time 
benefactors 
(28%)

Financial phi-
lanthropists 
(26%)

Unin-
volved 
(16%)

Give money
 Within fam-

ily
1.00 0.00 .47 0.16

 Outside fam-
ily

.85 .46 .91 0.00

Give time
 Within fam-

ily
1.00 .88 .47 0.42

 Outside fam-
ily

.91 1.00 .51 0.00
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of the latent class and conditional probabilities less than 
.60 did not (Macmillan and Copher 2005; Preston et al. 
2001). As such, the four latent classes were identified as: 
(a) General Benefactors who give time and money within 
and outside the immediate family (30.4%), (b) Time Ben-
efactors who give time within and outside the immedi-
ate family (27.5%), (c) Financial Philanthropists who 
give money outside the immediate family (26.4%), and 
(d) Uninvolved (15.7%) who do not give time or money 
within or outside the immediate family. The Financial 
Philanthropists class supports hypothesis 1 (giving 
money only outside the immediate family) whereas the 
General Benefactors and Time Benefactors classes sup-
port hypothesis 2 (giving time and/or money within and 
outside the immediate family).

Predictors of Giving Patterns

Multinomial logistic regressions were estimated to address 
the second aim of this study, identifying predictors of mid-
dle-aged respondents’ classifications within the four pat-
terns of family and non-family giving. The results revealed 
that respondents’ background characteristics, resource 

availability, perceived demands from children and parents, 
and family relationships and non-family roles predicted class 
membership (R2 = .58). Specifically, age, education, time 
received from family and friends, child problems, number 
of adult children at home, family strain, social integration, 
social contribution, and generativity were significant pre-
dictors of the latent classes. The results in Table 4 present 
the logit coefficients (B), their standard errors (SE), and the 
odds ratios (OR) estimated from the multivariate multino-
mial logistic regression of latent classes on the predictor 
variables. General Benefactors differed from Time Benefac-
tors in that they were older, more likely to have resource 
demands from children (children with problems and adult 
children living in their home), more likely to receive instru-
mental support from family and friends, and reported more 
family strain. General Benefactors differ from Financial 
Philanthropists in that they were more likely to have a col-
lege education and reported higher social integration and 
generativity. Finally, General Benefactors differ from Unin-
volved as they were more likely to have a college education, 
receive instrumental support from family and friends, and 
reported higher social integration and contributions. These 
findings provided partial support for hypotheses 5 and 7, 

Table 4   Multivariate 
multinomial logistic regression 
of latent classes on predictor 
variables (N = 759)

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
a Reference class = general benefactors

Predictor variables Time benefactorsa Financial 
philanthropistsa

Uninvolveda

B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR

Contextual characteristics
 Female (1), male (0) − .06 .22 .94 − .34 .23 .71 − .33 .44 .72
 White (1), other (0) .27 .33 1.31 − .17 .32 .84 − .02 .62 .98
 Age − .06 .01 .95*** .02 .01 1.02 − .03 .03 .97
 Self-reported health .04 .12 1.04 .12 .12 1.12 − .19 .24 .83
  ≥ College degree (1), ˂ college degree (0) .08 .22 1.08 − .94 .24 .39*** − .05 .44 .35*
 Married (1), not married (0) .02 .25 1.02 .15 .26 1.17 .40 .52 1.50

Resource availability
 Household income − .24 .15 .79 − .18 .15 .84 − .60 .31 .55
 Weekly work hours − .01 .01 .99 .01 .01 1.01 .01 .01 1.01
 Receive money from family and friends − .01 .01 .99 − .01 .01 .99 .02 .03 1.02
 Receive time from family and friends − .01 .01 .99*** .01 .01 1.01 − .49 .01 .63***

Resource demands
 Child problems − .18 .07 .84** − .01 .05 .99 − .26 .15 .58
 # of adult children in home − .46 .23 .63* − .19 .20 .83 .01 .47 1.01
 Parent problems − .07 .19 .93 − .38 .23 .68 − .09 .58 .34

Perceptions of family and non-family roles
 Family support − .12 .21 .89 − .24 .21 .79 .02 .36 1.02
 Family strain − .47 .21 .63* − .10 .20 .91 .10 .38 1.12
 Social integration .02 .03 1.02 − .05 .03 .95 − .20 .07 .82**
 Social contribution − .01 .04 .99 − .09 .04 .91* − .27 .08 .76***
 Generativity − .03 .04 .97 − .08 .04 .92* − .06 .07 .94
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respectively: General Benefactors were more likely than 
midlife adults in the other three giving patterns in this study 
to receive instrumental support from family and friends, 
increasing their likelihood to give resources in return, and 
they possessed higher levels of social integration and gen-
erativity compared to Financial Philanthropists and Unin-
volved. The results did not provide support for hypotheses 
3, 4, and 6, indicating there was no evidence of competing 
demands requiring midlife adults to choose between giving 
within or outside the immediate family.

Discussion

Guided by life course and resource perspectives, middle-
aged adults’ familial and non-familial giving of time and/or 
money created four distinct giving patterns that varied by 
contextual factors, resource demands, resource availability, 
and perceptions of family relationships and non-family roles. 
These patterns provide insight into the heterogeneity of giv-
ing behaviors and the context within which giving occurs 
in midlife.

Giving Patterns

In reference to the first aim of this study, findings align 
with life course and resource perspectives in that a vari-
ety of resources (time and money) shape giving and vary in 
their influence on giving patterns for midlife adults (Grundy 
and Henretta 2006; Taniguchi 2012; Oesterle et al. 2004). 
These results confirm that it is typical to give time and/or 
money within and/or outside the family in midlife (Cooney 
and Dykstra 2011; Drollinger 2010; Lilly Family School of 
Philanthropy 2019; List 2011; Margolis and Wright 2017), 
yet unique structural patterns of giving exist based on the 
types of resources given and who receives them. General 
Benefactors (30%), who give time and money to both family 
and non-family are most common followed closely by Time 
Benefactors (28%) who contribute time within and outside 
the family, and Financial Philanthropists (26%) who pro-
vide money outside the family. It is atypical for middle-aged 
adults to be Uninvolved (16%) in exchanges within or beyond 
their immediate family. Such findings extend research on the 
link between private and public giving (Burr et al. 2005; 
Choi et al. 2007; Hand and Stuck 2008; Kohli et al. 2009), 
illustrating that giving, defined more broadly as time and 
money contributions, within and beyond the immediate fam-
ily are interrelated, though not in competition, in various 
ways for midlife adults. Similar to prior research (Burr et al. 
2005; Cao 2006), Time Benefactors and General Benefactors 
in this study confirm that choices between giving to family 
or non-family are not necessary. Midlife adults give time 
and/or money to both entities.

Unlike other studies (Hook 2004; Kohli et al. 2009; Lan-
cee and Radl 2014; Oesterle et al. 2004; Taniguchi 2012), 
only one of the four identified giving patterns involved 
midlife adults who gave outside the family and not within 
the family. Supporting hypotheses 1 and 2, Financial Phi-
lanthropists were characterized by giving resources solely 
outside the family (competing) whereas General Benefac-
tors and Time Benefactors were characterized by giving 
resources within and outside the family (complementary). 
Although giving to immediate family was not a stand-alone 
pattern in this study, as suggested by a life course perspec-
tive and the primacy of the relationship between parents and 
children (Rossi and Rossi 1990), it is still a predominant giv-
ing pattern that happens to coexist with giving time and/or 
money outside of the immediate family. However, looking at 
the absolute percent of giving within and outside the family, 
more middle-aged adults give to non-family than to family. 
It is possible that better data on amounts given might show 
levels of giving that are higher for family than non-family. 
Finally, though atypical, a small percentage of middle-aged 
adults (16%) were not characterized as givers and were rela-
tively uninvolved in exchanges with their family and broader 
communities. These varied patterns (competing, comple-
mentary, and non-giving) indicate the heterogeneity among 
midlife adults’ giving behaviors that must be considered in 
future research and practice.

Predictors of Giving Patterns

In support of the second aim of this study, contextual 
factors, resource demands, resource availability, and 
perceptions of family relationships and non-family roles 
differentiated midlife adults’ giving patterns. Regarding 
contextual factors, only age and education were statisti-
cally significant (Bengtson and Allen 1993; Elder 1998; 
Settersten 2003). In contrast to previous research that 
examined and found a negative association between age 
and giving time (Hank and Stuck 2008; Pillemer and 
Glasgow 2000), age was positively associated with giving 
time and money in the current study: General Benefac-
tors who gave both types of resources within and beyond 
the family tended to be older than those only giving time. 
Older middle-aged respondents likely have more discre-
tionary income to share with others compared to younger 
middle-aged respondents and individuals in late adulthood 
(Lilly Family School of Philanthropy 2016). Similar to 
previous research (Burr et al. 2005; Choi and Chou 2010; 
Lancee and Radl 2014), General Benefactors were more 
likely to have a college degree than midlife adults who 
gave only one resource outside the family (Financial Phi-
lanthropists) or who were characterized as Uninvolved. 
Higher education may reflect higher occupational status, 
which relates to increased financial, social, and cultural 
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capital, and enhances opportunities for giving (Lilly Fam-
ily School of Philanthropy 2016).

Gender, health, race, and marital status were not statisti-
cally significant contextual factors. Some studies have found 
gender and health differences in midlife adults’ giving of 
time in the form of caregiving and volunteering (Hook 2004; 
Lancee and Radl 2014; Oesterle et al. 2004), forms of giv-
ing which are traditionally feminine and more dependent on 
health (Connidis and Barnett 2019). The inclusion of mon-
etary giving, in addition to time, in the current study may 
better represent types of support provided by both women 
and men of any health status, resulting in minimal gender 
and health differences in giving patterns, particularly with 
regard to volunteering (Burr et al. 2005; Hank and Stuck 
2008). Further, although prior studies have also found that 
race and marital status do not account for differences in giv-
ing within and outside the family (Burr et al. 2005; Hank 
and Stuck 2008; Oesterle et al. 2004), this contrasts with 
studies which specifically examined giving time within and 
outside the family (Lancee and Radl 2014) or giving money 
to charitable organizations (Wiepking and Bekkers 2012) by 
women and men across multiple marital statuses.

Resource availability and demands shaped the patterns 
of giving for some midlife adults. Supporting hypothesis 
5, General Benefactors may have been more likely to give 
both within and outside their immediate family because 
they received more instrumental support from family and 
friends compared to Time Benefactors and the Uninvolved 
(Eggebeen and Davey 1998; Schoeni 1997). Receiving help 
from others may have given the former group more resources 
to work with than the latter group, allowing or motivating 
them to give both time and money within and outside their 
immediate family. This may also represent socialized giving 
behaviors from one generation to the next (Deb et al. 2010; 
LeBaron 2019). Receiving monetary assistance from fam-
ily and friends, however, was not a statistically significant 
predictor of giving patterns. Providing minimal support for 
hypothesis 6 and contrasting research on the influence of 
family demands on family exchanges (Fingerman et al. 2009; 
Szinovacz and Davey 2002), General Benefactors had more 
demands from children than Time Benefactors but still gave 
both time and financial support to their families and com-
munities. Having children with problems may make parents 
more sympathetic to giving or introduce them to new set-
tings with opportunities for giving such as schools, health 
care systems, or other community organizations providing 
services to their children (Burr et al. 2005). Demands from 
parents did not have the same effect on giving patterns and 
were not statistically significant.

Financial resources did not shape patterns of midlife giv-
ing as hypothesized (H3 and H4). Although Time Benefac-
tors and Financial Philanthropists were characterized by 
giving only one type of resource, time or money, opportunity 

cost variables such as household income and weekly work 
hours were not found to be statistically significant predictors 
of giving patterns. Thus, midlife adults did not substitute 
time for money or vice versa due to availability of either type 
of resource. Also, having more financial resources did not 
influence midlife adults’ monetary giving within and out-
side the immediate family. Unlike past studies that had only 
considered volunteer behavior (time) for measuring giving 
outside the family (e.g., Lancee and Radl 2014; Taniguchi 
2012), the current study included both time and monetary 
support beyond the immediate family, potentially providing 
a more complete analysis of giving patterns.

Finally, midlife adults’ perceptions of family relationships 
and non-family roles shaped their patterns of giving. Similar 
to previous research and in partial support of hypothesis 7 
(Choi and Chou 2010; Clark and Arnold 2008; Hart et al. 
2001; Pillemer et al. 2000; Son and Wilson 2011; Wenner 
and Randall 2016), General Benefactors were more likely 
to report higher levels of social integration, social contri-
butions, and generativity compared to Financial Philan-
thropists and Uninvolved. Expanding on the work of Burr 
et al. (2005), such “super helpers” may give to family and 
non-family because they are highly committed, socially inte-
grated individuals who are eager to support future genera-
tions within and outside their immediate family. The posi-
tive perceptions of these non-family roles may also help to 
offset the family strain more likely experienced by General 
Benefactors than Time Benefactors. The perception of nega-
tive family relationships is related to an increased likelihood 
of giving within and outside the immediate family, not a 
decreased likelihood as had been hypothesized (Rossi and 
Rossi 1990; Silverstein et al. 1995). Alternatively, being 
responsive to both family and community needs may con-
tribute to family strain, a direction of causality that needs to 
be explored with longitudinal data. Positive family relation-
ships exemplified through feelings of support were not asso-
ciated with midlife adults’ giving patterns. Overall, it seems 
perceptions of social integration and generativity as well as 
demands from children and perceptions of family strain are 
related to an increased likelihood of giving resources within 
and beyond the immediate family.

Implications for Future Research and Practice

Study findings as well as limitations generate several impli-
cations for future research. First, researchers should consider 
more detail in how giving within and outside the immediate 
family is measured. One way this could be accomplished is 
by having a larger sample size that would support exploring 
patterns of giving that distinguish giving to children, giving 
to parents, and giving to both (Cooney and Dykstra 2011). 
Another way to examine more heterogeneity in midlife 
adults’ giving patterns is to measure giving outside the 
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immediate family as giving to extended family, close friends 
or neighbors—specific personal contacts with whom one has 
an on-going relationship, and giving to broader community 
entities such as charities and organizations in which personal 
connections are not targets for support. For example, Kohli 
et al. (2009) found exchanges with extended family, close 
friends, and neighbors to be negatively associated with help 
to immediate family, an association possibly missed by the 
way giving within and outside the immediate family was 
measured in the current study. Future research should con-
sider utilizing other nationally representative datasets that 
would provide more statistical power for the use of these 
more diversified measures of giving.

Second, future studies should utilize datasets where 
measures, especially those of giving and resource availabil-
ity, are obtained at the same level. MIDUS measured income 
at the household level while giving behaviors were measured 
at the individual, respondent level. This may have masked 
the effect of income and weekly work hours on the giving 
patterns of midlife respondents in this study and reduced the 
relative explanatory power of the data to support or refute 
hypotheses stemming from a resource perspective.

A third implication for future research is the exploration 
of middle-aged adults’ giving patterns using more recent 
data and more complex research designs. As suggested by a 
life course perspective, giving patterns are likely to change 
over time in response to historical events such as a reces-
sion (Brooks 2008; Connidis 2014; Lilly Family School 
of Philanthropy 2016). This could result in midlife adults’ 
membership in specific giving patterns to change (e.g., Gen-
eral Benefactors becoming Time Benefactors) or new giving 
patterns to emerge altogether. Further, although MIDUS is 
a longitudinal dataset, the time between the three waves of 
data ranges from 5 to 10 years, making it less than optimal 
to consider predictive power over time. Future work should 
consider the continuity and change in giving patterns found 
in this study using other nationally representative, longi-
tudinal data with closer data points such as the Health and 
Retirement Study. Not only is membership in giving patterns 
subject to change over time, but so too might the predictors 
of patterns and the direction of causality.

Fourth, qualitative studies would allow for more in-depth 
exploration of midlife adults’ experiences with giving to 
their families and communities. An ambivalence perspective 
might be especially fruitful in this qualitative work as midlife 
adults are likely to navigate contradictions in their giving 
attitudes and behaviors that stem from relationships with 
family members and those outside of the immediate family 
(Connidis 2014; Connidis and Barnett 2019). For example, 
qualitative research could help us understand how General 
Benefactors navigate increased family strain and children’s 
problems compared to midlife adults in other patterns such 
as Time Benefactors and Financial Philanthropists.

Finally, study findings provide implications for practice. 
There is evidence that professionals such as financial plan-
ners, fund raisers, family practitioners, and policy makers 
must consider middle-aged adults’ familial and non-familial 
giving patterns when addressing reduced rates of volunteer-
ism and static rates of charitable donations (Lilly Family 
School of Philanthropy 2019; Reinhart 2017). Professionals 
can utilize study findings to create services for middle-aged 
adults specific to their distinct giving pattern. For example, 
educational materials or support groups could help Gen-
eral Benefactors and Time Benefactors navigate giving time 
and/or money within and outside their immediate family, 
and addressing the increased family strain experienced by 
the former group. Services for and fund raising directed at 
Financial Philanthropists could focus primarily on their 
concrete monetary giving to charitable or religious organiza-
tions, with such efforts further enhanced by considering their 
reasons for not giving to immediate family members. Does 
their charitable giving interfere with their ability to support 
family members? The less typical, yet substantial group of 
Uninvolved middle-aged adults may be in need of signifi-
cant family and community support themselves and unable 
to give until their needs are met. Study findings encourage 
family members, family practitioners, community organiza-
tions, and policymakers to seek innovative approaches for 
engaging all midlife adults, including those characterized as 
Uninvolved, to build connection, offer support, and lay the 
groundwork for expanding their capacity to give within their 
immediate family and beyond. Increasing the capacity of all 
midlife adults to be givers is valuable for individuals and 
their communities. Giving is related to a perception of social 
connection and integration (Choi and Chou 2010; Pillemer 
and Glasgow 2000), which research has found can enhance 
an individual’s physical and mental health across the life 
course (Bjorklund 2016). Giving is also critical for commu-
nities who depend on charitable giving and volunteer work 
to meet the needs of individuals and families that are not 
met elsewhere (Corporation for National and Community 
Service 2006; Kim and Bradach 2012; Lilly Family School 
of Philanthropy 2019).

Professionals must also consider how contextual factors, 
resource demands, resource availability, and perceptions of 
family relationships and non-family roles may affect their 
middle-aged clients’ giving behaviors. Study findings indi-
cate that being older, having at least a college education, 
receiving instrumental support from family and friends, per-
ceiving demands and strain from family members (particu-
larly children), and feeling connected to one’s community 
and younger generations increase the likelihood of middle-
aged adults giving both their time and money within and out-
side the family. As such, policies and programs that enhance 
family relationships, provide access to higher education, and 
foster a connection to community, particularly with youth, 
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earlier in midlife may help to increase the overall giving 
capacity of middle-aged adults across the life course.

Overall, the current study demonstrates that middle-aged 
adults’ patterns of familial and non-familial giving of time 
and money are structurally diverse. More research is needed 
to dissect the interrelatedness of familial and non-familial 
giving in midlife using longitudinal and qualitative data. 
Professionals providing resource management services to 
middle-aged adults and those seeking time and money con-
tributions from them will benefit from continued research 
efforts to generate a more comprehensive and accurate 
understanding of midlife adults’ giving behaviors.
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