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Abstract
Restrictions due to COVID-19 necessitated staying at home, but in some cases, encouraged charitable behavior, e.g., donating
items to people in need (e.g., clothes, food), or money to support combatting COVID-19. Drawing on the previous findings
regarding helping during disastrous situations and roles of time perspective in helping behaviors, the study tested the predictive
value of age, gender, previous volunteering, altruistic social value orientation, and time perspectives of donating items to people
in need or money to combat COVID-19. The study is pioneering in terms of including time perspectives as individual differences
which might contribute to making donations during COVID-19 circumstances. The study was questionnaire-based and conduct-
ed online in the eighth week of social distancing in Poland. 150 young adults (age 18–35) took part in the study. Results of
multivariable logistic regression analysis indicated that age, frequency of volunteering before the epidemic, and Present-
Hedonistic time perspective predict donating items to people in need, but none of the tested variables predicted donating money
to combat COVID-19. The findings suggest that charitable behavior, especially in the context of extraordinary social situations,
needs to be treated as a multifaceted phenomenon. The study indicates that a Present-Hedonistic time perspective would be a
promising individual difference to test in future studies on prosociality.
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Introduction

COVID-19 has changed the patterns of everyday functioning,
causing governments worldwide to impose restrictions on so-
cial life, education, work, transportation, and travel
(Zajenkowski et al., 2020). In many countries worldwide,
the strict social distancing regulations included a lock-down-
likemeasure – avoidance of any unnecessary social contact, as
well as the obligation to wear masks in public spaces (Wang
et al., 2020). The lock-down changed substantially the pat-
terns of working (Dang et al., 2020; Tran et al., 2020), learn-
ing (Aristovnik et al., 2020; Zawadka et al., 2021), and spend-
ing leisure time (Bond et al., 2020) . It also had negative
implications for mental health and distress (Gambin et al.,
2021; Le et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2021).

Social support mobilization is typically observable during
natural disasters (Kaniasty, 2020). Generally, people, as social
creatures, have to cooperate and act prosocially to cope with the
demands of the environment and changes that occur around them
(Li et al., 2019). Prosocial behaviors, which are both intentional
and voluntary, are aimed at benefitting another person (Lay &
Hoppmann, 2015) and might include donating and sharing re-
sources (Bartlett & DeSteno, 2006; Clark, 2005). It was observ-
able in Poland that some people tried to deal with the situation of
COVID-19 social distancing by connectingwith others, either by
seeking help or offering it. The lock-down encouraged the advent
of social support networks that had not existed before, for in-
stance, social media groups gathering people in preparation to
help others in everyday activities (e.g., shopping, walking ani-
mals for quarantined people, donating clothes and food for peo-
ple who had lost their jobs) (Jarynowski et al., 2020). These
groups served not only to gather people interested in emergent
informal volunteering (Whittaker et al., 2015) but also to be a
platform of information exchange about people in need and
about fundraising opportunities to support the state in combatting
the COVID-19 crisis.
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A review of correlates of philanthropy and generosity by
Bekkers and Wiepking (2011) indicated that generosity in
money donation tends to increase with age. Another review
by Wiepking and Bekkers (2012) suggested that results on
gender differences in philanthropic giving were mixed. In
some studies, females were more inclined to give, whereas
men tended to give higher amounts of money. However, re-
searchers agree that sociodemographic features cannot fully
explain people’s charitable behavior. The question is: what
personal characteristics might be predictive of charitable be-
havior during the COVID-19 lock-down?

The current paper concentrates on two forms of charitable
sharing: sharing items (e.g., clothes, food) with people in need
and donating money to combat COVID-19. The research was
conducted in the eighth week of lock-down in Poland, and
started one day after the first compromises to the lock-down
restrictions were introduced. The research question is whether
the same hypothesized personal characteristics (frequency of
volunteering before the epidemic, altruistic social value orien-
tation, and time perspectives) that might be associated with
prosocial behaviors are predictive of donating items to people
in need during COVID-19 and to donating money to combat
COVID-19.

Charitable Behavior and Previous Volunteering

Charitable acts, including acts of generosity, might be associ-
ated with previous experiences with volunteering.
Volunteering might be defined as devoting time to another
person, group, or organization (Wilson, 2000). It is rarely a
single act of kindness; it is often based on continuous
prosocial engagement and requires devotion of time and effort
for the benefit of people outside one’s own family. Volunteers
tend to donate more (and more often) to charity than non-
volunteers (Matsunaga, 2007). Other studies also suggest that
the amount of time devoted to volunteering and donating to
non-profit organizations have a positive relationship (Callen,
1994; Marcuello & Salas, 2001; Schervish & Havens, 1997).

Although studies suggest that the characteristics of a typi-
cal volunteer and a volunteer during a natural disaster are not
the same (Michel, 2007). In extraordinary circumstances (for
instance, September 11, 2001), voluntary support for victims
of these circumstances is predicted by the individual’s engage-
ment in volunteer work over the previous year (Steinberg &
Rooney, 2005). Less is known about the predictors of gener-
ous sharing during such circumstances, however, it might be
hypothesized that people who tend to engage in prosocial
voluntary behaviors might be more inclined to share with
others in need. The question is: during the unexpected, ex-
traordinary circumstances of the COVID-19 lock-down, are
people who engaged more frequently in volunteer activities
before the epidemic more inclined to share items and money
with others?

Social Value Orientation, Prosocial Behaviors, and
Donations

Social value orientation (SVO) is an individual difference in
concern for other people (Murphy & Ackermann, 2014). It is
often measured using a method of decomposed games, which
are based on allocating resources between oneself and another
person. Decomposed games are based on unilateral choices, in
which the participant decides on both the amount of money
(or other resources, e.g., points) he or she receives and the
amount of money received by the other person. Most often,
measures assessing SVO enable the classification of people
into categories that describe the character of their social ori-
entation: from highly competitive to highly altruistic. Van
Lange et al. (2007) found that people who had a prosocial
SVO engaged in a greater number of donations in real life,
the recipients of which were mostly organizations supporting
the ill and the poor. The result was understood as a form of
enhancement of well-being motivated by looking for fairness
and improving the outcomes of people who do not have as
many resources as the donors. However, the study by Van
Lange et al. (2007) was conducted comparing people classi-
fied as competitors, individuals, and prosocials, and the SVO
was not treated as a continuous metric. The SVO Slider
Measure (Murphy et al., 2011) is a metric that attempts to
address the limitations of measures that do not enable differ-
entiation between levels of altruistic orientation on a continu-
ous scale. To date, such continuous metrics of SVO have
rarely been employed to assess real-life generous acts. It is
interesting to explore whether donating during the COVID-
19 epidemic was associated with the level of altruistic SVO.

Time Perspectives, Prosocial Behaviors, and
Donations

An interesting individual difference, yet rarely investigated in
terms of prosocial behavior, is time perspective. Time per-
spectives are individual differences in how people view their
past, present, and future, and how these views affect their
emotions and actions. It is a process of assignment of the flow
of social and personal experiences to temporal categories to
give coherence, meaning, and order to life events (Zimbardo
& Boyd, 1999). Zimbardo and Boyd (1999, 2008) distin-
guished five time perspectives: Past-Negative, Past-Positive,
Present-Fatalistic, Present-Hedonistic, and Future. Past time
perspectives tend to predict emotional outcomes (Matthews
& Stolarski, 2015; Nowakowska, 2020a), whereas present
and future predict behaviors (Andre et al., 2018; Kooij et al.,
2018; Przepiorka & Blachnio, 2016; Taquet et al., 2016).

Helping and other prosocial behaviors might also be pre-
dicted by individual differences in time perspectives.
Zimbardo and Boyd (2008) claimed that future-oriented peo-
ple tend to think so much about themselves and their personal
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goals that they do not engage in helping behaviors, in contrast
to Present-Hedonistic-oriented people, whose concentration
on the “here and now” serves as a positive predictor of
prosocial behaviors. However, later considerations about the
future time perspective broadened the understanding of it in
the context of prosocial behaviors. Given that people high on
future time perspective are capable of resisting the temptation
to gain short-term benefits, and prosocial behavior might ap-
pear beneficial to them in the long run (Van Lange et al.,
2013). Thus, consideration of such future benefits might en-
courage them to undertake such behaviors (Nostrand &
Ojanen, 2018; van der Graaff et al., 2018). Maki et al.
(2016) found that the future time perspective is connected to
volunteerism and continuing it over time, and is associated
with beliefs about volunteerism. In the same study, a momen-
tary focus on the future (e.g., induced with a writing para-
digm) was also linked to higher volunteering intentions, espe-
cially in people low on dispositional future time perspective
and those who volunteer infrequently. Additionally, a study
by Sjåstad (2019) suggested that people tend to be more gen-
erous in donations when focusing on the future, especially
when the choice is framed publicly (when others will know
the identity of the participant – donor). It suggests that the
future time perspective activates donation intentions due to
the reputational benefits it might bring.

Moreover, the Present-Fatalistic time perspective, although
rarely explored in the context of prosocial behaviors, might be
an interesting variable to test in the context of a lock-down. A
recent study by Jimenez et al. (2020) suggested that fatalistic
beliefs of COVID-19 as a death sentence were negatively
associated with preventive behaviors taken to reduce the
spread of the epidemic (e.g., handwashing, social distancing).
Given that people who are Present-Fatalistic-oriented tend to
think about their life as determined by fate and forces they
cannot influence, their engagement in proactive behaviors di-
rected at changing the status quo may be limited. Fatalism is
also linked to hopelessness and lower self-efficacy (Straughan
& Seow, 1998). Therefore, a higher Present-Fatalistic time
perspective might be negatively associated with proactive
coping by helping others during the lock-down.

Based on the abovementioned theoretical assumptions and
findings, it seems particularly interesting to explore whether
present and future time perspectives might be predictive of
donations during an extraordinary circumstance – namely
the COVID-19 lock-down.

Current Study

The aim of this study is to find out whether the frequency of
volunteering activities before the epidemic, altruistic SVO as
well as Present-Fatalistic, Present-Hedonistic and Future time
perspectives predict donation of items to people in need or
donation of money during the COVID-19 lock-down, and

whether the same predictors apply for these two forms of
charitable behavior. Age and gender are controlled given their
potential contribution to how people act charitably (Bekkers
& Wiepking, 2011; Wiepking & Bekkers, 2012). The study
goal is to broaden the scope of understanding donating behav-
iors during the epidemic by examining not only characteristics
relevant to predict helping (frequency of volunteerism before
COVID-19, altruistic SVO) but also time perspectives – a
construct recently found out to be important for prosocial be-
haviors (Maki et al., 2016; Zimbardo & Boyd, 2008).

During emergencies and disasters, it is observed that not
only professional, highly qualified workforces are helping
people cope with the consequences of the extraordinary
events. Ordinary citizens, for instance – informally
volunteering to support others, are providing often fast sup-
port to people in need (Whittaker et al., 2015). Whittaker et al.
(2015) proposed two broad types of volunteering during di-
sasters: extending (when organizations extend their activities
to meet needs observed during the disaster) and emergent
(occurring in response to needs observed during the disasters).
They also suggested that a novel mode of disaster volunteer-
ism needs to be acknowledged – digital volunteerism, which
might be both extending and emergence and which takes ad-
vantage of the availability and sophistication of online tools.

During COVID-19 in Poland, the digital mode of helping
others played a vital part, especially in the strict lock-down
and obligations to stay at home. It was observable especially
in social media, where informal self-help groups named
“Visible Hands” (Polish: “Widzialna Ręka”) were created
(Jarynowski et al., 2020). Such groups were examples of
emergent informal volunteering and more generally – emer-
gent prosocial behavior, including donating. During the lock-
down along with face-to-face helping, donations of items to
people in need were relatively common in these groups. At the
same time, several public fundraising opportunities were re-
leased there to support the state and the medical staff in com-
batting COVID-19. To date, much literature concentrated on
volunteering during disasters, less – on donating. This re-
search aims to fill this gap and find out whether donating items
to people in need (helping persons) and donating money to
combat COVID-19 (helping the society) can be predicted by
the same personal characteristics.

Considering the theoretical assumptions and previous re-
search findings, the following hypotheses were drawn:

H1. The frequency of volunteering will be positively as-
sociated with donating; however, the association will be
stronger for donating items than donating money.
Volunteering is distinct from donating, but they are both
forms of prosocial behavior. People who volunteered pre-
viously might be generally more inclined to help others
and might have extended their activity during COVID-19
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to donating, especially in lock-down, being unable to
fulfill their commitment to an organization.
H2. A more altruistic SVO will be positively associated
with donating. SVO is measured as a tendency to altruis-
tically share resources with others (Murphy et al., 2011).
It is interesting whether this construct is related to real-life
helping in disastrous situations such as lock-down due to
COVID-19.
H3. Both Present-Hedonistic and Future time perspec-
tives will be positively associated with donating. Time
perspectives have only recently been considered as valid
predictors of helping behaviors (see Maki et al., 2016;
Zimbardo & Boyd, 2008) and this sub-field of
prosociality studies deserves further research. Present-
Hedonistic-oriented people might be helpful to others
since they intend to answer to needs “here and now”
and seek pleasure from being supportive (Zimbardo &
Boyd, 2008). It is also hypothesized that Future-
oriented people might be helpful, given that long-term
orientation to contribute to the well-being of the commu-
nity after the disaster might promote providing support
(Monllor et al., 2020). Future-oriented people might also
tend to care for establishing andmaintaining relationships
with the help recipients which might be beneficial in the
future (Chernyak-Hai & Halabi, 2018). Future time per-
spective also correlates with beliefs and behaviors regard-
ing volunteerism (initiating and sustaining commitment)
(Maki et al., 2016). Possibly also for donating behaviors
such a pattern can be observed.
H4. A Present-Fatalistic time perspective will be nega-
tively associated with donating. Present-Fatalism has not
been yet investigated in the context of helping during
extraordinary circumstances. However, it might be pre-
dicted that given the nature of fatalism, people being high
on the Present-Fatalistic time perspective might be less
inclined to help others, not believing in the possibility to
change the status quo and being generally less self-
efficacious (Straughan & Seow, 1998).

Method

Procedure

The study was conducted online at the beginning ofMay 2020
– right after introducing the first phase of strict social distanc-
ing in Poland. The questions, therefore, referred to nearly two
months of the strictest period of lock-down. The recruitment
of participants took place on Facebook groups of higher edu-
cation students and city groups, as well as on “Visible Hand”
self-help groups (the features of these groups were discussed
above). The questionnaires were gathered within one week to

gather information for the defined context of the epidemic.
The survey set was addressed to people between the age of
18 and 35 and was described as “a study of helping behaviors
during COVID-19”. The study protocol was approved by the
ethics committee at The Maria Grzegorzewska University.
The study was anonymous and all participants provided in-
formed consent to take part in the study. The participants were
not remunerated.

Measures

Donating Behaviors The participants were directly asked how
often they had donated items to people in need since the out-
break of the epidemic: one question was about donating di-
rectly, in person, and another about donating indirectly, e.g.,
through a volunteer. Another question asked whether they
dona ted money to comba t COVID-19 . For the
abovementioned questions, the participants marked their an-
swers on an ordinal scale: 0 – never, 1 – once a month, 2–2-3
times a month, 3 – once a week, 4 – several times a week, 5 –
every day.

Frequency of Volunteering before the Epidemic The partici-
pants were directly asked how often they engaged in
volunteering before the epidemic. They marked their answers
on an ordinal scale: 0 – never in a lifetime, 1 – never in the last
year, 2–1-2 times last year, 3 – several times last year, 4 – once
a month last year, 5–2-3 times a month last year, 6 – once a
week last year, 7 – more often than once a week in the last
year.

Social Value Orientation SVO was estimated with 6 primary
items of Social Value Orientation Slider Measure Version A
(Murphy et al., 2011; Polish version: Nowakowska, 2020b)
and the algorithm of computing the SVO angle provided by
Murphy et al., 2011 using a syntax by Baumgartner. The
measure is a form of a decomposed game, where each of the
items is a continuum of own/other payoff allocations. The
payoff is described as money. The participant has to choose
the most preferred joint outcomes. The items are designed so
as to, using the algorithm, enable the results to locate the
participant on one of the most commonly observed SVO types
(altruistic, prosocial, individualistic, and competitive) based
on cutoff points of the SVO angle, which is a continuous
metric, taking negative and positive values. The SVO angle
may take the lowest value of −16.26 (perfectly competitive)
and the highest of 61.39 (perfectly altruistic). The higher the
value of the angle, the more altruistic the SVO of the person.
The measure has several strong points, such as a behavioral
rather than a self-report character and it does not rely strongly
on language. Moreover, it enables a continuous rather than
only a categorical output to be employed, which offers the
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opportunity to analyze the degree of inclination toward
altruism.

Time Perspectives To measure time perspectives, the
Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI) was used
(Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999; Polish version: Przepiórka, 2011).
It is a 56-item tool, consisting of five subscales: Past-Negative
(10 items, e.g., “I’ve taken my share of abuse and rejection in
the past”), Past-Positive (9 items, e.g., “It gives me pleasure to
think about my past”), Present-Fatalistic (9 items, e.g., “My
life path is controlled by forces I cannot influence”), Present-
Hedonistic (15 items, e.g., “Spending what I earn on pleasures
today is better than saving for tomorrow’s security”) and
Future (13 items, e.g., “I make lists of things to do”). For the
purpose of the study, Present Fatalistic, Present-Hedonistic,
and Future subscales were used. The participants score on a
five-point scale reflecting the degree to which each statement
refers to him/her (a range from 1 – very untrue to 5 – very
true). Results in subscales were obtained by calculating mean
scores from relevant items. Maximum 2 missing data were
allowed for mean computation.

Participants

A total of 150 participants aged 18–35 filled out the question-
naire set. 130 participants were female (86.7%), and 20 male
(13.3%). The mean age of the participants was 25.72 (SD =
4.63). 30 (20.0%) of the participants lived in the country, 20
(13.3%) in a town of fewer than 100,000 inhabitants, 35
(23.3%) in a town of 100,001–499,999 inhabitants, and 65
(43.3%) in a town of over 500,000 inhabitants. 12 participants
(8.0%) lived alone, and 138 (92.0%) with other people. 17
participants (11.3%) spent the lock-down period in one place
with children, whereas 133 did not (88.7%). Education of
participants was as follows: 1 (0.7%) – primary school, 2
(1.3%) – vocational school, 58 (38.7%) – high school, 41
(27.3%) – bachelor’s degree, 45 (30.0%) – Master’s degree,
3 (2.0%) – PhD degree or higher level of education.

During the COVID-19 lock-down, 20 participants (13.3%)
worked only in their standard workplace, 16 (10.7%) remote-
ly, but sometimes on-site, 37 (24.7%) only remotely, 15
(10.0%) had their job activity temporarily suspended, 13
(8.7%) had lost their job during lock-down, 43 (28.7%) did
not work before the pandemic, and 6 (4.0%) declared other job
status.

Preliminary Analyses

All results within the subscales of the used measures are com-
puted as means of items that correspond to subscales. In the
case of the SVO angle, the result is a “SVO angle”, which is a
continuous metric (Murphy et al., 2011); however, to avoid
bias connected to the presence of negative numbers, the

participants’ results were recoded by adding 16.26 to all par-
ticipants’ results to obtain only a positive number output (the
minimum SVO value possible is −16.26). This recoded value
was saved as a separate variable and used for further analyses.
It is important to acknowledge that due to this recoding, the
results cannot be interpreted in terms of SVO types according
to Murphy et al. (2011).

For dependent variables, data about the frequency of be-
havior were recoded into a dichotomous variable of donating
items (directly or indirectly taken together) to people in need,
or money to combat COVID-19: never during the COVID-19
lock-down (0, no) or at least once in this period of time (1,
yes). Out of the 150 participants, 69 people at least once do-
nated items to people in need during COVID-19 lock-down;
66 participants at least once donated money to combat
COVID-19.

Statistical Analysis

The analyses for this study were conducted with IBM SPSS
25.0.0.2 for Windows.

Analytic Strategy

At first, descriptive statistics and rho-Spearman correlations
between variables were computed. In the second step, relevant
variables were entered as predictors in multivariate logistic
regression for two models: one predicting donation of items
during the COVID-19 lock-down and the other predicting
donation of money to combat COVID-19 during the same
period of time.

Results

Taking into account the SVO types, based on the cutoff points
by Murphy et al. (2011) and the non-recoded value of SVO
angle, 1 participant was competitive (0.7%), 5 individualistic
(3.3%), 139 prosocial (92.7%), and 5 altruistic (3.3%).

Table 1 presents the distribution of answers regarding the
frequency of volunteering before the pandemic, setting of
volunteering before the pandemic, duration of volunteer ser-
vice, as well as frequencies of donations of items to people in
need in person and through other people, as well as donations
of money to combat COVID-19.

Table 2 presents correlations between continuous study
variables, as well as between continuous and dichotomous
study variables. It also presents means and standard deviations
for continuous study variables.

The correlation analysis indicated that age was negatively
related to both Present-Fatalistic and Present-Hedonistic, and
positively to Future time perspectives. Present-Fatalistic time
perspective was positively correlated with Present-Hedonistic
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and negatively with Future time perspective. The Present-
Hedonistic time perspective was also negatively related to
the Future time perspective.

In the next step of the analysis, the relevant variables were
entered into two models: one predicting donating items to
strangers during COVID-19 (Model 1), and another predicting
donatingmoney to combat COVID-19 (Model 2). People who
never engaged in these activities during lock-down were cod-
ed 0, people who did this at least once were coded 1. The
results of multivariate logistic regression analysis are present-
ed in Table 3. The models correctly classified 68.7% of cases
(Model 1) and 58.7% of cases (Model 2).

Data from Table 3 suggests that the logistic regression
model predicting donating items to strangers during
COVID-19 was statistically significant, χ2(7) = 22.73,
p < .01. The model explained 18.8% of the variance in donat-
ing items during COVID-19 (Nagelkerke R2). Older young
adults were more likely to donate, as well as young adults
who volunteered more frequently before the epidemic, and
who had a more hedonistic time perspective. The same model
for donatingmoney to combat COVID-19 appeared to be non-
significant χ2(7) = 4.71, p = .70; none of the variables predict-
ed donating.

Discussion

The goal of this study was to find out whether age, gender,
frequency of volunteering activities before the epidemic, the
level of altruistic SVO, and present or future time perspectives
might predict donation of items to people in need, and money
to combat COVID-19 during the lock-down.

None of the hypothesized variables were significant pre-
dictors of donating money to combat COVID-19. It is worth
noting that it was the act of making a donation to combat
COVID-19 that was taken into account and not the amounts
that were donated. The coronavirus crisis might be understood
as a strong social situation, highly structured and defined, and
providing cues to guide behavior (Snyder & Ickes, 1985). The
characteristics of strong social situations might be more prom-
inent in predicting behaviors than personality traits (Sherman
et al., 2012), e.g., traits that were investigated in the current
study (time perspectives, altruistic social value orientation).
However, it has to be noted that other personality traits (e.g.,
the Big Five or HEXACO personality traits) that were beyond
the scope of the current study could have been predictive of
donating money to combat COVID-19.

For donating items, age is positively related to displaying
this behavior. This is in line with findings regarding the rela-
tionship between donating and age (Bekkers & Wiepking,
2011). The older the young adults, the more likely it is that
they are more educated, have better-paid work, and have

Table 1 Distribution of answers regarding volunteering before the
pandemic and donations after its outbreak

N %

Frequency of volunteering before the pandemic

Never in a lifetime 26 17.3

Never in the last year 42 28.0

1–2 times in the last year 28 18.7

A few times in the last year 22 14.7

Once a month in the last year 6 4.0

2–3 times a month in the last year 10 6.7

Once a week in the last year 6 4.0

More often than once a week in the last year 10 6.7

Setting of volunteering before the pandemic (multiple choice allowed)

Medical 8 5.3

Education 33 22.0

Charity 51 34.0

Ecological organizations 7 4.7

Local community 36 24.0

Office 11 7.3

Culture 27 18.0

Work with animals 7 4.9

Other 7 4.9

Duration of volunteer service before the epidemic

Less than a month 14 9.3

1–3 months 10 6.7

4–6 months 4 2.7

7–12 months 8 5.3

13–24 months 6 4.0

Over 24 months 47 31.3

Frequency of donating items to people in need directly (in person) since
the outbreak of the pandemic

Never 97 64.7

Once a month 36 24.0

2–3 times a month 11 7.3

Once a week 3 2.0

Several times a week 2 1.3

Every day 1 0.7

Frequency of donating items to people in need indirectly (e.g., through a
volunteer) since the outbreak of the pandemic

Never 109 72.7

Once a month 31 20.7

2–3 times a month 5 3.3

Once a week 4 2.7

Several times a week 0 0.0

Every day 1 0.7

Frequency of donating items to people in need indirectly (e.g., through a
volunteer) since the outbreak of the pandemic

Never 84 56.0

Once a month 42 28.0

2–3 times a month 22 14.7

Once a week 2 1.3
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children – and therefore more resources (clothes, accessories)
to be donated to other people in need.

Additionally, the frequency of volunteering predicted do-
nating items to other people. Volunteering engagement was
found to be associated with greater generosity (Matsunaga,
2007). As a sustained prosocial act, volunteering might be a
form of realizing a person’s tendencies to help other people.
Also, the lock-down might have limited the opportunities to
volunteer in standard contexts of the organizations of origin.
Therefore, volunteers might have sought alternative ways to
fulfill their need to help others, and chose to, for instance,
share resources with others.

Out of the investigated time perspectives, only Present-
Hedonistic was related to donating items during the COVID-
19 lock-down. It is in line with Zimbardo and Boyd’s (2008)
assumption that being in the “here and now” facilitates con-
cern about the current situation and needs of the other and
promotes prosocial action. The present study was conducted
in Poland, which was, according to an international study, a
country in which depressive, anxiety, and stress symptoms
were relatively high in the general population (Wang et al.,
2021). The Present-Hedonistic time perspective was proven to
predict a higher level of depressive symptoms in men and a
lower level of depressive symptoms in women during the first
lock-down in spring 2020 (Bodecka et al., 2021). Therefore,

Table 2 Rho-Spearman
correlations between study
variables

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Age –

2 Frequency of volunteering before the epidemic .07 –

3 SVO (recoded) .09 .08 –

4 Present-Fatalistic time perspective −.19* .00 −.08 –

5 Present-Hedonistic time perspective −.21** −.04 .09 .25** –

6 Future time perspective .17* −.02 .01 −.40** −.29** –

M 25.72 – 53.58 2.62 3.22 3.52

SD 4.63 – 9.53 .62 .56 .58

α – – – .69 .79 .77

Note. * - p < .05, ** - p < .01

Table 3 Multivariate logistic
regression predicting donating:
items to people in need during
COVID-19 or money to combat
COVID-19

Predictor B SE
B

Wald df p Exp(B) 95% CI

Model 1, χ2(7)=22.73, p=.002, Nagelkerke=.188

Gender .18 .54 .11 1 .74 1.20 .42; 3.44

Age .13 .04 9.40 1 <.01 1.14 1.05;
1.24

Frequency of volunteering before the
epidemic

.23 .09 6.51 1 <.05 1.26 1.06;
1.50

SVO (recoded) −.01 .02 .23 1 .64 .99 .96; 1.03

Present-Fatalistic time perspective .26 .32 .68 1 .41 1.30 .70; 2.41

Present-Hedonistic time perspective .90 .36 6.22 1 <.05 2.45 1.21;
4.94

Future time perspective −.08 .35 .05 1 .83 .93 .47; 1.84

Model 2, χ2(7)=4.71, p=.696, Nagelkerke=.041

Gender −.15 .51 .09 1 .77 .86 .32; 2.35

Age .06 .04 2.70 1 .10 1.06 .99; 1.15

Frequency of volunteering before the
epidemic

.05 .08 .36 1 .55 1.05 .89; 1.24

SVO (recoded) .01 .02 .24 1 .62 1.01 .97; 1.05

Present-Fatalistic time perspective .06 .30 .04 1 .85 1.06 .59; 1.90

Present-Hedonistic time perspective .35 .33 1.17 1 .28 1.42 .75; 2.71

Future time perspective .08 .32 .06 1 .81 1.08 .57; 2.04
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this time perspective might be hypothesized to play a role in
how people experienced distress during the social distancing
period. It is worth noting that the result in a study by Bodecka
et al. (2021) was obtained in a similar period to the current
study. The present study adds to this finding, suggesting that
people who donated items to others were also higher on the
Present-Hedonistic time perspective. The sample consisted
mainly of women (N = 130, 86.7% of the sample).
Therefore, sharing with others might have been a protective
factor from experiencing distress during lock-down or a form
of coping and reducing negative feelings by distraction from
concerns about the situation in the country and/or physical
sensations which might have been indicative of contracting
the disease (for a discussion of the interplay of need for
health information, physical symptoms, and mental health
see Wang et al., 2021).

The Present-Hedonistic time perspective is also linked to
impulsivity (Jochemczyk et al., 2017; Zimbardo & Boyd,
1999) and might promote both maladaptive and adaptive
forms of coping (Blomgren et al., 2016). Through an attitude
of concentrating on the present moment, Present Hedonists
might have reacted impulsively, not concentrating on accumu-
lating resources for oneself, but sharing them instead.
Prosocial sharing with others might also promote satisfaction
and happiness (Aknin et al., 2011) and therefore Present-
Hedonistic oriented people, who typically seek pleasure in
the moment might have coped with the situation of the lock-
down and uncertainty through prosocial action. This is an
interesting result which opens up new research avenues on
hedonism as a promoter of prosocial action.

Prosocial behavior might be driven by both egoistic and
altruistic motivations (Lay & Hoppmann, 2015). True altru-
ism is when an act is driven by a desire to benefit the other
without own benefits (Eisenberg &Miller, 1987; Feigin et al.,
2014). Egoistic motivations include, e.g., the desire to feel
better about oneself, improve own reputation and avoid neg-
ative feelings (Feigin et al., 2014; Penner et al., 2005). If the
hedonistic motivation of seeking pleasure from helping is
prominent, the actions cannot be considered truly altruistic.
This found its confirmation in the lack of association between
donating and SVO. Moreover, a recent study by Jasielska and
Rajchert (2020) suggested a lack of significant correlation
between SVO and communion orientation and a significant
negative correlation with agency. Thus, also in the current
study, SVO could have been non-useful in predicting out-
comes that are related to serving the community and which
might at the same time require a high sense of agency (such as
engagement in donations during the COVID-19 lock-down).

Participation of citizens is crucial in reducing disaster con-
sequences and supporting resilience (Whittaker et al., 2015)
and stands in contrast to the directive risk management pro-
vided by professional services (Wiek et al., 2010). Prosocial
behavior brings people together and enhances productive and

peaceful coexistence (Lay & Hoppmann, 2015). It also en-
ables people to feel part of a wider community (Bai et al.,
2017; Piff et al., 2015), which might have been very support-
ive during the uncertain time of lock-down.

Limitations and Future Research Directions

Several limitations of this study need to be taken into account
when interpreting the findings. First of all, the sample
consisted of mainly females, therefore the results cannot be
considered representative for the population of young adults.
Moreover, the frequency of volunteering before the epidemic
was measured on an ordinal scale, which does not provide full
information about the frequency of volunteering. Such a lim-
itation can be overcome in future studies by measuring the
frequency of such behavior on an interval scale (e.g., the av-
erage number of days of volunteering in a month).
Furthermore, the model for donating items to people in need
during the epidemic, although proving significant associations
between the dependent variable and age, frequency of
volunteering, and Present-Hedonistic time perspective
accounted for 18.8% of the variance in donating items during
the COVID-19 lock-down. It is worth including additional
variables in future studies, such as the Big Five personality
traits or personal values, to find out whether predictors that
turned out to be significant would remain predictive of donat-
ing items.

The study was conducted at the time of the first lock-down
when apprehension regarding the virus was mixed with a lack
of knowledge about it. Donating items means passing things
between people, and that requires hygiene and sanitization of
the items, and the knowledge about this important matter has
been growing in time with the spread of the pandemic
(Nguyen et al., 2021). The question is, therefore, whether after
a year of the pandemic people are still willing to share items,
and how fear of the coronavirus and/or being vaccinated or not
impact the readiness to share material resources with other
people.

The pandemic and the requirement to remain socially dis-
tanced changed the way how prosociality can express itself
(Albarracín & Jung, 2021). The readiness to adhere to
COVID-19-related preventive measures are linked to
prosocial concerns (Pfattheicher et al., 2020), similarly – the
readiness to vaccinate (Chew et al., 2021; Jung & Albarracín,
2021). Given that the topic is highly relevant for global safety
and health, it is worth further investigating to find out what
factors can contribute to acting for the long-term collective
interest instead of focusing on narrow self-interest (Johnson
et al., 2020). The current study indicates that time perspectives
could be a potentially interesting research avenue in this field.

The current study was cross-sectional and conclusions can-
not be derived on the sustainment of donating behaviors after
the lock-down. The participants were also recruited online
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through randomly selected groups, therefore the data cannot
be considered representative of the population. It is worth-
while to continue studies on donating patterns after the epi-
demic to find out whether the observed social support mobi-
lization is only temporary and connected to the lock-down
context or connected to the personal characteristics of
participants.
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