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Abstract

This study was concerned with the symbolic costs and benefits associated with
different stages of volunteering, from the perspective of 222 participants engaged in
three types of community enterprise activity across Scotland. Costs and benefits were
set within a social exchange / incentive framework based on the approach of Clark &
Wilson (1961). The study was mainly cross-sectional in design and involved a survey-
based approach using a structured questionnaire. A related but separate longitudinal
component was based on a standard measure of perceived control. The latter was used
to explore the 1ssue of empowerment amongst volunteers in general and in a follow up
of 26 volunteers. The results generally showed that homogeneity does not rule across
or within groups of volunteers. Community enterprise volunteers represented a distinct
socio-economic grouping compared to UK populations and associated participation
with a range of both costs and benefits. While volunteers were like UK groups and
initially participated for mainly purposive reasons, the reasons for continuing
participation and remaining involved, despite the associated costs, were instrumental
and largely concerned with maintaining organisational achievement. Additionally,
while people associated volunteering with a variety of benefits, those relating to
perceived control and empowerment were minimal. There was no significant
longitudinal evidence established for the latter construct. In contrast to benefits, while
initial costs were largely opportunity related, the main costs of continued and retained
participation concerned relationships with members, other volunteers and local people.
Although there was significant inter-model variation in the reasons for participation at
different stages, socio-demographic and organisational variables had a minimal role as

moderator variables. The results were discussed in terms of previous research findings

and their implications for future research.



Acknowledgements
The text, errors and all, being of my own doing, I would like to acknowledge the
contribution of the following for their support. In no particular order of merit my
thanks go to the following : Andy McArthur and Paddy O'Donnell who jointly
supervised the thesis ; Alan McGregor, generous enough to keep me from outright
financial destitution by providing work in the Training and Employment Research Unit
- the ESRC who funded the research ; Maureen Robb and the secretarial staff in S&ER,
particularly Enid Dron and Pauline Connelly who required constant feeding but always
maintained their good humour ; members of the ‘“White Rhino Club’ who resembled
those remarks ; the volunteers and organisations who kindly agreed to take part in the
study ; Kirsty Moore for doing the diagrams in Chapter Four ; my Mum, Dad, Donald
and Brian Stewart, David Dawson and Keela ; but especially to my Gran, Mary Kate
Masterson at home on the gentle ‘Valley’ shores of Achill Island, County Mayo, in the

west of Ireland.



Abstract

Acknowledgements

Chapter One : Introduction

Chapter Two : Theories of Voluntary Participation

Chapter Three : Research on Voluntary Participation

Chapter Four : Models of Community Enterprise

Chapter Five: Methods

Chapter Six : Socio-Demographic, Commitment & Attitudinal

Orientations to Volunteer

Chapter Seven : Recruitment: the Initial Benefits & Costs of Participation

Chapter Eight : The Benefits of Continuing To Volunteer

Chapter Nine : Perceived Control & Empowerment

Chapter Ten: The Costs of Continuing To Volunteer

Chapter Eleven : Intended Drop-out & Retention

Chapter Twelve : Discussion & Conclusions

Bibliography

Appendix

1-7

3-46

4'7-83

84-111

112-148

149-185

186-204

205-227

228-237

238-261

262-279

280-327



Chapter 1 : Introduction
The aim of this thesis was to explore the symbolic costs and benefits associated with
volunteering, from the perspective of participants engaged 1n three types of community
enterprise activity. In the UK, volunteering 1s a pervasive social phenomenon which in
Scotland 1n 1992 contributed 4% to national GDP (more than the agricultural and
forestry sectors combined - Scotsman 16/05/93, p.31). A growing area of the sector
has been community enterprise activity. This largely developed in response to the
resurgent political emphasis placed on voluntarism during the 1980's. Community
enterprise was seen as one possible solution to the failure of both public and private
sectors to provide eftective opportunities and services to people in the most socio-

economically disadvantaged sections of society.

Our interest was focused on those types of community enterprise organisation serving a
membership drawn from the geographical confines of a defined residential locality.
Like other types of community enterprise activity, residentially-based organisations are
owned and controlled by their members through a democratically elected group of
volunteers responsible for their management. As volunteers, participants in community
enterprise are expected to work without direct financial remuneration, often alongside
paid staff employed by the organisation. They are required to regularly attend
committee meetings (weekly or fortnightly), undertake training programmes and
proficiently manage the socio-economic needs of themselves and their neighbours 1n a
variety of ways (e.g. creating employment opportunities, administering savings and
loans, and managing residential property). All of this in urban areas aftlicted by

‘hostile’ economic climates with relatively high rates of unemployment, poverty and

poor housing conditions.

In these respects, volunteering in community enterprise is closely associated with the

achievements attributed to many ot the major urban regeneration strategies currently



underway in many of our towns and cities : where professionals from the public and
private sectors have formed formal partnership links with local people. It is in this
sense, that participation strategies are assumed to be a ‘good thing’. Recently,
however, researchers have begun to question this assumption and ask, why are they a
‘good thing’ and for whom? Hence while we know relatively much about the policy
environment that has shaped the growth of the community enterprise sector, what is
often obscured are those people directly responsible for it's management : the

volunteers.

Interest 1in volunteers and features of their participation has derived from a number of
areas : anthropologists have focused on the origins of what they label as ‘voluntary
associations’ (Anderson 1973, Ross 1973) ; historians on the development of different
types of voluntary activity (Gosden 1973) ; sociologists on the question of ‘who
volunteers’ (Smith 1975) and growth in the voluntary sector (Brenton 1985) ; and
political economists on policy and i1deology (Wolch 1990). Conversely, psychologists
have been largely concerned with the reasons why people engage in discretionary social
activity for no financial remuneration. This i1ssue, alongside the characteristic urban
settings of community enterprise organisations, appears to make them unique
environments in which to study the reasons for participation. It raises a number of key
questions about volunteers which were pursued throughout the course of this thesis.
These were as follows : who volunteers and why people in different types of activity

initially volunteered and continued to do so, despite any temptation they may have had

to terminate their participation.

In pursuing these key questions, an appreciable amount of attention needs to be given
to what can only be described as the voluminous literature on voluntary participation.
This has been subjected to a number of critical reviews which largely attack the almost
complete absence of applicable and explanatory theories guiding many research

enquiries (e.g. Kramer 1981). Part of the real problem, however, associated with the



field of volunteer motivation largely stems from definitional issues and the value
judgements that underpin activity which varies considerably over a range of often
contlicting social contexts : from the Judeo-Christian tradition of ‘good works’
represented by the parable of the equally ‘good’ Samaritan ; to ‘terrorists’ preaching
alternative gospels of martyred, self-sacrifice through ‘the volunteer’ ; to participation

in social movements ; to simply looking after the neighbours children.

In order to locate the types of people who volunteer in community enterprise activity
and why they participate, some consideration then needs to be given to definitional
issues. Theretfore we begin by looking at volunteering within the context of the
meanings assoclated with work, employment and leisure. This allows us to locate
voluntarism as a leisure-based activity with close socio-psychological parallels to
employment. In this sense, it may have a number important positive and negative
implications for individual health and well-being. Such parallels, however, present few
cast iron boundaries and no uniform socio-psychological portrait of ‘the volunteer’
outwith the general theme of investing time on an unpaid basis in some organised social
activity outside the labour market. Unlike employee behaviour, however, volunteering
often occurs within fragile, ephemeral environments critically dependent on the quality
and quantity of discretionary human resources. Surprisingly, given the economic
output of the sector, we know relatively little about 1ts imtiation and maintenance across

different forms of activity.

In terms of motivation, volunteering has largely been explained with reterence to the
construct of altruism, alongside a range of theories of work motivation largely
applicable to employees. In this thesis, criticisms of these theoretical applications helps
identify an approach which focuses on the actual participatory experiences of
volunteers. In this respect, current reviews have stressed the utility of a social
exchange / incentive-based framework, largely derived from the seminal socio-

psychological approach of Clark & Wilson (1961). Consistent with previous research



this approach views volunteering as an economic act based on exchange : where

volunteers exchange time and labour market skills to participate.

Social exchange / incentive theory postulates that human action is based on self-interest
and calculated to maximise personal benefits while minimising costs. Social behaviour
is viewed as a tenuous contract between the individual and organisation which is in a
process of continual negotiation. Unlike behaviourist learning theories, exchange
theory allows people to cognitively evaluate and re-evaluate what they consider as
rewards, costs, outcomes and comparison levels. This allows us to make the analogy
of comparing and contrasting the exchange ot voluntary effort at ditfferent stages of
participation within different types of community enterprise activity. Basing the study
on this approach placed participation within the dual context of costs and benetits as
they referred to different stages of the participation experience. The approach
recognised that, as opposed to dual-issue explanations which are largely based on the
rewards for participants or the selfish vs seltless intention of voluntary behaviour,
participation also has its costs. In order to gain some understanding of the particvipatory
experience, consideration needs to be given to both costs and benefits as theoretical

constructs, and in the context of previous research looking at different stages of

participation.

Consideration of the main theoretical explanations relating to voluntary participation 1s
the primary concern of Chapter Two. In this chapter, we consider the range of
theoretical explanations which have characterised the field of voluntary motivation
before considering its social context within the physical and social boundaries of urban
residential neighbourhoods. This leads us directly onto Chapter Three, which
outlines the previous empirical evidence on volunteer populations. Firstly, we consider
individual difference characteristics and the findings of UK volunteer surveys on ‘who
volunteers’ in order to draw comparisons with community enterprise volunteers'. We

then look at studies of volunteer motivation and commitment in terms of the theoretical



framework outlined in the previous chapter. Throughout this chapter emphasis 1s given
to the question of ‘who volunteers in what and why’. This allows us to assess the
implications of research for specific organisational models of community enterprise
activity, as well as, likely variations in terms of individual difference and organisational

characteristics.

The organisational context of community enterprise 1s explored in Chapter Four. We
look at the socio-political and historical development of the community enterprise
approach, and the typical structural characteristics ot each organisational model. For
each of these models, we outline their characteristic teatures of growth, organisational
structure and function. The value attached to this material concerns the important role
that these characteristics may have in explaining key inter-model variations throughout

the course of the later empirical chapters. At the end of this chapter we outline the aims

and objectives of the present research.

Any approach to understanding social behaviour, however, does require an appropriate
methodology through which to pursue the relevant questions considered by the
research. The exploratory nature of some of the aims of the thesis, its cofnparative
elements in relation to previous research and different models, helped 1dentify such an
approach in this study. We drew on the previous recommendations of those
researchers on work motivation who have suggested that we stop asking about the
measurable link between participation and factors such as organisational commitment

and intrinsic satisfaction, and start enquiring how people actually engage in specific

forms of activity. For this we adopted a survey-based approach which operationalised
the potential costs and benefits of participation across different models of community
enterprise activity. Methodological issues are discussed in detail in Chapter Five,

which also provides details on the sample, apparatus and procedure followed in the

course of the study.



Following an outline of our research methods, we then present a number of chapters
looking at the results of the study. We begin in Chapter Six, by investigating the
broad questions of ‘who volunteers’ in community enterprise. This is explored in
terms of volunteers' socio-demographic and commitment characteristics, and their prior
attitudinal orientation to participate in community enterprise. In this chapter, we
compare these characteristics with corresponding UK survey findings, in order to ask
whether community enterprise volunteers constituted a distinct organisational grouping
and 1f so, what does this imply about their initial reasons to participate in community
enterprise. We also focus on the 1ssue of inter-model variation, ultimately through
multivariate regression analysis and look at the implications of inter-model differences

for people's reasons for participation.

Chapter Seven focuses on the 1ssue of the perceived costs and benefits of initial
participation in community enterprise activity. This chapter begins by looking closely
at the volunteer recruitment process, betore looking at why people became 1nitially
involved and the costs they associated with their participation. A key theme in this
chapter concerns inter-model variation and the 1ssue of how people came to be recruited
into specific models, and why they opted to do so. Once we outline the 1nitial costs and
benefits of participation, we then consider key variations in terms of important

categories of individual difference and organisational characteristics.

In contrast to the issue of initial participation, Chapter Eight investigates the reported
benefits of volunteers' continued participation. We begin by exploring the extent to
which purposive, instrumental, control and social benefits were an actual feature of
people's ongoing experience of participation in different forms of community
enterprise. In contrast, however, to simply providing evidence for their presence, we
also pursue the relative salience of these categories of benefit for volunteers’. Again,

we focus on key inter-model variations, followed by variations in terms of key

individual difference and organisational characteristics.



Maintaining our focus on the benefits of participation, in Chapter Nine, we look
exclusively at empowerment through the construct of perceived control. In this
chapter, we look at inter-model variation but more importantly we present the results of
a longitudinal study utilising a measure of perceived control. This asked whether
relatively ‘new’, as opposed to established groups of volunteers, exhibited higher mean
score values across the dimensions of perceived control. Differences, which could then

be construed as evidence for the development of psychological empowerment.

In Chapter Ten, however, we move away from the issue of benefits, to look more
closely at the issue of the reported costs of continued participation in community
enterprise. This chapter 1s presented 1n a format similar to Chapter Eight.. We begin
by looking at costs in terms of exploring the extent to which purposive, instrumental,
control and social costs were a feature of volunteers' ongoing experience of
participation in community enterprise. Similarly, in contrast to simply providing
evidence for their presence, we then ask about the relative salience of these categories
of costs for volunteers. Here we focus on key inter-model variations, followed by

variations in terms of key individual ditfterence and organisational characteristics.

In contrast to looking at the continued costs and benefits ot participation, Chapter
Eleven looks at perceived costs and benefits 1n ‘extreme’ situations. We asked
whether people had ever considered terminating their participation, why they had done
so, and why they subsequently had decided to remain involved 1n the organisation. A
key distinction concerned those who actually intended to terminate their participation
following their current term of office and those who had simply considered dropping
out but did not intend to do so in the short-term future. We investigate the question of
whether the perceived costs and benefits were different for these groups, alongside a
more general interest in inter-model, individual and organisational variation. Finally the
results of the previous chapters are discussed in Chapter Twelve. This summarises

the main findings of the study in the context of previous research and their implications

for future work on voluntary participation.



Chapter 2 : Theories of Voluntary Participation

Introduction

In this chapter we review the theoretical literature on voluntary participation, largely
within the areas of organisational, social and community psychology, as it relates to the
key questions outlined i1n our introductory chapter. We begin by looking at those
definitions and typologies associated with volunteers and their organisational activity,
betore looking more closely at the topic of voluntary motivation through the main
theories in the field of work motivation. This leads us to consider a social exchange /
incentive-based model, which current reviews propose can be used to explain and
evaluate participation, before outlining the literature on organisational commitment,
leadership and group dynamics as it applies to volunteer populations. Finally, we
consider the community-based context of participation in urban neighbourhoods, before

outlining the implications of the above explanations for the present study.

Work, Leisure & Volunteers

Terms and Definitions

Although there has been some general agreement about what the key definitional
problems are in relation to volunteers there has been less consensus as to their
resolution (Smith et al, 1972; Smith, 1975; 1981). In the first instance, definitions are
inextricably linked to specific socio-cultural contexts (Harris 1989). In the UK,
volunteering is typically categorised as a help-related activity which occurs within :
‘informal’ social networks of family, friends and neighbours ; ‘formal’, independent
organisations ; and the public sector (for reviews see Stubbings & Humble 1934, Van
Til 1988). Consistent with this activity being a major socio-economic phenomenon
undertaken in a variety of contexts (Stubbings & Humble 1984), there are a variety of
value-laden synonyms to describe both the people concerned (e.g. “active citizens’,
‘charity workers’, ‘community activists’) and their activity (e.g. ‘volunteering’,
‘voluntary participation’, ‘voluntary work’, ‘voluntary action’, ‘discretionary

participation’, ‘active citizenship’). However, deriving the essence of what we mean



by these terms is best approached through a consideration of the term ‘work’ and its
derivatives, employment and leisure. Activity, which 1s generally viewed as having
positive life and health outcomes. For Jahoda (1979, 1982), work was an important
source of purposeful activity, which included but was not limited to employment. The
latter describes a ‘voluntary’, formal contractual relationship based on exchanging time
and eftfort for financial remuneration (Fryer & Payne 1986). Employment has also
typically provided the context for conceptualisations of leisure use (e.g. ‘free’ or
‘spare’ time) outwith contractual employment relationships (Gershuny 1987).
However, unlike ‘unemployment’ which means the absence of a formal employment
relationship, volunteering refers to a proactive use of ‘free’ time. Taxonomies of time-

use have typically distinguished it as a extra-labour market and extra-familial form of

leisure (Smuth et al 1980).

Leisure has also been distinguished in terms of its social psychological characteristics.
For example, Kelvin (1980) classified voluntary work as interdependent (1.e. involving
others) and committed (i.e. extending 1n time), with differences in the extent td which
people construe it as a ‘hobby’, or having vocational characteristics similar to
employment (Pearce 1993). The latter cases Stebbins (1982) described as ‘serious’
leisure. This involved the application of specialised knowledge and skills, which
brought durable life and health outcomes (e.g. improved self-image and interaction). In
this view, leisure has been seen as either a complement or compensation for
employment (Argyle 1992) which enables people to construct discrete “leisure worlds’
outwith family and the labour market. However, even when viewed as quasi-

employment the consequences of volunteering are usually thought to be distinct from

employment:
" not even the committed interdependent ones,..[have the] conviction

of being real..There always remains the subtle but critical distinction
between the ..volunteer and the professional, whereby..the same task
may be leisure for one..work for another,..between..leisure as one
wants and.. work as one has to.." (Kelvin 1980, p. 313)
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This definition is consistent with classifications of voluntary work which give it
secondary importance to employment and family-related activity (e.g. Zurcher 1988).
However, central to most socio-psychological definitions of volunteering is the notion
that people purposefully choose how to use their time in this way. Consistent with
previous research, we define participation in the following terms:

"..the action of individuals, collectivities, or settlements insofar as it is
characterised by the seeking of psychic benefits, by being discretionary

In nature [not determined primarily by biosocial factors..or coercive

factors (..backed by threat of physical force), or direct remuneration
(direct payment)]. Smith (1975, p.247).

Firstly, this definition critically links participation to the concept of motivation.
Motivation 1s usually applied to define people's attitudes (e.g. dispositions, aspirations
and values) towards their behaviour (Allport 1954). Katzell & Thompson (1990),
defined motivation as a broad construct "..pertaining to the conditions and processes
that account for the arousal, direction, magnitude and maintenance of effort.." in work-

related environments (p.144).

Secondly, the definition construes voluntary motives (compared to employees), as
optional, non-coercive and non-remunerative. The implication 1s that volunteering
reflects personal agency, where people choose the activities in which they would like to
participate, the amount of time and effort that they invest in those activities, and set
limits on the length of their participation within any one activity. However, although
the definition attempts to specify the parameters of optionality and the extent of
‘voluntariness’ inherent in being a volunteer, it does so in such a broad way that 1t still
allows one to describe most social and leisure-based activities without materal,
biosocial and physical coercion as volunteering. At both the individual and collective
level the definition remains imprecise. Although people may feel socially or materially
compelled to participate, so long as participation is not backed by physical force or
direct remuneration they are considered to be volunteers. As Warner (1972) argues, the
‘voluntariness’ involved in volunteering remains unexplored by research and often

simply assumes that because an activity 1s optional it remains unaftected by ftactors such
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as socialisation, significant others and large scale socio-political processes. According
to Smith (1981) ‘voluntariness’ is often a matter of degree, tempered by the extent to

which individual choice is influenced by external factors.

“Voluntariness’ i1s also reflected by the reference to volunteering as a search for
‘psychic benefits’. Unlike many forms of employment which people may find
physically and psychologically debilitating and unsatisfactory, as reflected in the
growing literature on occupational stress and health (e.g. Mackay & Cooper 1987),
freedom of choice assumes a relatively high degree of personal satisfaction from the
activity 1in question. In this respect, choice critically underplays the notion that the
activity involves no costs for people in terms of the demands and responsibilities
concomitant with voluntary roles. Yet volunteering, as we shall see in later sections,
like other ‘serious leisure’ pursuits and work-related activities, may affect family life,
require the development of skills and knowledge, and necessitate the expenditure of
time and effort to meet responsibilities. As Roberts (1981) has argued:

"..Freedom to choose never guarantees happiness..It merely bestows the

opportunity and underlines the urgency of enquiring how individuals
can be assisted to derive maximum benefit from their..choice.."

(Roberts 1981, p. 61)

As opposed to attempts to locate volunteers in terms of their socio-psychological
characteristics, Stubbings & Humble (1984) emphasised context and locating
volunteers by the types of organisations and activities in which they are typically found.
In this thesis we are concerned with formal participation within community enterprise
organisations. These are defined as voluntary-based organisations characterised by the
"..direct involvement of residents from a particular community 1n the initiation and
control of economic activity.." (McArthur & McGregor 1989, p. 6). We are primarily
concerned with organisations based within the defined physical boundaries of urban
residential areas (i.e. neighbourhood-based). All future references to community
enterprise participation are made in this context unless specified otherwise. The term

formal is used to refer to those aspects of volunteers' activities consistent with
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organisational aims (e.g. written constitutions, elected committee structures and
working roles). This serves to distinguish volunteers in community enterprise (i.e.
elected committee members) from their wider membership and their classification as
voluntary associations. Associations are usually defined as groups with no structural
features beyond a written constitution (Thompson 1976). We only use groups to refer
to distinct social entities within these organisations such as volunteers, members and

paid staff.

Typologies of Voluntary Organisation

The diversity ot voluntary activity has been reflected through typologies classifying
‘ideal’ features of voluntary organisation (see Hatch 1982, Brenton 1985 for reviews).
Typologies have generally stressed their independence from external control and their
non-statutory, non-commercial features, whilst recognising their permeable links with
both public and private sectors (Van Til 1988). However, major problems have
occurred 1n attempts to devise mutually exclusive categories which encompass a

multifaceted voluntary sector (for review see Brenton 198)5).

Structurally, organisations have been found to be diverse in terms of their size,
resources and decision-making processes (see Van Til 1988, Wolch 1990). Perhaps
the most widely quoted functional typology is that of Gordon & Babchuck (1959), who
classified voluntary organisations as expressive (satisfying members' interests),

instrumental (the production of goods and services) and instrumental-expressive (both

of the above). This was similar to Blau & Scott (1962), who distinguished groups on
the basis on ‘who’ benefited from them. This criterion was later applied by Mahoney
& Wardle (1983), to distinguish between ‘member-benefit’ and ‘public-benefit’
organisations. The former were those in which individual benetits directly derived
from membership (e.g. access to affordable loans in a credit union, or quality homes

through housing organisations). Conversely, the latter were those where the whole
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community may benefit irrespective of their level of involvement (e.g. members of

community businesses do not attain employment).

A major criticism of functional typologies has been their inconsistency with volunteers
personal statements about why they volunteer (Jenner 1981, Wandersman ef al 1987,
Pearce 1993). Typologies do, however, highlight an important conceptual distinction
made throughout the volunteer literature by Beveridge (1948), Hatch (1982) and
Brenton (1985). These authors utilised the ‘who benefits’ criterion as the basis to
highlight divergent cultural traditions of volunteering, which link organisational goals
to individual interests with implications for motivation. In this case, organisations are
usually distinguished in terms of a self-help / mutual aid vs other dimension. The
former are held to symbolise reciprocal help (i.e. where both helpers and helped
benefit) while the latter involve unidirectional help (i.e. only the helped benefit). A
similar distinction has been applied 1n prosocial behaviour between the terms co-
operation and help (Argyle 1991). Although the terms mutual aid and self-help are
often used synonymously, mutual aid generally refers to collective forms of self-help
(Adams 1990, Curtis 1991, Orford 1992), as demonstrated in the following widely
quoted definition of a selt-help organisation :

"..voluntary..structures for mutual aid and the accomplishment of a
special purpose..usually formed by peers who have come together for
mutual assistance in satisfying a common need..and bringing about

desired social and / or personal change. The initiators or members
perceive that their needs are not..met by existing social institutions.."

(Katz & Hermalin 1989 p.15)5).

Organisational Growth & Survival

The second-half of the twentieth century has witnessed a considerable growth in mutual
aid activity (Borkman 1990, Katz 1984), including community enterprise organisations
(McArthur et al 1993). In the UK, such activities were historically associated with the
early co-operative movement, friendly societies and trade unions (e.g. Gosden 1973,
Pollard 1967). In contrast to the values of paternalism, middle-class beneficence and

service that were historically associated with many forms of voluntarism (Prochaska
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1988), mutual aid organisations have been ideologically represented as collective means
of self-reliance (Smiles 1859). This is commonly thought to be achieved through
attempts at changing the social status of relatively powerless, lower-class groups

(Kropotkin 1902), in relation to their resources (both psychological and material) (for

reviews see Zeldin 1983 and Brenton 1985).

In self-help / mutual aid activity, the political solution to the problem of ineffective
resource provision has typically been to use clients as service providers (Levine et al
1993). In contrast to previous strategies based on ‘protest’ or ‘pressure-group’
.

advocacy, community enterprise has evolved within a ‘community development’
approach. This 1s concerned with the collective achievement of positive quality of life
outcomes by stimulating attitudinal and behavioural change through opportunities for
membership in self-help / mutual aid organisations (Perlman & Gurin 1972). Levine et
al (1993, p.526), inferpret membership of such organisations as an adaptation to the
barriers that people experience in disadvantaged urban environments 1n gaining access
to valued resources : which reflect the personal deficits that make these individuals less
effective at competing with others for such resources. Smail (1993) 1n a critique of the
individuation of power in psychology, highlighted that environmental intluences played
a prominent role in enabling such personal change:

"..what makes a difference to the way we are, what changes us or
permits us to change, is..the influence of or access to outer resources

and powers. Neither ‘self’ nor world can be influenced or changed by
anything other than the exercise of power.."” (Smail 1993, p.83).

These above views are broadly consistent with wider literature on the distinctive
functions of mutual aid activity. For members, these are typically listed as the
following: interpersonal / emotional and informational support ; shared life experiences
and role models : a distinctive and binding ideology ; and a means of reducing

powerlessness over some aspect of the environment (for review see Orford 1992).
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The survival of mutual aid organisations is, nevertheless, governed by the commitment
characteristics of their members, linked to single-issue organisational goals which
typically focus on immediate everyday problems, such as unemployment (Trotter 1981,

Katz & Hermalin 1987). Wandersman (1981), summarised the initial organisational

growth phase as involving: mobilising awareness of the organisations aims ; recruiting

local members ; formally creating committee structures and roles ; defining the problem

to be tackled and the means of solving it through collective decision-making. Initial

egrowth 1s hypothesised to influence future membership recruitment and participation.

Although there are no generally accepted and unified theories of organisational
development and change (Porras & Silver 1991), the future growth of voluntary
organisations is typically described as ephemeral : characterised by an intense period of
optimistic initial development followed by self-doubt and often gradual decline once
organisation aims are achieved unless new goals become salient (Pettigrew 1975, Katz
& Kahn 1978). To survive, voluntary organisations critically depend on the attraction
and retention of volunteers to continually engage in organisational maintenance and
achievement. Motives therefore have implications for organisational dynamics (1.e.
time invested, group abilities, structure, work-settings, roles and leadership) and
cognitive and behavioural outcomes for participants (Porras & Silver 1991). Despite
the importance placed on organisational survival, few have attempted to
comprehensively evaluate participation in such an apparently fragile organisational
activity as volunteering (Gluck 1975). However, before we examine organisational
theories of voluntary motivation, it is necessary to look at the dominant theme 1n the
literature on volunteers. This 1s concerned with establishing a link between

volunteering and altruism (Unger 1991), typical of accounts which have largely tended

to dichotomise motives (Pearce 1983a).
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Prosocial Behaviour, Altruism & Volunteers

Prosocial behaviour is largely concerned with voluntary helping behaviours intended to
sustain the well-being of others (e.g. charitable donations, rescue) without restriction in
other kinds of potential benefits for the actor (Rushton 1980, Eisenberg & Fabes
1991). Although early developments in the field were closely associated with .studies
on bystander intervention (e.g. Latane & Darley 1970), more recent developments have
concerned the existence of altruism as the underlying motive for prosocial acts (e.g.
Batson 1987, Bar-Tal 1984) and its link to childhood socialisation patterns, empathy

and affective mood states (e.g. Grusec 1991, Eisenberg & Fabes 1991, Salovey et al

1991).

Despite an extensive literature, no single theory exists to explain the variety of help-
related behaviour (Warren & Walker 1991). Prosocial behaviour has drawn on general
psychological theories of ‘“attribution’ (Weiner 1980), ‘equity’ (Walster et al 1978) and
‘social learning’ (Bandura 1971), alongside ‘in-house’ theories based on ‘empathy’
(Aronteed 1968), ‘intervention decisions’ (Latane & Darley 1970), ‘social
responsibility’ (Gouldner 1960) and ‘helping norms’ (Schwartz 1977). Although not
directly applied to volunteers, these explanations have attempted to explain the decision
to help and difterential rates of helping trom the perspective ot both helpers and helped
(for review see Smithson et al 1983). For example, ‘promotive tension theory’
(Hornstein 1976), explains helping in terms of an awareness of ‘we’ bonds through
which people identify common problems. Where researchers have focused on
volunteers this has largely arisen through their general interest in altruism, alongside a

general concern to move towards more field-based studies with a view to investigating

different types of helping (Smithson et al 1983).

A key distinction, however, is made between ‘spontaneous’ and ‘non-spontaneous’
forms of helpfulness (e.g. Benson er al 1980, Amato 1985). This is similar to the

structural distinction between informal and formal voluntary participation. The former
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s typically characterised by situations in which people have had to instantaneously
decide whether to offer help to someone in distress (i.e. bystanders). Non-
Spontaneous situations, however, are those where people decide whether to offer
continued help over time (Amato 1985). While reviews on ‘spontaneous’ research
have provided little evidence of dispositional (as opposed to situational) factors
influencing helping behaviour, volunteering is one area in which dispositional factors
are thought to be important and more salient (for review see Clary & Snyder 1991).
o

Originally coined by Auguste Comte to define an unselfish regard for the welfare of
others (Wispe 1978), authors have argued for the existence of altruism in prosocial
behaviour with reference to its ecological validity, ideological influence (e.g. ‘The
Good Samaritan’) (Rushton 1980) and its cognitive / affective determinants (e.g.
Eisenberg 1986). Sociobiological research has proposed a genetic basis for altruistic
behaviour (Dawkins 1976) through the constructs of ‘inclusive fitness’ and ‘reciprocal
altruism’ (for reviews see Barash 1982, Krebs 1970). Although also used to explain
life threatening behaviour (e.g. heroism), many behaviours which apparently counter
an individual's reproductive success are interpreted as being inherently altruistic (e.g.
food sharing, infant care). Lea ef al (1987) and Unger (1991), both linked this
sociobiological model to anthropological evidence and proposed that altruistic acts are
usually reserved for close kin or neighbours and greater differential helping amongst
friends (Eberhard 1975, Bar-Tal 1976), for those with a shared social identity (Batson
et al 1979) and an underlying rationale behind the ‘welfare state’. In major reviews,
however, authors highlight that although both cognitive (e.g. moral judgements) and
affective (e.g. sympathy, empathy) components have been cited as determinants of
altruistic behaviour, there is considerable disagreement concerning their respective

contribution to its development and maintenance 1n specific contexts (see Staub 1984,

Eisenberg 1986).
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T'he notion that volunteering is primarily altruistically motivated is central to : many
definitions of the phenomenon ; interpretations of research findings (e.g. Rosenhan
1970, Howarth 1976, Wiehe & Isenhour 1977, Henderson 1981, Jenner 1981, Unger
1991) ; proponents arguing for its existence as a stable personality trait (e.g. Allen &
Rushton 1983, Oliner & Oliner 1988) ; and in research classifying motives in terms of a
dichotomous selfish vs selfless orientation (e.g. Rubin & Thorelli 1984). Much of the
controversy on the topic, however, has stemmed from definitional issues and the
variety of behaviour that altruism has been used to explain, as well as, its
metatheoretical assumptions about ‘human nature’. In these respects, a number of

influential reviews and studies have criticised its application to volunteers (e.g. Smith

1981, Pearce 1993).

Altruism 1s most commonly defined as other-directed behaviour without the expectation
of personal benefit, or as an exchange in which the potential costs of maintaining
behaviour outweigh its apparent benefits (Eisenberg 1986). A supporting argument is
the empathy-altruism hypothesis which argues that because we are capable of knowing
others mental states, we are capable of caring about their welfare tor their sake and not
our own (Batson et al 1988, Batson & Oleson 1991). Although Wispe (1986), argues
that many researchers simply confuse empathy (1.e. subjective knowledge) with
sympathy (relating), the above hypothesis has been used to counter the paradigm of
universal egoism in psychology. This asserts that all behaviour i1s fundamentally self-
serving (Wallach & Wallach 1983). Hence a counter argument 1s the aversive-arousal
reduction hypothesis (e.g. Piliavin et al 1981, Dovidio et al 1990). This argues that
empathically aroused helpers act to reduce their own aversive emotion to the suffering
of others. In this instance, altruism 1s simply a special case of hedonism (Cialdini et al
1987). Early dichotomous accounts in prosocial research stressed ego-oriented motives
and found that participation was motivated by a narrow personal interest in
organisational experience, or a broader interest 1n organisational goals (Allport 1945,

Jacoby 1966). For example, Allport (1945), speculated that individuals participated
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either for ego-defence (e.g. safety, moral superiority) or ego-extension (e.g. personal
development). Conversely, Jacoby (1966) emphasised that participation was a means

of either extending social relationships or organisational goals.

Applied to volunteers, however, altruism clearly implies that participation is
fundamentally self-sacrificial and people volunteer for no apparent personal reward
(Bar-Tal 1976, Hotfman 1981). Yet to date, no empirical evidence supports this
hypothesis despite all assertions to the contrary (Smith 1981). According to Pearce
(1993), many simply confuse altruism with wider prosocial motives which only imply
that volunteering may be undertaken to enhance others well-being without restriction in
benefits for the actor. Hence others have used alternative constructs such as prosocial
orientation (Staub 1984) and moral obligation (Schwartz 1977) instead of altruism.
This, nevertheless, reinforces the view that volunteering 1s associated with value
judgements and 1deological intluences (Uzzell 1983). As we shall see below, this i1s
also consistent with dominant explanations in the fields of work motivation and
commitment which have dealt with volunteering sometimes more by implication than
design. This is despite the fact that theorists such as Etzoni (1961/1975) and Clark &
Wilson (1961) developed their work using volunteer populations (Pearce 1993). As
opposed to the search for some definitive reason based upon a simple conceptual
dichotomy, participation has been shown to be a decidedly more complex process

which often eludes a definitive answer to the ‘big’ question of ‘why’.

Work Motivation

Basic Needs & Process Models

Research on volunteer motivation has also developed within the voluminous literature
in organisational psychology through a range of theories adapted to explain work
motivation at different levels of analysis. Although the primary emphasis of this
literature is concerned with employee behaviour these theories have been very

influential in volunteer-based research (Pearce 1993). Theories of work motivation
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have generally ranged from content theories, focusing on what in the individual or

environment energises behaviour, to process models which attempt to explain how
behaviour is targeted and sustained. While the former have been concerned with ‘basic
need’ approaches which stress biological, cultural and structural factors, the latter are
more closely concerned with work-oriented attitudes, values and goals. A common
feature of process approaches therefore is their attempt to relate what people value in
their work to concepts such as satisfaction and commitment instead of ‘basic’ human

motives. (Schein 1988).

Early theoretical attempts in ‘scientific management’ largely embodied managerial
assumptions that individuals were ‘rationally’ motivated to maximise financial gain
(e.g. Taylor 1911/1947). The ‘Hawthorne Studies’ (Mayo 1933, 1949, Roethlisberger
& Dickson 1949) and Trist & Bamforth (1951), however, articulated a ‘human
relations’ approach which illustrated how social context, group norms, social
recognition and interpersonal relationships were prominent sources of social needs
outside of individualistic economic models. Subsequent theories, however, were

largely intluenced by Maslow's (1954/1970) hierarchical ‘basic needs’ approach.

For Maslow, ‘needs’ were arranged hierarchically from the physiological to those of
satety (material and interpersonal), affiliation, selt-esteem and self-actualisation. In this
model, the higher order needs (e.g. selt-esteem) became salient only once lower order
needs had been satisfied. Alderfer (1972) redefined Maslow's hierarchy into three
basic categories where °‘needs’ were classified in terms of existence (e.g.
physiological), relatedness (e.g. affiliation) and personal growth (e.g. self-esteem).
Alderfer's categories were similar to those of McClelland's (1961, 1971) early theory
of ‘achievement-motivation’, in which behaviour was directed towards meeting
personal standards of success. McClelland, however, omitted Maslow's physiological
dimension and outlined needs for power (e.g. satety), atfiliation and achievement (e.g.

self-esteem). In this approach behaviour was assumed to vary according to the
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intensity of the need across different situations. However, although these theories
drew attention to a variety of potentially salient motives and incorporated a

developmental perspective to motivation, the evidence for hierarchical ordering has

been found to be relatively weak (e.g. Wanous & Zwany 1977).

Herzberg's (1966) ‘two-factor’ theory straddled ‘basic needs’ and process models and
proposed that there were qualitative differences between the determinants of job
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. While satisfaction was determined by intrinsic factors
(1.e. worker / job 1interaction), dissatisfaction was influenced by extrinsic factors (e.g.
pay, administration). This approach spawned a number of derivative theories which
viewed motivation and satisfaction through the structural properties of specific types of
jobs. For example, Hackman & Oldham's (1976) model of job enrichment related job
dimensions (e.g. skill variety, task identity and significance, autonomy and feedback)
to ‘critical’ psychological states. The latter retlected the degree to which people
experienced jobs as meaningful, involving a sense of personal responsibility and
feedback on the effectiveness of their efforts. If realised, these ‘critical states’ resulted
in highly desired outcomes for the individual (internal satisfaction) and organisation
(high quality performance, low absenteeism and turnover). Parallel with these
developments, other approaches to work motivation were developed 1n social and
cognitive psychology. For example, ‘expectancy’ models which derived from
Vroom's (1964) path-goal approach focused on the perceived consequences of actions
in terms of reward and punishment (Warr 1985). Here people subjectively defined

their situation and exerted effort in relation to the degree to which 1t was instrumental 1n

attaining desired goals.

Work satisfaction of course is one of the oldest and most controversial topics in
occupational psychology and refers to the quality of the work environment (Landy &
Trumbo 1985). The concept has been associated with a range of personal (e.g. age,

mental health) and situational (e.g. job status, content, supervision) antecedents, and
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consequences (e.g. absenteeism). In these respects, general models of work
motivation and satisfaction have provided a useful insight into exactly what it is about
work 1n general and employment in particular, that people value relative to other
sources of human activity. For example, for Jahoda & Rush (1980), employment is
the most compelling institutionalised form of ‘work’ which satisfies ‘basic’ human
needs through its manifest (i.e. intended) and latent (i.e. unintended) consequences.
Although 1ts manifest function is economic it has a number of latent by-products : social
contact, status, activity, purposetulness, control and time structure. Although other
formal and informal work-related activities outwith employment (e.g. volunteering)
may also provide access to these ‘latent’ functions (e.g. as demonstrated by Fryer &
Payne's (1984) proactive ‘unemployed’), none are thought to be as compelling as
employment because of its manifest function. These latent functions serve as
institutional supports critical in maintaining positive mental health and psychdlogical
well-being and Jahoda's approach has been the dominant socio-psychological
explanation of the generally negative psychological consequences ‘caused’ by

unemployment (see Fryer & Payne 1986).

Close parallels exist with Jahoda's ‘deprivation account and other contemporary
approaches. For example, Warr (1987) outlined a nine-factor ‘vitamin’ model which
linked a range of environmental factors to psychological well-being. Using this
framework, Warr emphasised the value of employment in providing increments in the
following factors : the opportunity for control, skill use and interpersonal contact ;
external goal and task demands ; variety ; environmental clarity ; the availability of
money ; physical security ; and valued social position. Like Jahoda's account, Warr's
approach emphasises the importance of psychologistic factors in explaining the
generally detrimental psychological impact of unemployment at the expense of material

deprivation and poverty. Both accounts have been criticised on these grounds as well

as others (see Fryer 1986, 1991).
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Reviews of work motivation, however, point to the continuing failure to generate
comprehensive theories which are inclusive of both employee and non-employee
populations, and which also account for participation over time on the basis of people's
own Interpretation of their actions in specific social contexts (e.g. Warr 1985). Pearce
(1993), highlighted that while work motivation theories have largely looked at
employee motivation, researchers on volunteers have largely focused on ‘basic need’
theories and why people initially volunteer. She pointed out that, not only have
motivational theories diversified beyond basic needs approaches but there remains a
relatively sparse literature on why people choose particular occupations, while the
question of why people initially volunteer remains a dominant theme 1n the literature.
In this respect, researchers on volunteers have generally 1gnored the 1ssue of how
volunteering 1s targeted and sustained over time. A related criticism is also that while
process theories of motivation have at least attempted to account for sources of work
dissatisfaction, studies of volunteers have been largely confined to studies of
satisfaction, ignoring the demands placed upon volunteers in their organisational

environments.

Social Exchange & Incentive Models of Motivation

The above discussion raises the broader question of how to evaluate participation in
terms of both its positive and negative aspects. Orum (1974) and Uzzell (1983), 1n
reviews of the political protest literature suggested that six major theories have been
used to account for individual participation : role theory ; status inconsistency ;
cumulative and relative deprivation ; rising expectations ; and social 1solation. Role
theory simply assumes that individuals value different societal roles (Bailey 1973),
while the remainder are largely reductionist and assume that conflicting norms,
expectations and relative deprivation generate psychological tension which causally
promotes active participation (Uzzell 1983). For example, Milbrath (1965) utilised a

need-based, drive-reductionist model to explain political motives which took no account

of the social context of participation (Uzzell 1983).



24

Current influential reviews, however, highlight the suitability of applying a synthesis of
elements of social exchange / incentive theory to look at questions of participation (e.g.
Smith 1981, Wandersman 1981, et al 1987). For Emerson (1976, 1987), social
exchange theory was concerned with person-environment relations and not so much a
theory per se but a framework of embedded theories looking at social interaction from
different levels of analysis along an individual-collective continuum (e.g. Ekeh 1974,
Chadwick-Jones 1976, Gergen et al 1980). For example, while Homans (1961),
explained social phenomena using the reductionist, reinforcement principles of
behavioural psychology, others have focused on the emergent properties of exchange in
interpersonal behaviour (e.g. Thibaut & Kelly 1959, 1978), equity (e.g. Adams 1963)
and power / exploitation (e.g. Blau 1964). The purpose of conceptualising
organisational behaviour as an exchange network 1s to emphasise the different kinds of
exchanges perceived by volunteers as they attect organisational survival (Gluck 1975).
Social exchange has been applied to political behaviour (Curry & Wade 1968), inter-
organisational relations (Levine & White 1961), worker co-operatives (Cornforth et al
1988, Oliver 1984a) and more recently to neighbourhood participation (Smith 1981),

looking at exchange from the perspective of participants (Wandersman et al 1987).

Inherent to all of the above approaches i1s the assumption that social interaction 1s
sustained by individual self-interest and the rewards (or benefits) obtained from
behaviour. The value placed on social interaction 1s described by the notion of reward-
cost interdependence, which refers to the perceived comparison of self vs others
investment of personal resources (e.g. Homans 1961, Adams 1963). Differences in
interdependence patterns are viewed as responsible for phenomena such as. social
status, competition and co-operation, and group cohesiveness. The concept of
‘distributive justice’ was developed to define situations where behaviour should reflect

a perceived fairness in the ratio of profits to investments (Homans 1961).
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Social exchange implies reciprocity and assumes that individuals have a variety of
needs, drives or goals, some of which they perceive can be best attained through
participation (Gluck 1975). In this case, organisational behaviour is viewed as a series
of symbolic transactions where individuals exchange resources (e.g. time) for other
things that they value (e.g. love, esteem). Volunteering like other co-operative
behaviours 1s then assumed to be based on reciprocal exchange and mutual
interdependence : where volunteers respond to potential costs and benefits, and trade
personal resources such as time, finance and other labour market resources to
participate (Piliavin et al 1981, Klandermans 1984). From this perspective,
volunteering also has a developmental dimension. Participation is seen as being in a
continual process of re-negotiation over what people consciously evaluate and re-
evaluate as the benetits and costs of participation (Pearce 1983a). This suggests that if
we are to understand volunteering in community enterprise we must focus on the types

of benetits and costs that people perceive characterise their participation.

Benefits are typically detined 1n terms of socially administered positive reinforcers (e.g.
gratitude), while costs have two meanings : as socially aversive stimuli which detract
from the quality of direct participation, or in the form of lost opportunities and ‘benefits
foregone’ (e.g. wasted time) (Emerson 1976). Costs clearly imply that there are limits
to what people will invest as volunteers. The greater the costs of volunteering in terms
of time and performance-related demands, the less likely that people will perceive the
benefits as being adequate to sustain their continued participation. In some forms of
participation these costs are assumed to be greater by virtue of what 1s required to
manage different types of organisation and activity. This assumes that people will
participate on the basis of less costly courses of action and ultimately opt for those

types which they perceive will maximise their benefit / cost investment.

An enduring criticism of social exchange theories, however, concerns their assumption

of reciprocity and their apparent inability to explain participation for no tangible
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personal rewards (e.g. altruism) (Blau 1964, Gouldner 1960). Emerson (1976)
counters this with the view that however unintended, participation does nevertheless
bring some form of personal return. Ng (1980) also criticises theories for their rather
‘naive’ assumption that alternative opportunities and courses of action are open to those
in relatively powerless groups. For example, to attain better housing, jobs and
atfordable credit through other means outwith participation. Further problems also
concern the subjective psychological utility (i.e. outcomes) derived from exchange and
how to place some tframework which clearly specifies the ‘value’ of benefits and costs,
"..which has a non-arbitrary origin and unit of measurement.." (Emerson 1987, p.13).
In this respect, however, social exchange has been wedded to various incentive-based
approaches which incorporate 1t's assumptions (Rich 1980) and emphasise that
organisations require mechanisms to attract and sustain participation (Gluck 1975). It
was how these notions of exchange and incentive operated in collective contexts that led

Olson (1965/1973) to propose his theory of collective goods.

Collective Action : The Theory of Collective Goods

Olson (1965/1973) defined public goods as those that can only be provided collectively
(e.g. schools, roads) and made available to all irrespective of individual contributions
towards their financial cost (i.e. nondivisible). Given that individual contributions
towards the cost of the good (e.g. taxes) do not ultimately etfect their provision, there
is hypothesised to be no a priori ‘rational’ incentive for voluntary contribution outwith
individual self-interest (O'Brien 1974). Olson (1965/1973) applied similar premises to
organisational behaviour and defined collective action as interest group activities
designed to produce collective goods. Influential reviews in political economy (e.g.
O'Brien 1974 1975, Rich 1980), sociology (e.g. Smith 1981, Oliver 1984b)
community (e.g. Wandersman 1981, et al 1987) and economic psychology (e.g.

Unger 1991) have all treated participation in neighbourhood-based organisations as

forms of collective action designed to pursue collective goods.
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In community enterprise, collective goods refer to goods available to all irrespective of
any one individual's contribution toward securing the good (Rich 1980). Residents
will benefit if everyone contributes towards providing improved services in areas such
as housing. However, since collective goods are non-divisible and individual
contributions do not effect their provision there is hypothesised to be no ‘rafional’
Incentive to contribute towards collective efforts to secure the good. When individuals
opt for non-contribution this has been referred to as ‘free riding’ (Coleman 1987). For
Olson (1965/1973) ‘free riding’ was dependent on group size, where ‘group’ was
defined as all individuals in a relevant population (e.g. neighbourhood) with some
interest 1n the collective good. This has been applied to non-volunteer members and
potentially eligible members (i.e. residents) of a particular group (e.g. Walsh &
Warland 1983, Klandermans & Oegma 1987). In ‘large’ groups, it was hypothesised
that although free riders have no appreciably negative impact on production, the costs
of participation outweigh the benefits because of a smaller share of the collective good.
However, in the smaller groups characteristic of neighbourhood-based organisations,
although free-riders have potentially have a greater impact on production this is
outweighed by the benefits of a greater share of the collective good (Rich 1930, Oliver
1984b). Hence the idea that larger groups (e.g. towns, cities) are less likely to support
collective action. Although this view has been criticised in recent reviews (Hardin
1982), it is consistent with prosocial literature on how the presence ot others,

influences the propensity to help (Latane & Nida 1981).

To overcome free-riders, residents must be encouraged to volunteer. This 1s achieved
by providing them with collective incentives (e.g. better housing) available to all
members and non-members regardless of their individual contributions towards
securing the collective good. Not only must they value the good 1n order to initiate
organisational participation but also perceive that the potential of achieving this 1s
relatively high compared to the potential time and energy costs. However, since

collective incentives do not overcome the free-rider problem, Olson, suggested that
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residents will not participate unless organisations also offer a series of selective
Incentives only available to volunteers (Rich 1980). This focuses the attention on
specific aspects of volunteers role-position and may include such things as social
contact or status (Unger 1991). Their selectivity implies that benetfits are controlled,

consistent with view of collective action as a exchange network (Sharp 1978).

Olson 1ncentive-based approach was similar to that of Gluck (1975), who also

distinguished between the object and value of organisational incentives. Object referred

to the distinction between incentives sought for either self or others, while value applied
to 1incentives such as money, social contact and prestige. The latter were further
distinguished between those that were tangible (e.g. financial) and intangible (e.g.
prestige), consistent with Olson (1.e. tangible collective and intangible selective,
incentives respectively) and the seminal incentive-based approach of Clark & Wilson
(1961). The latter authors were interested in why people valued work and their
attitudes towards it in relation to other activities. They proposed that people valued
work for instrumental, social, and purposive reasons. Later refinements have also

included the category of ‘control’ (e.g. Cornforth et al 1988), derived trom the work

of Etzoni (197)5).

One major criticism of incentive-based approaches, however, has concerned their often
ambiguous classification criteria (Gluck 1975). In this study, consistent with previous
incentive-based research the following definitions of Clark & Wilson's approach hold.
Firstly, instrumental motives directly refer to the provision of some good / service with
direct or translatable monetary value (e.g. improved housing, collective achievement,
personal influence). The common characteristic of other types of motives 1s their
independence of individual materialism and collective organisational achievement.
Hence social motives refer to the consequences of interaction (e.g. triendship, shared
values and group identification) ; purposive motives refer to suprapersonal goals and

the expression of important values or i1deologies (e.g. helping others, organisational
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identification, neighbourhood threat / need) ; and control motives refer to personal
influence at a task level (e.g. learning). Within this framework participatory costs and
benefits are the combination of one or more of the above categories and different
organisations may be characterised by different types of motives. This framework is
entirely consistent with contemporary prosocial approaches to volunteering. For
example, Clary & Snyder (1991) comprehensively list volunteer motives under four

primary headings : value-expressive, social-adjustive, ego-defensive and knowledge-

based.

While Olson (1965/1973), was largely concerned with the initial process of
participation, others have applied stage models (e.g. Gluck 1975, Rich 1980 and
Pearce 1983a). Pearce (1933a), argued that when organisations recruit volunteers they
appeal to what they assume to be their members reasons for volunteering. However,
the very experience of participation may itself change the very reasons why people
volunteer. Hence the benefits that people initially expect from volunteering ére not
necessarily those that become salient to them once they are volunteers. For Pearce, this
shift in benefits, if not anticipated can have disastrous consequences in organisations

who fail to accommodate the needs of their participants (e.g. drop-out).

In this respect, Gluck (1975), distinguished between recruitment, continuance and
retention exchanges. Recruitment exchanges focused on 1nitial volunteer attraction and
the inducements which stimulate participation, and otfset potential costs and alternative
opportunities. Continuance exchanges, however, are applied to ongoing participation
in terms of the contributions volunteers make to the organisation. These are
hypothesised to represent the wa<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>