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“And who is my neighbor?” Jesus replied, “A man was going down from
Jerusalem to Jericho, and he fell among robbers, who stripped him and
beat him, and departed, leaving him half dead. Now by chance a priest
was going down the road; and when he saw him he passed by on the other
side. So likewise a Levite, when he came to the place and saw him, passed
by on the other side. But a Samaritan, as he journeyed, came to where he
was; and when he saw him, he had compassion, and went to him and bound
his wounds, pouring on oil and wine; then he set him on his own beast
and brought him to an inn, and took care of him. And the next day he took
out two dennarii and gave them to the innkeeper, saying, ‘Take care of
him; and whatever more you spend, I will repay you when I come back.’
Which of these three, do you think, proved neighbor to him who fell
-among the robbers? Hesaid; “The one who showed mercy-en-him.”-And
Jesus said to him, “Go and do likewise.” (Luke 10:29-37, RSV)
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This well-known parable has served as an inspiration for countless

E. Gil Clary and Mark Snyder iz1

models (Bryan & Test, 1967). At the same time, it has not provided

generations of Sunday school studenis—and for at least one generalion
of social psychologists. For, in this elegarnt story, we have the basis for
several important questions surrounding helping behavior (see Darley
& Batson, 1973} Does the salience of religious and ethical beliefs
promote helpfulness? Is the pressure of time responsible for failures to
help? Are some types of religious people particularly likely to render
aid? The parable can also be viewed as exemplary of a particular form
of helping behavior, that which occurs in spontaneous helping situa-
tions. The situation was one in which potential helpers—the priest,
Levite, and Samaritan—were exposed to an unexpected opportunity to
help and required to quickly and immediately decide whether to offer
assistance, The parable, however, contains another component, one that
we draw on for our inspiration. In the story, the Samaritan not only
experienced compassion, approached the victim, and attended to his
wounds, but he also transported him to an inn, stayed with him for a
period of time, and saw to his needs for the immediate future. The
Samaritan, in other words, also engaged in sustained helpfulness and
exhibited a continued commitment to the victim’s care, and these latter
acts, we might reasonably assume, occurred under nonspontaneous
conditions.

SPONTANEQUS AND NONSPONTANECUS HELPING

The parable of the Good Samaritan then might be taken as exemplary
of two major types of helping behavior-—spontaneous and nonsponta-
ncous helpfulness. Psychological research on helping behavior has
largely focused on spontaneous situations, where subjects, most often
college students in laboratory settings, are first exposed to situations
(the independent variables manipulated in these studies) in which they
must quickly decide whether to engage in a brief and limited act of help

much evidence of dispositional influences on helping behavior (e.g.,
Darley & Batson, 1973). X '

In comparison, nonspontaneous helping situations have quite differ-
ent characteristics. They are marked by circumstances in which poten-
tial helpers have time {o decide whether and how to help. Very often, in
such cases, helpers actually seek out, rather than react to, an opportunity
to help. Moreover, these situations frequently involve giving aid for an
extended time (Benson et al., 1980). Perhaps the best examples of
nonspontaneous helping activity are found in people involved in volun-
teer work on an ongoing basis, for example, providing leadership to
youth groups, health care and companionship to the sick or elderly, or
counseling to those with psychological difficulties.

For whatever reason, nonspontaneous helping situations have not
received the same empirical scrutiny that spontaneous ones have (see
Smithson, Amato, & Pearce, 1983). Nevertheless, there are several rea-
sons that examination of nonspontaneous helping situations might just
be of interest to personality and social psychologists. First, there has
been some question about the influence of dispositional factors on help-
ing behavior, as research (at1cast that conducted in spontaneous helping
situations) has generally not supported dispositional approaches. How-
ever, it has been argued that relations between dispositions and helping
will be obtained if one examines nonspontaneous situations. As Benson
et al. (1980, p. 89) observed, the nonspontaneous helping situation
“calls for considerably more planning, sorting out of priorities, and
matching of personal capabilities and interests with the type of inter-
vention.” If this is the case, then we should find dispositional factors
exerting a much greater influence on decisions in nonspontancous
situations, relative to their influence in spontaneocus situations. For now,
suffice it to say that there is some support for this proposition (e.g.,
Allen & Rushton, 1983; Benson et al., 1980); later sections of this
chapter consider this literature in more detail.

{the dependent variable measured in these studies). The emphasis in this
research, as noted by several reviewers (Bar-Tal, 1984; Benson et al.,
1980; Krebs & Miller, 1985), has been on highly salient situational cues

.. . c ok e
--that affect the spontaneous decisicon o help for a relatively brief and

limited period of time. This approach to studying helping behavior has
successfully identified several important situational influences on help-

ing behavior, including the presence of others (Latané & Darley, 1970},

the pressure of time (Darley & Batson, 1973), and exposure to helpful

A second reason for examining nonspontaneous helping situations
derives from the fact that interest in causal factors located within the
person (e.g., dispositions) cventually leads to a concern with motiva-
tion. Certainly, much of the research on helping behavior is directed at
motivational questions, as the questions “why do people help?” and
“why do people fail to help?” are, at heart, questions of motivation. Yet,
by focusing on spontancous situations, questions of motivation tend to

be limited to asking why people help in response to unexpected need
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situations. Nonspontaneous helping situations force us to address addi-
tional questions. For example, why didn’t the Good Samaritan stop after
giving immediate aid? Why did he continue and take the victim to the

inn? Why did the Samaritan then stay with the victim until the next day?

And why did he ensure continued care for the victim? Thus nonsponta-
neous helping situations raise a whole host of motivational questions
and signal the complexity of the motivational factors that may come
into play in helping behavior that is sustained and continuing over time.

Third, nonspontaneous helping behavior generally, and participation
in volunteer work as a prototypic instance of nonspontaneous helping
behavior, are important events in their own right. Volunteer activity is
a significant social phenomenon——the most recent Gallup Poll on vol-
unteer activity estimated that 80 million American adults engaged in
volunteering in 1987, with approximately 21 million giving five or

more hours per week (Independent Sector, 1988). Further, volunteer -

work encompasses a wide variety of specific activities, ranging from
baby-sitting the children of one’s neighbor to delivering meals to the
homebound to tutoring illiterate adults. Volunteerism, it should also be
emphasized, involves one of those discrepancies between beliefs and
actions so familiar to personality and social psychologists, as volunteer
work is an activity that nearly everyone favors but in which a consid-
erably smaller number actually participates (Independent Sector, 1988).
In other words, the motives for nonspontaneous help are apparently

present and widespread, but less frequently are those motives iranslated

into action.

In sum, examination of nonspontaneous help, and particularly par-
ticipation in volunteer work, promises to provide new perspectives on
helping behavior, as it poses some fundamentally important questions
about the nature of helpfulness. What processes guide people when they
seek out helping opportunities? Are these processes different from the
processes involved in reacting to an unexpected helping situation? What
factors are implicated in decisions to offer one’s help over extended
periods of time? And, having engaged in an initial helping act, what
leads to continued and sustained helpfulness? In this chapter, we will
examine some of these guestions and issues, both theoretically and
empirically, by focusing on the specific case of volunteer work. We will
do so from a particular perspective, that of functional analysis, whose
defining features we will now present.

and. digpositions.-And- attitudes-serving an ¢
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A FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS OF NONSPONTANEQUS HELP

Clearly, the questions.that arise in-thinking about volunteer work as
continued, sustained, nonspontancous help are fundamentally motiva-
tional in nature. That is, they ask about the motives that are involved
when one decides whether to commit oneself to an ongoing task and
then must regularly decide whether or not to continue to participate in
it. How then are questions such as these, which concern the motiva-
tional foundations of volunteerism, to be addressed? One approach we
have found promising builds on the strategy of functional analysis. By
definition, a functional analysis is concerned with the reasons and
purposes that underlie and generate psychological phenomena—the
personal and social needs, plans, goals, and functions being served by
people’s beliefs and their actions (e.g., Snyder, 1988). Accordingly, a
functional analysis of volunteerism is concerned with the needs being
met, the motives being fulfilled, and social and psychological functions
being served by the activities of those people who engage in volunteer
work.

In personality and social psychology, the functional approach is
most strongly identified with theories of attitudes and persuasion
(e.g., Herek, 1987; D. Katz, 1960; M. B, Smith, Bruner, & White, 1956;
Snyder & DeBono, 1987, 1989). To the question, “Of what use to people
are their attitudes?” the functional theorists responded by addressing

. the means by which attitudes might help meet needs, execute plans, and

achieve goals and by proposing that people may hold the same attitudes
or engage in apparently similar behaviors for very different motiva-
tional reasons and to serve quite different psychological functions.
Although functional theorists have tended to emphasize their own
preferred sets of functions, certain ones occur with some regularity
across diverse functional approaches to attitudes and persuasion. Some
attitudes are thought to serve a knowledge function, bringing a sense
of understanding of the social world. Other attitudes may help people
fit info important social situations; as such, they are thought to serve a
social-adjustive function. Attitudes serving a value-expressive function
are thought to help a person express deeply held values, convictions,

n-defaneiva funnt
: SEO-GEIENSIVE TURCION are
said to help protect the person from accepting undesirable or threaten-
ing truths aboult the self.

This list is by no means exhaustive of the personal and social

functions that have been ascribed to attitudes, because other fanctions

........ oLV aiE A
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have been proposed, and even some on this list have received other

E. Gil Clary and Mark Snyder s

for example, Staub’s (1978, 1984) prosocial orientation as a personal

labels. Nevertheless, the functions on this list have both theorcticat
roots (e.g., D. Katz, 1960, has argued that they embody the themes's
the major theoretical views of human nature) and empirical foundation
(e.g., Herek, 1987, has asserted that they emerge empirically from his.
studies of aititudes). At the very least, though, this set of functions does-
provide some sense of the flavor of the functional approach. To be sure, -
researchers have experienced some difficulties in testing functional
theories of aititudes (see Kiesler, Collins, & Miller, 1969). Many of
these problems were empirical ones, often having to do with the assess-
ment devices used to measure functions, problems that largely have
been overcome by new and emerging approaches to studying the func-
tional bases of attitudes and persuasion (e.g., Herek, 1987; Shavitt,
1989; Snyder & DeBono, 1987, 1989).

To students of attitudes and persuasion, the functional theories have'_'
been appealing for a host of reasons. Foremost among these reasons are
(a) the functional theories’ explicit concern with the motivational infra-
structure of attitudes, (b) their assertion that the same attitude may serve
different functions for different people, and (c) their implication that
attempts to influence attitudes and change behavior will be successful
to the extent that they address the function being served by the current
attitude.

Each of thesc comsiderations has its counterpart in a functional
analysis of volunteerism, and each promises to reveal the personal an '
social motivational foundations of volunteer activity. Acts of volunteer-
ism that appear to be quite similar on the surface may reflect marked!
different underlying motivational processes, that is, they may be serv-
ing differing personal, social, and psychological functions (see Omoto
& Snyder, 1990). Let us illustrate by using the list of functions we have
abstracted as a heuristic device to consider the diversity of motivations
that may coniribute to volunteerism. In doing so, we make no claim that-
this set of functions contains the only ones relevant to volunteerism
Rather, we take them as a point of depariure and see our task as one'of’
assessing just how good a heuristic device they are for understanding
volunteerism.

godl and Schwartz’s (1977) moral obligation as a personal norm. When'

“voluntéer activity is based o dltrilistic ‘¢onceérn for others in need,
“hitmanitarian vaiues, and/or desires lo coniribute io society, the func-
tional model conceives of such behavior as serving a value-expressive
function for the individual. The idea of a value-expressive function thus
incorporates the general hypothesis that values about other people’s
well-being inflaence helping behavior. At the same time, the functional
model suggests that volunteering is not only guided by the values
themselves but also helps individuals remain true to their conception of
self and allow the expression of deeply held values, convictions, and
personality dispositions.

At other times and for other people, the act of volunteering may
serve a social-adjustive function, reflecting the normative influences
of friends, family, and other significant associates who themselves are
volunteers. This type of motivation also has figured prominently in
several accounts of helpfulness, including Rosenhan's {1970} norma-
tive altruism that is controlled by social rewards and punishments. From
the functional perspective, volunteering may help one fit in and get
along well with important members of one’s reference group. It is, in
this case, a response (o social pressure coming from one’s existing
social network. Additionally, some people may perceive volunteering
as providing a way of expanding their social circles, that is, to make

“rigw social contacts or for new social opportunities.

There also may be cases where volunteering serves an ego-defensive

" finction, helping people to cope with inner conflicts, anxieties, and un-
_certainties concerning personal worth and competence. Ekstein (1978)

discussed several psychoanalytic accounts of helping behavior, noting
that those writers have focused on the mechanisms of guilt, reaction
formations (as defenses against greed and sadism), or narcissism, exhi-
bitionism, and masochism. We might also include here Zuckerman’s
{1973) hypothesis that those with a strong belief in a just world would,

““in'a'time of personal need, help another in order to make themselves

deserving of desirable outcomes. In general, in the case of the ego-
defensive function, some people may look upon volunteering as a way

Consider, first, the often discussed notion that helping behavior
generally, and volunteer work specifically, is motivated by a helper’s
concern for the recipient of help. Frequently, this type of motivationis
discussed in terms of altruism (e.g., Batson, 1987), although other t
orists use different labels and somewhat different conceptualizations,

of providing self-protection—to protect themselves from accepfing the
undesirable or threatening conclusions about the self that might be

—warranted in the absence of the good works of their volunteerism, to
..work on their own psychological problems, or to ensure that they will

deserve, and, therefore, receive, good things in the future.
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Finally, for other people and at other times, service as a volunteer -
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research concerned with voluntary action. Researchers have been in-

may fulfill a knowledge function, whereby greater understanding is
achieved through this kind of activity. For these people, volunteer work .
may provide new insights into the people they have contact with,
thereby satisfying an intellectual curiosity about the world in general.
and the social world in particular. Volunteer activity might also pro:-
vide the opportunity to exercise, andfor practice, knowledge and skills
that otherwise could not be used. In addition to gaining an improved
understanding of the world they live in, or honing specific skills, vol.
unteer work may provide opportunities to acquire new skills and com-
petencies, skills that represent ends in themselves or skills that might
prove useful for a career. In general, it seems that very little work on
this kind of motivation has been conducted in relaticn to helping be-
havior. In the case of volunteer activity, however, this motivation that -
focuses on gaining new understanding (which may be specific in con-.
tent or general) may be especially relevant in the case of volunteer
activities that have “joblike” characteristics and where volunteer and
paid versions of the work coexist (e.g., volunteer and paid firefighters),
Thus a functional analysis incorporates and continues several trends
already present in the literature. Some of the functions share some
features with other theoretical constructs, and the notion that the same
activity may, for different people, serve very different functions has also
been expressed in the literature. It should be clear, then, that participas=

“ju nature, and involvement in neighborhood block organizations (e.g

terested in relations between various factors; qiuite oftén sociological

o0

" Wandersman, Florin, Friedmann, & Meier, 1987), self-help groups
(e.g.. A. H. Katz, 1981), and social movements (e.g., Zald & McCarthy,

1987). In this chapter, however, we will concern ourselves with re-
search that addresses the motivational foundations of involvement in
the more traditional, service-oriented volunteer work—activities where
one assists another directly, often on an individual basis (D, H. Smith,
1974). We do so because it is this type of service-oriented voluntary
action that most clearly fits with conceptions of “helping behavior.”
Furthermore, we believe that such research on motivations ultimately
speaks, albeit at times indirectly, to the utility of an analysis of psycho-
logical functions,

In the review that follows, we will be considering four kinds of
investigations of participation in volunteer work. One kind has relied
on surveys in which respondents have identified themselves as volun-
teers or nonvolunteers and researchers have then compared these groups
on sociological and/or psychological variables. A second kind has
examined volunteers working within organizations (and hence did not
rely on self-reported volunteer status) and then provided descriptions
of the sample without comparisons to a nonvolunteer group. A third kind
of investigation has explicitly compared a group of volunteers with

tion in volunteer activity is a complex phenomenon. And not only may”
the same act serve different functions for different people, the same act
may serve more than one psychological function for the same individ-
ual. Analyzing volunteer work in terms of the functions it serves points
to this compiexity and encourages us to consider the wide range of’
personal and social motivations that promote this form of helping:
behavior. To be sure, the set of functions we have focused on may or
may not be precisely the set of functions. Nevertheless, this set of
functions may serve produnctively as a guiding framework for exammmg

“one of nonvolunteers. And, finally, a fourth kind has focused on a group

of volunteers and compared committed volunteers with less commit-

" ted volunteers, with commitment often operationalized by length of
_service. The first three kinds of studies attempt to answer the question

of why people volunteer and how volunteers differ from nonvol-
unteers motivationally, and the fourth kind addresses the question of
why people continue to volunteer, or, more specifically, the matter of
whether levels of motivation are related to amounts of service. Below,
we discuss studies representative of these four types and their findings

and organizing the literature on volunteerism.

and place them within the framework of a functional analysis.

National Surveys of Volunteers

To date, there is little published research that has explicitly tested.
the functional model. There is, nevertheless, a considerable body Qf-

For several years now, the Gallup organization has been surveying
the American public about their participation in volunteer activities

(_Q_allup organization, 1981, 1986; Independent Sector, 1988). Using a
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broad definition of volunteer work (one that included informally help-
ing one’s friends and neighbors as well as working within a scrvice
organization), the 1981 survey revealed that 52% of the popuiation had
performed some volunteer work during the previous 12 months; the
1985 survey found 48% participation; and the 1988 poll found 45%
involvement. Further, the three surveys have consistently found the
greatest percentages of volunteers in the activity areas of religious
organizations, informal helping, and education. Finally, in terms of
specific tasks, the 1985 and 1988 surveys revealed that the most fre-
quently reported tasks were assisting the elderly or handicapped, acting
as an aide or assistant to a paid employee, baby-sitting, fund-raising,
and serving on committees, Demographic information also has been
obtained from respondents, and people most likely to be involved in
volunteer work are those who are female, White, and under the age of
50: those who are employed, especially those in part-time jobs; and
those who live in suburban and rural environments, Participation also
tends to be positively related to socioeconomic status, as volunteering
increases with education, income, and occupational prestige.

The Gallup surveys also ask respondents to indicate their reasons for
volunteering. Consider, now, the motivations reported in Table 5.1 from
the perspective of our functional analysis. Although the surveys were
not conducted with this framework in mind, there is some indication
that af Jeast some of the functions are involved in volunteers’ participa-
tion. For example, the most frequently indicated reason, “do something
useful; help others,” as well as “religious concerns,” seem consistent
with the value-expressive function. The item “had someone who was
involved or would benefit from it” (e.g., a family member or friend
also was participating or is one of the recipients of the activity) may
well reflect social-adjustive concerns. Further, from the functional
perspective, knowledge concerns may be tapped by the item “wanted
to learn, get experience.” Finally, we wonder if the “feel needed” part

of the item “enjoy the work; feel needed” may be tapping some part of

the ego-defensive function.

Studies of Volunieers

A second attempt at answering questions about the motivations of
volunteers has proceeded by obtaining samples of volunteers through
volunteer organizations. Thus, unlike the national surveys, these studies
do not have to rely on self-reported volunteer status. This kind of study,
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TABLE 5.1 Percentage of Volunteers Reporting Various Reasons for Volun-
- - -teering: National Surveys?- - - o

Reasons e 1981 - 1985 1958
Do something useful; kelp others 45.0 52.0 558
Had an interest in activity, working 35.0 36.0 NP
Enjoy the work; feel needed . 29.0 320 3335
Religious concerns 21.0 27.0 21.8
Had someone who was involved

in the activity, or would benefit from it 23.0 26.0 272
Wanted to learn, get experience;

work experience; help get a job 11.0 10.0 9.4
Had a lot of free time 8.0 10.0 8.6
Previously benefited from activity NI NI | 9.9

a. From the Gallup organization’s national surveys of volunteering conducted for the Independent Sector
in 1981, ‘3985. 1988 (Gallup organization, 1986, Independent Sector, 1988). The survey item was as
follows: “For what reasons did you first become invelved in your volunteer activities” and the abov
reasons were response alternatives, Multiple responses were aliowed. ©
b. NI = question was not included on that year’s survey.

hnv'vever, has focused on a particular group of volunteers, and com-
parisons to nonvolunteers are made only implicitly. Finally, the stud-
tes discussed below have all included measures intended to reflect
v.oluntecrs’ motives, with the measures ranging from the relatively
simple to the more sophisticated.

‘ Jlenner (1982), for example, asked women in the Junior League to
mdicate their reasons for volunteering by selecting one of four re-
sponse options. The most frequently chosen option was belief in the
org_anization’s purpose {46%), followed by the opportunity to do inter-
esting work (25%), a friend’s request to join (16%), and respect for the
people in the organization (14%). Somewhat similarly, Anderson and
Moore (1978) had volunteers {obtained from velunteer recruitment and
referral centers) respond to a 10-item list of reasons, indicating as many

TTEASONS a8 applied: 73% reported that helping ofhers wis involved in

their vollunteering, followed by feeling useful and needed (50.6%),
self-fulfillment (39:3%), personal development (34%), and improving

_the community (32.7%). Fitch’s.(1987) volunteers in college commu-

nity service organizations rated the importance of 20 items designed to



Volunteerism
136

reflect altruism, egoism, or social obligation reasons fqr volunteering.
Here, the highest rated item was an cgoistic o’ne (“It gives me a goqd
feeling or sense of satisfaction to help others™), foﬂov,&:ed by .alfrmsu;
(“I am concerned about those less fortunate than me”), egoistic, an
social obligation (“I would hope someone would help me or my family
if I/we were in similar situations™) reasons. _

Other investigations have focused less on s.eparate 1t§m§ and more
on classes of items, often in terms of altruistic and egoistic motives.
Wiehe and Isenhour (1977) assessed the importance of fqur motiva-
tional categories (for volunteers obtained t-hrough a re(':rmtment z}nd
referral center) and found that the order of 1mp0rtance- (in .descendmg
order) was altruism, personal satisfaction (spend free tl.me ina person(i
ally gratifying manner), self—improve{rlent (upgra.de job skills), an
external demands (club or class requirement). Gidron (1978) asked
volunteers in health and mental health institutions to repf)rt‘the extent
to which they expected to receive several t'yp.es of extrinsic rewards
(rewards the organization controls) and intrmmf: rewards_ (rewards-as—
sociated with volunteers’ subjective interpretatlon).. Whlle two-thlr_ds
of the sample expected two extrinsic rewards (tral.mn.g, 'contact with
other volunteers), the vast majority expectfzd the 1ntr1nsu': re‘wa.rd of
“stressing one’s other-orientation.” Also with respect to intrinsic re-
wards, just under 80% expected “self—deve%o.pment, Ical‘fnmlg, and \_rarl;
ety in life” rewards as well as “opportunities for social interaction

rewards, Finally, in a stady of Red Cross policymaking, administrative,

and operational volunteers, Frisch and Gerrard (1.98'1) factor»ana}}j{zc?d
their motivational items and obtained an aliruistic and an egoistic
factor; further, they found that altruistic motives were the primary ones.

Similarly, based upon surveys that used extens,lve bat‘terles of open-
ended and structured items to ascertain people’s motives for doing
AIDS-related volunteer work, Omoto and Snyder (19'90) found that
value-expressive considerations figure prominently in most AIDS
volunteers’ motivations. Participation in AIDS volunteer wo‘rk gave
them a chance to act on personal values, convictions, agd behefs.—to
do something important to them. Moreover, these fl.lnCEIOIjlal IIllOthE-l-
tions occurred against the background of 1'elevant‘pers0‘nal1ty d15pqs1-
tions. For example, AIDS volunteers motivated by value-expressive

concerns also scored high on measures of nurturance, empathy, and so-
cial responsibility. To be sure, value-expressive functions were nqt the .
only ones served by AIDS-related work. Consisteni with the functional

analysis, other motives were present in varying degrees, suggesting that
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the same acts of volunteerism may serve quite different psychological
functions. Functions other than the value-expressive ones, however,
were relatively less important overall.

Clearly, these studies have relied on different kinds of volunteers
and have used different measuring instruments. Some consistencies,
however, have emerged and are interpretable within the functional
framework. First, the volunteers in these investigations report the im-
portance of altruism, or the value-expressive function, as a factor in
their involvement. Second, these investigations also found evidence for
other motives, many lumping these together under the egoistic label,
although some did make distinctions among self-oriented motives (e.g.,
Gidron, 1978). Finally, several studies reported relations between age
and some of the motives. Volunteers who were younger, relative to the
other age groups, were more likely to report that the motives of gaining
career-related experiences, making social contacts, and learning and
self-development were moderately important (Anderson & Moore,
1978, Frisch & Gerrard, 1981; Gidron, 1978; Wiche & Isenhour, 1977);
older volunteers (over 55 years) in Gidron's study (1978) were some-
what more likely to view volunteering as a way of maintaining contact
with their community. It is interesting that these findings suggest the
importance of some needs and functions may well vary with one’s life
situation and/or stage of development. At the same time, these studies
argue that value-expressive needs are a consistent feature of volunteer

“activity.

Comparisons of Volunteers and Nonvolunteers

A third type of study has proceeded by explicitly comparing volfun-
teers with nonvolunteers on several dimensions. For example, in a
comparison of male members of rescue squads and Big Brothers with
male nonvolunteers on responses to the 16 PF (an omnibus personality
inventory), B.M.M. Smith and Nelson (1975) found that volunteers
were more exiraverted, lower on need for autonomy, and (for older
volunteers) had greater ego strength, And Pearce (1983) compared
volunteer and paid employees engaged in the same kind of activity

{newspaper, poverty relief, family planning, or fire department) and
found the volunteers to have higher levels of service {e.g., “a chance to
make a real contribution”) and social (e.g., “working with people I

..like”) motivations than paid workers; the two groups of workers did not

differ on intrinsic motivation (e.g., “enjoyment of Jjust doing the work™).
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One investigation deserving particular attention is Oliner and
Oliner’s (1988} extensive comparison of (authemicaf:ed) rescuers of
Jews in Nazi-occupied Europe and nonrescuers. They 101-1nd th_at rescu-
ers were higher on social responsibility and prosocial action oriemau.on
measures, more internal in their locus of control, and more responsive
to the pain and suffering of others than NONIESCUETS. Overall, rescuers
exhibited what Oliner and Oliner call the capacity for e.xt_e-nswe rela-
tionships (stronger feelings of attachment to and responsibility for oth-
ers, including nonfamily and nonfriends), whereas NONIESCUETS Were
marked by constrictedness (centered on themselves and their small
circle of family and friends). Rescuers’ actions also appeared to l?c
rooted in different developmental experiences and catalyzed by dif-
ferent factors. Specifically, some rescuers’ (37%) first act .of rescue
illustrated an empathic orientation (i.e., motivated by a direct con-
nection to a victim, tied to an emotional reaction to an externa_l eve-nt);
for others (11%), their first act reflected a principled oricntatm{l (1..e.,
motivated by the violation of fundamental principles, such as justice
and care); however, the majority (52%) of rescuers acted-ou't .of a
normocentric orientation (i.e., motivated by obligations to a significant
social group).

Other studies have gone beyond a dichotomous volunteer-nonvolunteer
distinction and obtained overall indices of participation in volunteer
activity, then correlated this continuous measure with measures of
dispositional factors. Benson et al. (1980), for e)sample,.had peopie
recall their involvement in specific types of helping during the past
year. Amultiple regression analysis revealed tha.\t number of hours spent
helping was predictable from social responsibihty, locus of control, and
intrinsic religion; the number of types of helping reported was pre-
dicted by intrinsic religion, size of town where the person grew up, and
church attendance. More recently, Amato {1985) developfzd- af measure
of planned help, which includes both formal orgamz.e(?l %lctw_ltles (many
of which involve volunteer work) and informal activities (items about
planned help to family and friends). His investiga-tion revealed that t_he
best predictors of formal planned help were high scores on sfomal
responsibility and low scores on authoritarianism; the best predictors
of fhe informal subscale were (being lower on) internal locus of control
and experiencing generally positive mood states.

Perhaps the most extensive examination of volunteers and nqn-' _
volunteers is Allen and Rushton’s (1983) review of 19 published studies. -

comparing community mental health volunteers with nonvolunteers.
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Their review indicated that volunteers, compared with nonvolunteers,
possessed more internalized moral standards, positive attitudes toward
self and others, a greater degree of self-efficacy, more emotional stabil-
ity, and greater empathy. Overall, Allen and Rushton concluded that
commurity mental health volunteers possessed several characteristics
assoctated with what may be thought of as an “altruistic perscnality.”
Clearly, the investigations comparing volunteers with nonvolunteers
have focused on several types of volunteer tasks and relied on a variety
of dispositional measures. We can, nevertheless, consider these studies
from the perspective of a functional analysis. Perhaps the most apparent
function to surface is the value-expressive one. Whether operationally
defined by social responsibility, the value of helpfulness, moral or
ethical principles, or service motivation, the evidence is generally
consistent with respect to the existence of value-expressive needs.
Other functions also appear, especially the social-adjustive function.
For example, the social-adjustive function may be reflected by the
extraversion of rescue squad and Big Brother volunteers (B.M. M., Smith
& Nelson, 1975), the social motives of volunteer employees (Pearce,

1983), and the normocentric orientation of some rescuers of Jews
{Oliner & Oliner, 1988),

Partially Versus Fully Committed Volunteers

In this section we consider studies that address the question of the
factors, especially motivational ones, that are influential in determining
how long volunteers engage in an activity. Here, the comparison is not

between volunteers and nonvolunteers but between volunteers who

exhibit different levels of commitment. Several studies previously dis-
cussed did include some measures of volunteers’ commitment. In the
1988 Gallup survey (Independent Sector, 1988), for example, the re-
ported reasons and frequencies for continuing to participate were quite
comparable to reasons for volunteering in the first place (reported in
Table 5.1). Similarly, Jenner (1982) asked respondents about their
reasons for maintaining membership in the Junior League; 48% cited
their belief in the organization’s purpose and 42% cited the personal

“rewards of their work,

Other investigations have more directly, and in greater detail, ad-
dressed questions about continued participation by comparing volun-

- teers with different levels of participation. In a study of participants in

the civil rights movement, Rosenhan (1970) observed that activists
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could be classified as partially committed (participating in one or two

“freedom rides”’} or fully committed (participating in various ways [or "

at least one year). The two types of activists reported different social-
ization experiences, which, in turmn, produced motivational differences.
Fully committed volunteers were autonomous altruists, intrinsically
motivated by a concern for others, while the partially committed were
normative altruists, motivated more by self-concerns, often involving
social rewards and punishments.

In their work with crisis-counseling volunteers, Clary and Miller
(1986) examined the interaction of socialization experiences and the
social rewards provided by training group cohesiveness. As expected,
autonomous volunteers (those reporting socialization experiences sim-
ilar to Rosenhan’s fully committed activists) had a high commitment to
the volunteer work regardless of group cohesiveness. The commitment
of normative volunteers (those with experiences similar to Rosenhan’s
partially committed activists) varied with the training group experi-
ence; for these volunteers, having received this socially rewarding
experience increased their commitment to a level comparable to the
autonomous group.

In addition to the Rosenhan and Clary and Miller studies, which were
concerned with socialization antecedents of help-related motivations,
other investigations have focused more directly on the motivation-
commitment relationship, Clary and Orenstein (in press) found that
volunteer crisis counselors who terminated their participation early
had reported fewer altruistic reasons for volunteering in the first place
than did either volunteers who completed the expected period of service
or those who were terminated for lack of ability. Further, Rohs (1986)
reported that length of service as a 4-H volunteer leader was directly
related to the role of significant others (the influence was positive in
some cases, hegative in others) and indirectly related (via the positive
influence of others) to beliefs about the value of 4-H to society.

Two additional studies have also examined altruistic motives but,
contrary to the studies cited above, failed to find a relationship with
commitment. Rubin and Thorelli (1984) found, as predicted, that length
of participation with a Big Brother/Big Sister program was inversely
related to the number of egoistic reasons motivating entry into this work
but unrelated to the number of altruistic motives. (It should be noted,
however, that the category of egoistic reasons included eleven items,
but the aliruistic reasens category contained only four; hence con-
siderations of differential reliability may cloud interpretation of these
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findings.) Pierucci and Noel’s (1980) study of correctional volunteers

~found no differences among committed, partially commirted; and’ un-

committed groups on measures of altruistic, personal reward, or interest
motivations. e

Also relevant to the issue of commitment to volunteer activitics are
the comparisons between rookie and veteran blood donors reviewed
by Piliavin, Evans, and Callero (1984). According to the authors, there
are five motivational categories relevant to blood donation: external
social motives, community or social group responsibility, personal
meral obligation, self-based humanitarian concern, and hedonic mo-
tives. Among rookie donors, there appeared to be two subgroups. The
initial donation of the “externals” seemed to be determined by strong
social pressure and that of the “internals” by a personal decision or the
simple suggestion of friends. With repeated donations, community re-
sponsibility and moral obligation motives gain in strength (the “inter-
nal” rookies appear to be further along in this regard). Eventually, with
enough donations, “role-person” mergers may occur where the blood
donor role is viewed as a part of the self (Callero, Howard, & Piliavin,
1987).

Investigations of volunteer behavior that have examined duration of
participation can readily be viewed within the functional framework.
Once again, evidence for the value-expressive function emerges, with
positive relations between this function and continued -participation
being observed. Two studies, however, did not provide confirming ev-
idence, and one even suggested that duration was related to the ab-
sence of egoistic motives and not to the presence of value-expressive
ones {Rubin & Thorelli, 1984). There also was some evidence for the
social-adjustive function, with Rohs (1986), for example, finding that
significant others had an impact on the duration of service of volunteer
leaders. Rosenhan’s concept of normative altruism can profitably be
viewed in social-adjustive terms, and it appears that the commitment of
these volunteers can be increased by providing desired social experi-
ences (Clary & Miller, 1986). Finally, the initial and continual dona-
tions of Piljavin, Evans, and Callero’s (1984) “external” blood donors

seem to reflect social-adjustive concerns.

Methodological Considerations

We have, up to this point, considered several types of studies that
have examined the issue of volunteers’ motivations and its relations to
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various aspects of volunteer behavior. Now consider the studies as a ™

group from a methodological standpoint. Qur review has presented

E. Gil Clary and Mark Snyder 137

A final concern centers on the measures that have been used to assess

the research on its own terms and provided very few comments about-
the methods used in these investigations. There are, however, a number-
of methodological questions that apply to most, if not all, of the

studies. Qverall, these investigations have relied on field methodolo-
gies, have applied correlational approaches, and have examined people
who have selected themselves into volunteer or nonvolunteer catego-
ries. These features of the research are potential sources of concern, in
particular, regarding the possibility of demand characteristics, the tim-
ing of the motivational measures, and the adequacy of the measures
themselves.

In their review of research on community mental health volunteers,
Allen and Rushton (1983) considered the possible operation of demand

characteristics. To the extent that volunteers are aware of the interest

that researchers have in their motives, they may perceive a “demand”
to adopt a “good volunteer” role. Allen and Rushton argued that the

demand characteristics explanation is rendered less plausible by the .
fact that studies have failed to find correlations with social desirability
measures. Moreover, one study they reviewed (Knapp & Holzberg,

1964) examined relations between dispositional factors obtained during
subjects’ freshman year (as part of the college’s testing program) and
participation in a volunteer act that occurred one to three years later
this lengthy separation between the measurements of dispositions and
participation renders a demand interpretation rather unlikely.

A second related concern arises when dispositional measures are
measured along with, or even after, measures of volunteer activity.
Quite simply, the volunteer experience may change the volunteer and
his or her motivations, and, rather than motivations influencing volun-
teering, it may be a case of volunteering influencing motivations. Both

Allen and Rushton (1983) and Clary and Miller (1986) cite several
studies that have found positive personality and motivation-relevant -
changes as a result of volunteering. Still, there are investigations that™

have used prospective methods, assessing dispositional factors at the

beginning of the volunteer experience and then tracking volunteers’

participation. Such prospeciive siudies {e.g., Ciary & Miller, 1980;

Clary & Orenstein, in press) have found initial motivational differ-
ences related to later behavioral differences in volunteers and suggest

that these motivational factors may have causal significance and in
fluence subsequent aspects of the volunteer experience.

mictivations, particularly the psychometric propeérties of those mmea-
sures. Many of the investigations have relied on separate items without
regard to farger groupings, some have grouped items according to some
rational scheme (often, aliruistic versus egoistic), others have grouped
items empirically, still others have provided practically no information
about the measures, and some have utilized previously developed scales
(often, Berkowitz & Lutterman’s, 1968, social responsibility scale).
Clearly, the widespread use of measures of unknown reliability and
validity is troublesome and suggests the need for the development of
adequate measures of volunteer motivation. Nevertheless, in spite of
the methodological concerns, different studies, using a variety of mea-
surement procedures, have revealed some consistencies.

THE FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS: HOW WELL DOES IT FARE?

As we have argued all along, a functional analysis offers one scheme
for understanding the motivations of volunteers and incorporates many
of the consistent findings. Taking the literature on volunteers’ motiva-
tion as a whole, the evidence is consistent with the fundamental tenets
of the functional approach, namely, that the same action may involve
different motives and that different motivations will require different

_satisfactions. But what about the specific motives identified by the

functional approach? Perhaps the one consistent finding throughout
this literature on the motivations of volunteers is that implicating the
value-expressive function. Whether referred to in these terms, or as

altruistic motivation or humanitarian concern, the desire to help oth-

ers has been found time and again to be characteristic of volunteers, to
distinguish volunteers from nonvolunieers, and to discriminate be-
tween partially and fully committed volunteers, Thus there seems to be
a pervasive value-expressive component that is central to volunteer
activity.

There is evidence for other functional motivations as well, but it is
certainty not as clear and consistent as that for the value-expressive

--funection.- Clearest; perhaps; -is-the e

the -evidence for the -operation of the
social-adjustive function, Piliavin, Evans, and Callero’s (1984) studies
of blood donors have found that donations, and especially the initial
one, were affected by social pressure. Similarly, Oliner and Oliner
(1988) found that the initial involvement of the majority of rescuers of

Lo i i 154
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Jews was in response to perceived pressure from members of one’s
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volunteer opportunities may well differ in the functions they are likely

social circle. Pearce’s (1983) voluntecr employces reported higher
levels of social motivation than did the paid employees, although in this
case ihe molivation centered more on the friendship aspect of social
motives. Finally, there are the normative altruists (e.g., Clary & Miller,
1986; Rosenhan, 1970) who responded with the social consequences of
their actions in mind. '
Several studies suggest the knowledge function may be involved in
the participation of some volunteers. Some blood donors, for example,
reported curiosity about the donation experience as one factor in decid-
ing to make an initial donation (Piliavin, Evans, & Callere, 1984), and ~
Gidron’s (1978) volunteers in institutional settings reported that they -
expected to learn from their experience. Other volunteers apparently
desire more specific, job-related skills. Thus, when Jenner’s (1982)
Tunior League volunteers indicated the role that volunteering played in_
their lives, 15% perceived it as preparation for anew career or as a way -
of maintaining career-relevant skills,
Of the functions we have examined, the ego-defensive function :
seems to have the least amount of evidence for its operation in volun-
teerism. Several studies did, however, present findings relevant to the
ego-defensive function. Both Rosenhan (1970) and Clary and Miller -
(1986) examined the psychoanalytic idea that altruistic behavior is.
related to the presence of inmer conflicts (and thus helping others:
provides a way of defending one’s ego} by considering differences”
between “normative” and “autonomous” altruists in their experience
with psychological treatment. It is interesting, and contrary to the:
psychoanalytic hypothesis, that both studies found it was the less
committed normative volunteers who reported more experience. Fi-
nally, in Omoto and Snyder’s (1990) studies of AIDS volunieers, al
though ego-defensive motivations tended to be relatively unimportant. .|
to AIDS volunteers overall, when they were present, they occurred in a :
meaningful context of relevant personality dispositions. The AIDS -
volunteers who were motivated by ego-defensive concerns were also
the ones with relatively low self-esteem, high need for social recogni
tion, and high death anxiety. There is then some evidence that some .

fo'engage. If so, then we need not only a functional analysis of persons
who volunteer but also a functional analysis of the situations in which
people volunteer, Consider two recent advertisements for volunteers:
“Writer—Write a column about volunteer opportunities for suburban
newspapers. Delermine column content from information retrieved
from a computer.” “Special event driver—Piay an important role in the
third annual Jail and Bail fundraiser for a nonprofit agency that pro-
vides jobs for disabled and disadvantaged people. Pick up celebrities,
local business personalities and other donors. Drive jailees to mock jail
site in downtown Minneapolis.” (“You Can Help,” 1989, p. 5T) It may
be the case that the writer activity will satisfy some knowledge func-
tions (e.g., to practice and exercise one’s writing skills as well as gain
some job-related experience) while the driver activity may well fulfill
social-adjustive motivations (e.g., allowing one to make new, and here,
high-status, social contacts). Thus these two volunteer opportunities
represent situations that engage differing psychological functions.

IMPLICATIONS OF AFUNCTHONAL ANALYSIS

It remains for us to consider some of the implications of a functional
analysis of helping. Let us begin with the specific case of volunteerism,

--which has served as the vehicle for our analysis, and consider how the

functional perspective offers some prescriptive advice for the practice
of volunteerism. Let us then broaden the scope to consider implications
for the conceptualization of helping behavior and consider such funda-
mental issues as the integration of both dispositional and situational
perspectives on helping behavior and the long-running egoism versus
altruism debate.

The Practice of Volunteerism

The functional analysis of volunteer activity should have significant
applications to the work of organizations that rely on the unpaid help

volunteers may volunteer out of ego-defensive needs, although at this.
point this does not appear to characterize a large number of people.

That some functions seem to be more prevalent than others in
volunteers’ motivations may say something about the types of voluntee;
opportunities that have been the focus of research. In other words,”; :
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analysis points to the critical importance of the match or mismatch
between an individual’s motives for volunteering and the ability of
volunteer activities and volunteer organizations to satisfy those.mo-
tives. One implication of this proposition is that attempts at recruiting

of volunteers. for providing services to people in-need.-A functional
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volunteers will be successful to the extent that they tailor persuasive
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The Egoism Versus Altruism Debate

appeals to potential volunteers’ motives. A sccond implication is that

individuals’ self-selecting (or initiating) certain volunteer activilies as ~~
opposed o vihers can profitably be viewed from the standpoint of the =

functions that guide the selection and initiation process. Finally, our
analysis implies that commitment to a volunteer activity and continued
service as a volunteer will occur to the extent that volunteer work serves
the psychological functions of volunteers.

Given the links between a functional analysis of volunteerism and
the functional approaches to attitudes and persuasion, it’s quite natural
that there are implications for the issue of volunteer recruitment. For
effective recruitment, one would first need to know something about
potential volunteers’ needs and motives, This may be at the level of
individual volunteers {(in one-to-one recruitment) or of groups of poten-

tial volunteers (e.g., giving advertisements to engage the common.

motivations of readers of a certain periodical). Following this, the
persuasive attempt, either face-to-face or in media advertisements,
should be tailored to the motives and goals of the individual. Persnasive
communications then might demonstrate how particular needs and
goals could be satisfied through volunteering generally, through asso-
ciation with a particular organization, or through a specific activity
(e.g., lelephone counseling volunteer work provides experience and
skills relevant for a career as a therapist).

Similar notions apply to placing volunteers in specific tasks and”

encouraging continuing, sustained service. One such attempt has been

reported in the literature on volunteering. Francies (1983}, based on his ™"
experience with social service volunteers, developed a measure of

seven volunteer needs and then used the measure to match volunteers
to activities. Volunteers matched with the needs profile, relative to a
control group assigned tasks without the profile, received more suit-
able assignments; further, volunteers with better matches exhibited
greater job satisfaction and longer tenure. Similarly, Clary and Miller

(1986} found that “normative” crisis-counseling volunteers (who may

be high in social-adjustive motivations) exhibited greater commitment
if they participated in a cohesive training group experience; the same

experience had no impact on “autonomous” (perhaps value-expressive)

volunteers.

ee3fothe cort of
c-sert-ol-p

The debate over the selflessness versus selfishness of a helper’s
motives has been vigorous, both in. the psychological literature (see
Batson, 1987, and see Chapter 3) and in the literature on the motivations
of volunteers (see Van Til, 1988). In both literatures, the argument
centers on whether the motivations underlying a helpful act are ever
truly altruistic (based on concern for the other) as opposed to egoistic
(based only on concern for the self). The issue also arises in connection
with the functional approach, where the value-expressive function is
akin to altruistic motivation, and, in fact, the two have been linked in
the literature (e.g., Frisch & Gerrard, 1981); the remaining functions
have a much more self-serving or egoistic flavor to them.

Careful consideration of the functional approach, however, leads us
to question the “purity of motives™ idea. At the level of the individual
helper, the functional analysis encourages the notion that a volunteer’s
action may be guided by multiple motives. While our review suggests
that the value-expressive component is an important one, the literature
also suggests that this function is often combined with other functions.
Surveys, for example, find respondents reporting multiple reasons for
volunteering, and it appears that many volunteers report both egoistic
and altruistic reasons (e.g., Anderson & Moore, 1978). Also, recall
Pearce’s (1983) finding that volunteer employees reparted higher levels

...of service and social motivation than did paid employees. Thus the

functional analysis and research on volunteers both suggest that indi-
viduals have a multiplicity of motives for volunteering.

Some of the constructs used in the functional approach also question
the “purity” idea, suggesting that a function may not be either altruis-
tic or egoistic but may actually consist of a mixture. This raises the
question of whether altruistic motives can truly be teased apart from
egoistic motives, This is readily apparent in the very meaning of the
value-expressive function, where values (in this case, altruistic ones)
are thought to become part of one’s identity and self-concept, and “the
reward is not so much a matter of social recognition or monetary
advantage as of establishing one’s self-identity, confirming one’s notion
of. th erson -one-sees oneself to be, and-expressing the val-
ues appropriate to this self-concept” (D. Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 361).
Hence, actions taken in the service of altruistic and humanitarian

- concerns may also be sources of personal rewards and self-affirmation.

A similar point is made in Callero, Howard, and Piliavin’s (1987)
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application of role-person merger to veteran blood donors——self and
altruistic roles of the blood donor merge, incorporating both social and—
personal norms. Thus the most seemingly “altruistic™ construct within
the functional approach, the value-expressive function, may well con- -
sist of both a concern for a needy other (an altruistic element) and a
need to express or act on that value (an egoistic element).

Just as one can question whether altruistic motives are purely al-
truistic, we can wonder whether egoistic constructs are themsclves
purely egoistic. Consider, for example, the social-adjustive function.
Snyder and DeBono (1987, 1989) have suggested that one way to think
about and investigate the social-adjustive function is in terms of its
association with the interpersonal orientation characteristic of the high
self-monitor, and it has been argued that the high self-monitoring/
social-adjustive individual is interested in facilitating smooth and
pleasing social functioning. Obviously, the desire for smooth social |
intercourse has its self-serving component, but it may also have an
element of concern for the other. That is, smooth interactions bene-
fit not only the self but also others participating in the interaction.
Daniels’s (1985) discussion of the various manifestations of sociability
among women volunteers who organize “benefits” illustrates this point,
as these hostesses often strive to minimize the social distance among
guests from very different social strata.

The Study of Helping Behavior

In this final scction, we consider nonspontaneous help, volunteer
activity, and the functional approach within the larger context of re-
search on helping behavior. Specifically, what does the work covered
in this review coniribute to our understanding of helping behavior?
Most obvious, perhaps, is the support this approach offers for the
relations between dispositional variables and helping behavior. In com-
parison with studies of helping in spontaneous situations, studies on
volunteering (studies conducted on a variety of volunteer activities,-
with a variety of methods) have found an important role for disposi-
tional forces in understanding many aspects of this kind of helpmg
UeﬂdVlUI

This finding about when dispositions affect helping behavior seems
to be quite consistent with the distinction made by personality and
social behavior theorisis between strong and weak situations (Smyder
& Tckes. 1985). “Strong situations” are those that are highly structured
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and provide highly salient cues for behavior, while ° ‘weak situations™

_are less structured and offer fewer guidelines regarding behavior. It

seemns that part:c1pat10n in volunteer activity, af feast with respect to
initial involvement, constitutes a “weak situation”—potential helpers
can, more “coolly” perhaps, decide whether or not to act, choose their
specific volunteer tasks, and decide how long to maintain their involve-
ment. Moreover, they may be able to do all these things in ways that
take into account their personal motivations and psychological func-
tions. Spontaneous helping situations, by comparison, surprise poten-
tial helpers with opportunities to help and provide very little time for
reflection upon whether and how to act; action then is guided by
situational cues (e.g., the presence or absence of others).

More broadly, however, our functional analysis and the literature on
volunteerism suggest that one adopt a *disposition-by-situation” inter-
actionist approach to understanding helping behavior. This is apparent
from the argument that the role of dispositions in helping behavior
varies with the psychological strength of the situation (that is, strong,
spontaneous versus weak, nonspontaneous situations). The functional
approach also encourages the interactive approach by arguing for the
match between a helper’s motives and the kinds of satisfactions avail-
able in the sitzation. Thus, on the person side we need to consider
potential helpers’ personal needs, plans, and motives; on the situation
side we need to examine the opportunities offered by helping situations

- and the way in which these opportunities satisfy or stymie personal

motivations.
Clearly, this approach has some utility in dealing with volunteerism

- as a prototypic form of nonspontaneous, sustained helping behavior.

What, however, does the functional approach offer to helping behavior
conceptualized in the broadest of terms? First, as mentioned before, the
functional approach suggests that a variety of motives may underlie
helping activities, in terms of both different motives being important
for different people and even two or more psychological functions
being important for one individual. Second, these functions may also
be involved in spontaneous situations, as particularly strong needs may

—prime” a person to react in certain ways in an emergency situation (see
Wilson, 1976). Third, several motivations that are central to the func-

tional approach have their counterparts in the helping literature gener-
ally, especially the value-expressive and social-adjustive functions.

~‘The functional analysis, however, suggests that other functions may

also be involved, and it behooves us to determine whether these other




144 Voluntesrigs o

———

functions exist and how they might influence helpfulness, Finally, th'é
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personal and social needs and goals, and plaus and motives, served by

functional analysis, along with Piliavin's research on motivatlona} .
changes in blood donors (e.g., Piliavin, Evans, & Callero, 1984) and re-..
search on the development of prosecial reasoning (see Eisenberg, 1986), -
suggest that we attend to changes in the functional foundations of -
helping that may occur with age and/or those that occur as people have
experience with helping other people. 1

All of the benefits cited above for understanding the motivationa]
foundations of both voluntary action and helping behavior are predi-
cated on the assumption that one can measure the motivations under-
lying volunteer activity. And, as previously noted, there is a pressing
need for a psychometrically sound measure of volunteers’ motivations,

To explore the ideas generated by our functional analysis, we have
recently begun work on an inventory designed to assess the several
psychelogical functions served by volunteer work (Clary & Snyder;.-s
1990). The initial form of the inventory consisted of several scales, each
measuring a specific function (based initially on the value-expressive,
social-adjustive, ego-defensive, and knowledge constructs as well asa
measure of career-oriented motivation). Early indications are that each

of the scales is reliable, and a factor analysis of volunteers’ responses

to the scale revealed that multiple factors are involved, and the factors
are generally consistent with a functional analysis. Thus some of the
first steps toward investigating the functional approach to volunteer o
work are currently being taken.

The potential uses of such an inventory of the functions served by
volunteering are considerable, and, here, the objectives of researchers
and practitioners merge. Researchers, such as ourselves, can use it to._..
test key propositions about the functional foundations of volunteering,
propositions that provide the foundation for both theory development
and practical application. We would expect, for instance, that recruit-
ment of people into volunteer work will be more effective when persua-
sive messages appeal to their psychological motives for volunteering,
Further, people should be more effective and satisfied when they are
placed in volunteer opportunities that engage psychological functions -
important to them. And, finally, volunteers’ commitment to the volun-
teer activity is expected to depend on the match of volunteers’ motiva- |
tions and the ability of the volunteer opportunity to satisfy those :
psychological needs. I

In sum, a functional analysis offers a framework for examining the
motivational foundations of helping behavior, one that emphasizes the

_helping and prosocial behavior. At the very least, a functional frame--

work does perform the useful heuristic function.of organizing the

diverse literature on the sometally S1gn1ficant topic of nonspontancous,

sustained volunteerism. But, in a more general sense, this approach, we
have every reason to hope, may help set the agenda for theoretical and
empirical inquiries into helping behavior.
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