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This article presents an initial empirical assessment of a new analytical framework of styles
of volunteering (SOV). The framework suggests that volunteering can be categorized in
terms of a multidimensional set of cultural and structural indicators that cohere in sys-
tematic and varying ways. With data drawn from a survey of 652 Flemish Red Cross vol-
unteers, a multivariate analysis reveals five different SOV categories of volunteers: episodic
contributors, established administrators, reliable coworkers, service-oriented core volun-
teers, and critical key figures. The research findings indicate that the volunteer reality is
far more complex than suggested by conventional approaches to the study of volunteering.

One of the quintessential relationships in the nonprofit field is that
between organizations and their volunteers. Volunteers are crucial re-
sources, providing many nonprofit organizations with free time, labor,
and skills. There recently has been a growing conviction among schol-
ars and practitioners that a major shift is taking place toward new
modes of volunteer participation. It frequently is suggested that the
new modes fall short of the type and degree of commitment that the
average organization needs. In the wake of broader modernization
and individualization processes, the basic trend appears to be one
toward loosening connections (Wuthnow 1998): more individual,
short-lived, noncommittal, and highly results-oriented volunteer in-
volvement (see, e.g., Jakob 1993; Voyé 1995; Bennett 1998; Gaskin
1998; Klages 1998; Anheier and Salamon 1999; Kühnlein and Mutz
1999; Beher, Liebig, and Rauschenbach 2000; Brömme and Strasser
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2001; Eckstein 2001; Meijs and Hoogstad 2001; Hacket and Mutz 2002;
Inglehart 2003; Macduff 2004a; Stolle and Hooghe 2005). Rather than
carrying out activities as a mere function of membership affiliations
and fidelity to the organization, volunteers allegedly want to choose
à la carte what and at what times they contribute (Wollebæk and Selle
2003, 162). The heralded transition from strong and durable mem-
bership affiliations to weak and temporary ones has provoked an imag-
inative series of new expressions, such as the shrinking volunteer, the
revolving-door volunteer, episodic volunteering, and vicarious com-
mitments (see, e.g., Maloney and Jordan 1997; Dekker and Halman
2003; Macduff 2004a, 2004b, 2005; Cnaan and Handy 2005).

Although the empirical tenability of these popular terms has yet to
be verified, the idea of changing modes of involvement poses funda-
mental challenges to scholarly research on volunteering. Despite the
widely held opinion that the nature of volunteering is undergoing a
profound transformation, scholars in the field still have to provide the
analytical tools and empirical data warranted by the changing modes
of volunteer involvement. As Dietlind Stolle and Marc Hooghe observe,
“Systematic evidence on the new forms of involvement has yet to be
collected, and thus studies in this field are often anecdotal in nature”
(2005, 159; cf. Anheier and Salamon 1999, 55).

A profound understanding of the exact nature and complexity of the
changes in volunteering is obstructed by both theoretical and meth-
odological deficits. At the theoretical level, accounts of the ongoing shift
typically represent what Jone Pearce (1993) describes as a bifurcated
volunteer reality. Pearce’s original distinction between core and peri-
pheral volunteers is now supplemented with dichotomies between old
or traditional and new or modern (Olk 1989; Jakob 1993; Rommel et
al. 1997; Kühnlein 1998), collectivistic and individualistic (Eckstein
2001), membership-based and program-based (Meijs and Hoogstad
2001), or institutionalized and self-organized (Beck 1997; Brömme and
Strasser 2001) participation.

Although a plurality of modes of involvement is assumed to exist
among these opposing representations, the two-term typologies are not
very nuanced. Theoretically, it is not obvious that there are simple dis-
tinctions between traditional or old and modern or new. So too, it is
unclear whether a coherence with which interrelations are drawn be-
tween a multidimensional series of (changing) volunteer features finds
its reflection in a comparably clear-cut and coherent volunteer reality.
The ongoing debate automatically matches a broad amalgam of typically
new volunteer characteristics, equating short-term involvement, de-
tached attitudes, noncommittal manner, opportunistic behavior, self-
centered conduct, and other qualities. The empirical validity of these
seemingly self-evident equations, however, remains unestablished.

Empirical research on volunteering typically takes an approach di-
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rected toward uniformity. The term “volunteering” is used as a catchall
for a wide variety of types and modes of participation or else is reduced
to one of its multiple dimensions (Cnaan and Amrofell 1994; Cnaan,
Handy, and Wadsworth 1996; Handy et al. 2000). Empirical studies of
volunteering are preoccupied with either assessing levels of volunteering
in general or explaining separate subdimensions of volunteering (pars
pro toto). Systematic scholarly attention thus has been paid to the im-
plications of different survey methodologies for reported levels of giving
and volunteering (see, e.g., Hall 2001; Kennedy and Vargus 2001;
O’Neill 2001; Steinberg, Rooney, and Chin 2002; Rooney, Steinberg,
and Schervisch 2004), while a vast stream of research also explores
variations in volunteering in terms of disconnected subdimensions: at-
tachment to volunteering, the length of volunteer service, volunteer
retention, motivation to volunteer, intensity of volunteering, volunteer
performance, and so on (see, e.g., Sundeen 1990; Sokolowski 1996;
Wilson and Musick 1997, 1999; Janoski, Musick, and Wilson 1998; Pen-
ner and Finkelstein 1998; Farmer and Fedor 1999; Grube and Piliavin
2000; Putnam 2000). In both research approaches, the standardized
understanding of volunteering typically results in the use of a unidi-
mensional dependent variable: one either predicts volunteer partici-
pation in general (yes or no), as if it were a uniform entity, or one
constructs explanatory models for detached subcomponents, not taking
into account how these disconnected volunteer features are tied up with
the encompassing volunteer reality. In any case, the multifaceted nature
of volunteering is simply reduced to a single, consistent measure.

A more fine-grained type of empirical analysis is required to grasp
the multifaceted and presumably changing nature of volunteering. The
remainder of this article therefore seeks to advance a new and more
complex way of measuring the interplay among the various dimensions
and characteristics of volunteer participation. This new research ap-
proach should result in a more in-depth and multidimensional consid-
eration of the nature of volunteering. Although this article only presents
an initial empirical impetus to more complex ways of measuring vol-
unteering, the approach has the potential of accurately mapping trends
in modes of participation across different types of organizations and
over time.

The SOV Construct: A New Analytical Framework

In order to seek a profound understanding of the varied nature of
volunteer participation, this work advances an analytical framework to
identify styles of volunteering (SOV). The proposed framework could
enable research to advance beyond current uniform and unidimensional
approaches by analyzing systematically and simultaneously multiple in-
dicators of volunteering.
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Context of Volunteering

First, in the exploration of the changing nature of volunteer involve-
ment, a distinction is made between structural change in modes of
volunteering and cultural shifts in the ethos of the volunteers, that is,
in their values, perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes (see, e.g., Barker 1993;
Dekker and Halman 2003; Inglehart 2003; Reed and Selbee 2003). Ac-
cording to Karin Beher and associates (2000, 8–10), the structural con-
text of volunteering consists both of the individual life situation, or the
subject-relevant reflection of social structures and relations, and of the
organizational settings in which volunteer action takes place. Ideally,
the assumed restructuring of volunteering also has to be analyzed against
the background of larger institutional and ideological contexts (cf. Sal-
amon and Anheier 1998; Curtis, Baer, and Grabb 2001; Schofer and
Fourcade-Gourinchas 2001; Salamon and Sokolowski 2003). The cul-
tural context is represented by the attitudinal and motivational bases
of volunteering, that is, volunteers’ subjective preferences. This context
involves the heralded shift in the commitment of the volunteers toward
the organization and their volunteer tasks. It is represented by their
changing preferences as well as by their demands for a greater freedom
of choice and more opportunities for self-realization.

The Multidimensionality Criterion

The multidimensionality criterion suggests that a multidimensional set
of interrelated changes is occurring in structure and culture. For ex-
ample, short-term types of involvement may cohere with limited job
responsibilities and restricted time investment. The high levels of self-
orientation among volunteers may be intertwined with a strong pref-
erence for tangible goals, a weak service ethic, and an uncertain sense
of obligation to the organization or community. This multidimension-
ality should be reflected in both the structural and the cultural contexts.
Previous work discusses these dimensions (see Hustinx 2003; Hustinx
and Lammertyn 2003, 2004; cf. Jakob 1993; Rommel et al. 1997; Kühn-
lein 1998), as reported below.

The Multiformity Criterion

The multiformity criterion follows logically from the specified need for
a more differentiated understanding of the existing volunteer diversity.
It suggests that a SOV typology can be developed across the structural
and cultural dimensions. The multiformity criterion is based on the
assumption that the behavioral and attitudinal levels of analysis, as well
as the various subdimensions discussed above, intertwine in systematic
ways. The exact styles of volunteering that evolve from this interplay
should be explored empirically in a concrete volunteer setting. The
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assumption of multiformity as a formal SOV criterion should compel a
more purposive and rigorous investigation into the complexity of styles
of volunteering. It should lead beyond the usual monolithic and bifur-
cated approaches to the study of volunteering.

Research Methods

To explore these assumptions empirically, two main analytical steps are
required. The first investigates whether it is possible to group the sample
of volunteers according to the measure of structure and culture used
here. Much of this work was accomplished in previous publications. The
second examines whether the structural and cultural SOV components,
as hypothesized, interrelate in systematic ways. In other words, does the
theoretical supposition hold that volunteer attitudes and behavior are
intertwined parts of the same construct? What kind of style variations
emerge from the analysis, and how do they relate to the theoretically
conceived bifurcated volunteer reality?

Given the complex, multivariate nature of this analytical framework,
a combination of data reduction, classification, and visualization tech-
niques is applied. In the limited space of this article, assessment will be
focused on the cultural SOV component and on the coordinating SOV
construct. The analysis of the structural SOV component is similar to
that of styles of volunteering in general (for a detailed description of
the structural bases of volunteering, see Hustinx 2003, 223–32).

Sample and Data Collection

Data used in this study are drawn from a survey that consisted of 652
personal in-home interviews with a representative sample of volunteers
from five Flemish Red Cross units: the First Aid Unit, the Red Cross
Youth, the Social Services Unit, the Training Unit, and the Unit for
Psycho-Social Intervention in Disasters. These specific units were cho-
sen, in consultation with some key informants within the Flemish Red
Cross, out of a wide variety of services. The consultations were un-
dertaken to ensure a maximum variety of volunteer profiles.1 The
respondents were selected from central volunteer records on the basis
of a multistage sampling procedure. In a first step, the sample was
geographically limited by means of a random selection of 50 local
branches of the Flemish Red Cross (equally spread over the five Flem-
ish provinces). Within these Red Cross chapters, a disproportional
sample of volunteers was subsequently subtracted from the five selected
units, underrepresenting units with large numbers of volunteers and
overrepresenting units with small numbers of volunteers (for a detailed
discussion, see Hustinx 2003, 120–24).

All volunteers in the sample were interviewed using a standardized face-
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to-face questionnaire in the spring of 2000. In dividing the number of
complete interviews by the number of potential respondents, a response
rate of 79 percent is obtained (the American Association for Public Opin-
ion Research’s [AAPOR] minimum response rate; see AAPOR 2005, 28).
This relatively low response rate mainly results from a large proportion
of noncontacts (18 percent of the total number of contacts with potential
respondents). Explicit refusals occurred in 2 percent of all contacts with
potential respondents. Nonresponders (i.e., all eligible cases for which
no interview was obtained owing to refusals or break offs, noncontacts,
or other reasons; AAPOR 2005, 18–19) did not systematically differ from
responders with regard to sex, age, and length of service. The age and
gender characteristics of the sample proved to be representative of the
volunteer population studied. However, the length of service among the
selected volunteers differed from the volunteer population as a whole
and therefore appeared to be an inaccurate representation of the real
population distribution. To remedy this, weight factors were introduced
for age and length of service for each selected Red Cross unit separately
(for a discussion, see Hustinx 2003, 127–33).

Of the respondents, 51 percent were male and 49 percent were fe-
male. The age of the volunteers ranged from 15 to 81 years, with a
mean of 36 years and a median of 35 years. Twenty-five percent were
younger than 24 years, and only 10 percent were older than 57 years.
Twenty-nine percent of the sample had an educational level not ex-
ceeding lower secondary school, 38 percent had completed their higher
secondary education, and 33 percent had some form of higher edu-
cation.2 The respondents predominantly lived with a spouse (51 per-
cent), with parents, or with other family members (33 percent). Alter-
native living arrangements, like cohabitation (7 percent) or living alone
(9 percent), were less frequent. Four out of 10 respondents had children
in the household. Forty-eight percent of the respondents were employed
full-time, 10 percent had a part-time job, and 14 percent were unem-
ployed, incapacitated, or housekeepers. Retirees and students repre-
sented, respectively, 8 percent and 20 percent of the sample. At the
time of the survey, the responding volunteers reported that they served
the Flemish Red Cross for an average of 8 years. Half of the volunteers
served for more than 5 years, one out of four for even more than 10
years. Thirty-one percent of the sample had a length of service of 3
years or less.

Measures

Structural indicators of styles of volunteering.—The phrase “patterns of
volunteering” refers to the structural aspects of volunteering and rep-
resents multiple dimensions (Hustinx and Lammertyn 2003). For the
purposes of this analysis, these patterns include the length of service,
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the intensity of involvement, and the particular choice of action (core
or peripheral).3 The volunteers’ length of service is measured in years.4

The intensity of involvement is measured by the frequency of volun-
teering (categories ranging from daily to once a year) and the amount
of time invested in the volunteer commitment (estimation in hours per
month or per year). The choice of action is captured by two measures
of the extent to which the volunteers occupy a core or peripheral po-
sition. One is whether volunteers hold formal office on a volunteer
board. The second is the number of main activities the volunteers re-
portedly performed in different Red Cross units. The multivariate clas-
sification thus does not account for the precise nature of the volunteer
activities.

Cultural indicators of styles of volunteering.—To measure the cultural
dimensions of the styles of volunteering, previous research (Hustinx
2003; Hustinx and Lammertyn 2004) developed variables in several
steps. First, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted to construct a
multidimensional set of attitudinal volunteer measures (Rummel 1970;
Kim and Mueller 1978a, 1978b; Gorsuch 1983).5 Eleven common factors
were obtained and regrouped into four broad attitudinal-motivational
dimensions: (1) the volunteer’s perception of the organizational envi-
ronment: the volunteer’s evaluation of the mission of the organization
and the perceived level of bureaucracy; (2) the motives for volunteering:
the importance that the volunteer attaches to recognition, satisfaction,
and self-development derived through volunteering; (3) the volunteer’s
commitment to organization and volunteer work: the degree of loyalty,
devotion, and choosiness of the volunteers, as well as their preference
for a low-level commitment; (4) the volunteer’s tolerance toward or-
ganizational demands: tolerance toward training demands and toward
rules concerning the intensity of commitment.

Next, 11 factor-based scale scores are created by adding together
participants’ responses concerning the items with high loadings on the
retained factors. The appendix presents an overview of the selected
items per scale.

Finally, because the author hypothesizes that the 11 attitudinal scales
constructed are subdimensions of the broader culture-of-the-volunteer
concept, these measures were combined into a more limited number
of cultural volunteer profiles (for a detailed discussion of this empirical
assessment of the cultural bases of volunteering, see Hustinx 2003;
Hustinx and Lammertyn 2004). To disclose these varying cultural po-
sitions, the multidimensional set of Likert scales was subjected to an
exploratory cluster analysis (Ward’s minimum variance method; Al-
denderfer and Blashfield 1984; Everitt 1993). A four-cluster solution
was obtained.6 The cluster means on the attitudinal measures are
shown in table 1. These mean scores can be compared to interpret
the main differences among the clusters. It should be emphasized that



Table 1

Descriptive Statistics of the Factor-Based Scales and Cultural Volunteer Clusters

Variable
Number
of Items

Cronbach’s
a

Minimum-
Maximum

Range
General

Mean SD

Cluster

1 2 3 4 *2R

Volunteers’ perception of organization environment:
Mission of the organization 4 .70 1–5 3.2 .96 3.7a 3.5a 3.0b 2.9b .11
Perceived level of bureaucracy 7 .80 1–7 3.2 1.1 2.4a 4.1b 2.9c 3.8d .41

Motives for volunteering:
Recognition 6 .78 1–5 2.8 .86 3.5a 2.9b 2.5c 2.5c .26
Satisfaction 6 .78 1–5 4.0 .69 4.5a 4.1b 3.8c 3.6d .25
Self-development 5 .72 1–5 3.7 .77 4.1a 3.9a 3.5b 3.3b .14

Commitment to organization and volunteer work:
Loyalty 6 .77 1–5 3.7 .77 4.2a 3.8b 3.4c 3.2c .26
Devotion 3 .67 1–7 5.8 1.1 6.5a 5.9b 5.8b 4.2c .52
Choosiness 5 .62 1–5 3.2 .79 2.7a 3.1b 3.3b 3.5c .13
Preference for a low-level commitment 6 .62 1–7 3.7 .91 3.3a 3.5a 4.0b 3.9b .10

Tolerance toward organizational demands:
Training demands 5 .71 1–5 4.4 .68 4.6a 4.4b 4.4b 4.2b .03
Rules concerning the intensity of commitment 4 .69 1–5 2.1 .87 2.3a 2.1b 2.0b 2.3a .03

Percent of total (N p 622) 25.9 21.7 34.8 17.6

Note.—A high score reflects a strong positive attitude toward the latent factor. Superscripts a, b, c, and d display the results of a Tukey’s Honestly
Significant Difference (or HSD) test for multiple comparisons between pairs of mean scores (Hair et al. 1995, 282). If two mean scores have the same
superscript, no significant difference exists among them at the .05 significance level. If two mean scores have a different superscript, a significant difference
exists among them at the .05 significance level. Four different superscripts thus indicate that the Tukey’s HSD test revealed significant differences for all
pairwise comparisons of the four mean scores. This table was originally published in Nonprofit Voluntary Sector Quarterly (33, no. 4 [2004]: 564). Adapted
with permission from the author.

* Overall ; all ANOVA tests are significant at the .001 level.2R p .23
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these mean differences are compared only for descriptive purposes,
since statistically significant differences cannot serve as a guarantee
for the quality of the cluster solution.7

If one draws a general picture from these mean differences, the cul-
tural bases of volunteering could be broadly interpreted along the lines
of two axes. On the one hand, the clusters can be distinguished ac-
cording to the strength of the general identification with or the com-
mitment to the organization and volunteer engagement (indicators are
the factors mission of the organization, perceived level of bureaucracy,
recognition, satisfaction, self-development, loyalty, and devotion). On
the other hand, the volunteer cultures differ according to the extent
to which the individual subordinates himself or herself to organizational
demands or puts personal needs and preferences first (indicators are
the factors choosiness, preference for a low-level commitment, tolerance
of training demands, and tolerance of rules concerning the intensity of
commitment). The first cluster reflects a very strong identification with
and subordination to the organization and volunteer experience. Com-
pared to respondents in the other clusters, volunteers represented by
this cluster appear to be substantially more loyal, more devoted, and
less choosy. They do not eschew demanding forms of commitment. They
are more motivated than other respondents by a desire for social rec-
ognition and derive more satisfaction from belonging to a volunteer
group. They attach significantly greater value to the organization’s mis-
sion and are less critical of bureaucratic tendencies. Compared to re-
spondents in the other clusters, they are also more willing to accept
rules concerning the intensity of the commitment. Like those in the
first cluster, the volunteers in the second group also display high levels
of identification and subordination. Their most characteristic property
is the critical evaluation of bureaucratic tendencies in the Red Cross.
The third cluster includes volunteers who only moderately identify with
the Red Cross involvement. Members are not particularly inclined to
set aside their individual preferences for the sake of the organization.
However, the volunteers’ level of devotion still is high. The volunteers
of the fourth cluster largely are characterized by their remarkably weak
commitment to the organization and volunteer work, as well as by a low
willingness to subordinate individual to organizational demands and
needs. The names of these clusters refer to their most distinguishing
dispositional characteristics; they are labeled as unconditional (cluster
1), critical (cluster 2), reliable (cluster 3), and distant (cluster 4). To
test the validity of the results of a cluster analysis, an external criterion
analysis (Aldenderfer and Blashfield 1984, 66, 81) was completed by
comparing the clusters according to a number of external variables that
were not included in the cluster analysis (see Hustinx 2003, 220–23;
Hustinx and Lammertyn 2004, 566–68).
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Data Analysis

The main purpose of this article is to investigate whether the cultural
volunteer clusters and structural volunteer measures are components
of a common and underlying SOV complex. This requires construction
of a single behavioral-dispositional measure for the general SOV con-
struct. Such a measure will tap the interplay between cultural and
structural substrata. Because the variables generally are categorical
(manifest and latent), latent class analysis (LCA) is used for data re-
duction (McCutcheon 1987, 1994, 2002; Hagenaars 1993). By means
of LCA, it is possible to examine whether some lesser number of cat-
egories might account for the observed response patterns. More con-
cretely, LCA uses information from categorically scored manifest (ob-
served) indicator variables to characterize a single latent (unobserved)
variable with T classes. These classes are mutually exclusive and ex-
haustive. They account for the relationship between any two manifest
variables (i.e., the axiom of local independence; McCutcheon 1994,
354; 2002, 58). For the research at issue, LCA is used as an exploratory
method. A set of latent classes is identified from a set of observed
measures, but hypotheses regarding the characteristics of the condi-
tional or latent class probabilities are not tested. The latent class model
is said to be unrestricted in exploratory latent class analysis, since no
a priori constraints are imposed on either type of the model’s param-
eters (McCutcheon 1987, 27–28). The LEM program is used in order
to derive a latent class model from the observed measures. This is a
general system for the analysis of nominal-, ordinal-, and interval-level
categorical data (Vermunt 1997). Among other things, it can be used
to obtain parameter estimates for latent structure models that are
based on categorical data.

The latent class model is based on a cross-classification of the clustered
cultural measure and the five key structural indicators. The model results
from a contingency table with 288 possible response patterns that were
reduced to five latent classes ( , , ). This2L p 251.17 df p 233 p p 0.19
reduction confirms that the association among the manifest variables is
explained by their relationship with an underlying common construct.
Table 2 reports the parameter estimates of the model. These estimates
express the differential contribution of each of the five latent classes to
the cross-classified observed SOV measures.8

Whereas the original latent class model in table 2 is based on prob-
abilities, a more detailed interpretation is sought by assigning obser-
vations to that latent class for which the estimated classification prob-
ability is largest, given the scores on the manifest variables (i.e., the
modal assignment rule; Hagenaars 1993, 32–34). These proportional
distributions form the basis for figure 1 and table 3, which display the
classes across an extended set of indicators. Figure 1 divides the variables



Table 2

Parameter Estimates of the Latent Class Model

Patterns of
Volunteering Styles of Volunteeering

I II III IV V I II III IV V

Latent class probabilities .24 .11 .22 .31 .11 .23 .12 .19 .29 .17
Latent conditional probabil-

ities:
Structural dimensions:

Length of service:
0–5 years .55 .19 .61 .47 .00 .53 .25 .58 .53 .11
1 5 years .45 .81 .39 .53 1.00 .47 .75 .42 .47 .89

Frequency:
Once or several

times a year .90 .27 .00 .02 .01 .94 .22 .00 .04 .00
Once or several

times a month .10 .50 1.00 .21 .06 .00 .48 1.00 .43 .03
Weekly or more .00 .23 .00 .77 .93 .06 .30 .00 .53 .97

Hours of volunteering:
0–12 hours per

month .96 1.00 .71 .10 .01 1.00 .99 1.00 .00 .00
1 12 hours per

month .04 .00 .29 .90 .99 .00 .01 .00 1.00 1.00
Member of volunteer

board:
No 1.00 .33 .94 .65 .01 1.00 .23 .97 .79 .11
Yes .00 .67 .06 .35 .99 .00 .77 .03 .21 .89

Number of main activi-
ties:

None .40 .52 .10 .08 .18 .39 .42 .16 .10 .14
One .46 .32 .63 .64 .35 .47 .39 .61 .63 .43
More than one .14 .16 .27 .28 .47 .14 .19 .23 .27 .43

Cultural dimensions (cul-
tural volunteer
clusters):

Unconditional .07 .17 .23 .35 .32
Critical .11 .28 .16 .20 .45
Reliable .45 .25 .42 .29 .13
Distant .37 .30 .19 .16 .10

Note.—Latent class probabilities describe the distribution of classes of the latent var-
iable; latent conditional probabilities represent the probabilities of an individual in class
T of the latent variable being at a particular level of the observed variables (McCutcheon
1987, 18–19). Patterns of volunteering: , , , ,2N p 652 L p 43.39 df p 32 p p .086 E p

, . I p supportive peripheral involvement, II p administrative intermediate0.172 l p .751
involvement, III p supportive intermediate involvement, IV p supportive core involve-
ment, V p all-round core involvement. Styles of volunteering: , ,2N p 652 L p 251.17

, , , . I p episodic contributors, II p establisheddf p 233 p p .1972 E p 0.0821 l p .8837
administrators, III p reliable coworkers, IV p service-oriented core volunteers, V p critical
key figures.
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Fig. 1.—Correspondence analysis map for key indicators of styles of Flemish Red Cross
volunteering. Note.—SOV p styles of volunteering: SOV1 p first latent style of volun-
teering class, episodic contributors; SOV2 p second latent style of volunteering class,
established administrators; SOV3 p third latent style of volunteering class, reliable co-
workers; SOV4 p fourth latent style of volunteering class, service-oriented core volunteers;
SOV5 p fifth latent style of volunteering class, critical key figures. Length of service:
senio1 p 0–2 years, senio2 p 3–5 years, senio3 p 6–10 years, senio4 p 1 10 years.
Frequency of volunteering: freq1 p once or several times a year; freq2 p once or several
times a month; freq3 p weekly, or more. Hours of volunteering per month: hours1 p

, hours2 p 5–12 hours, hours3 p 13–24 hours, hours4 p 1 24 hours. Member≤ 4 hours
of a volunteer board: board p yes, noboard p no. Number of main activities: numbact1
p none, numbact2 p one, numbact3 p more than one. Cultural volunteer clusters: att1
p distant, att2 p reliable, att3 p critical, att4 p unconditional.

that were deployed in the exploratory latent class analysis into more
detailed categories. Table 3 considers the different types of activities
that the volunteers perform. Note that there is a small error margin in
the actual assignment of observations to their modal class ( ,E p .08

).l p .88
Figure 1 represents a correspondence analysis that graphically displays

the results of the latent class analysis (Greenacre 1994; McCutcheon
1998).9 The figure demonstrates that the five styles of volunteering clus-
ter differently with respect to the indicator variables. The first SOV class
(SOV1; episodic contributors) appears at the upper right of the space,
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Table 3

Styles of Volunteering according to Key Structural and Cultural Dimensions

Variable

Styles of Volunteering

TotalI II III IV V

N (%) 139 (21.32) 58 (8.91) 126 (19.39) 231 (35.37) 98 (15.01) 652 (100.00)
Structural dimensions:

Length of service (years):***
0–2 17.99 4.66 18.76 25.47 2.93 17.34
3–5 45.07 28.22 45.35 39.91 14.86 37.26
6–10 13.75 19.90 21.17 15.93 28.01 18.65
1 10 23.19 47.22 14.72 18.69 54.21 26.75

Frequency:***
Once or several times a year 94.26 46.94 38.48 9.56 .00 24.51
Once or several times a month .00 25.76 61.52 45.65 2.00 41.28
Weekly or more 5.74 27.30 .00 44.79 98.00 34.21

Hours of volunteering (per month):***
≤ 4 78.88 30.62 26.44 .00 .00 24.67
5–12 21.12 69.38 73.56 .00 .00 24.95
13–24 .00 .00 .00 53.77 38.28 24.76
1 24 .00 .00 .00 46.23 61.72 25.62

Member of volunteer board (%)*** .00 96.57 .00 17.40 96.31 29.22



637

Number of main activities:***
None 46.36 46.18 26.69 11.00 13.65 25.12
One 45.47 37.36 55.21 64.28 44.15 53.09
More than one 8.17 16.46 18.11 24.72 42.20 21.80

Type of volunteer activities (%):
Meetings and decision making*** 22.33 75.82 48.16 49.50 88.22 50.94
Organization of activities*** 8.98 37.87 22.59 25.92 72.37 29.44
Medical, social, or psychological assistance*** 79.50 64.48 83.14 93.70 84.35 82.27
Administrative tasks*** 6.83 40.95 8.33 18.91 76.25 24.65
Instruction (training and lectures)* 17.63 30.78 16.61 24.01 34.39 22.86
Fund-raising activities*** 31.67 47.66 46.65 54.93 79.83 50.52
Doing chores*** 8.67 28.94 21.72 36.31 60.80 30.35

Cultural dimensions (cultural volunteer
clusters***):

Unconditional 8.55 16.20 27.49 35.92 32.74 26.22
Critical 9.49 28.49 17.08 17.94 47.48 21.35
Reliable 54.12 24.55 42.19 28.89 11.69 33.80
Distant 27.84 30.75 13.24 17.26 8.09 18.56

Note.—I p episodic contributors, II p established administrators, III p reliable coworkers, IV p service-oriented core volunteers, V p critical key
figures.

* statistic: p ! .01.2x
** statistic: p ! .001.2x
*** statistic: p ! .0001.2x
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indicating that there are relatively more respondents in this category
who volunteer infrequently (freq1; once or several times a year), invest
a low amount of time (hours1; four or fewer hours per month), do not
perform any main activities (numbact1), and represent a cultural vol-
unteer profile that falls between distant (att1) and reliable (att2). The
second class (SOV2; established administrators) is mapped into the cen-
ter of the figure. This class represents long-term engaged volunteers
(senio3, 6–10 years; and senio4, 10 or more years) with a distant (att1)
to critical (att3) cultural volunteer profile. The third class (SOV3; re-
liable coworkers) is positioned in the upper left of the space, indicating
volunteers who represent a less intensive mode of involvement. These
volunteers seem to take a middle position in their frequency of vol-
unteering and time investment concern (hours2, 5–12 hours; freq2,
once or several times a month). They furthermore have been involved
for a relatively short period (senio1, 0–2 years; senio2, 3–5 years), have
no board memberships (noboard), and represent a reliable cultural
volunteer profile (att2). The fourth class (SOV4; service-oriented core
volunteers) appears in the lower left quadrant of the figure’s field.
Volunteers in this class lean toward a stronger involvement. They tend
to have an unconditional cultural volunteer profile (att4), long-term
service (senio3, 6–10 years; senio4, 10 or more years), and two or more
main activities (numbact3). The fifth SOV-class (SOV5, critical key fig-
ures) can be found in the lower right of the space, grouping volunteers
who are involved very intensively (freq3, weekly or more; hours3, 13–24
hours per month; hours4, more than 24 hours per month), usually hold
office in a volunteer board (board), perform several main activities
(numbact3), represent a critical cultural volunteer profile (att3), and
have a longer length of service (senio4, more than 10 years).

By projecting graphically the relative locations of the indicator vari-
ables with respect to the latent classes, it becomes possible to discern
and interpret the different types of interrelations for each of the SOV
categories in table 3. The first class of volunteers (SOV1) predominantly
represents a group of episodic contributors who volunteer very infre-
quently (i.e., several times a year at most) and contribute the lowest
number of monthly hours among the five volunteer classes. These vol-
unteers clearly operate at the fringes of Red Cross volunteer action.
They score remarkably low on all sorts of activities, do not hold office
in a volunteer board, and report no more than one main activity. They
furthermore identify or affiliate only weakly with the organization or
the volunteer experience; that is, they predominantly have a reliable to
distant cultural volunteer profile. Despite this remote volunteership, the
overall majority of those in this class have been involved for more than
2 years, and more than one-third have served Red Cross Flanders for
more than 5 years. This contrasts with the prevailing image of the new
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volunteer generation. Intermittent forms of participation are not nec-
essarily synonymous with short-term or drop-in involvements.

The volunteers of the second class (SOV2) may best be typified as
established administrators. Their contribution to the Red Cross remains
typically limited to the membership on a volunteer board. Those in this
class predominantly participate in meetings and decision making. Com-
pared to the other groups, they are also relatively often entrusted with
the organization of activities (e.g., organizing meetings, courses, or fund-
raising activities; setting up a local volunteer program), administrative
tasks (e.g., accounting, keeping volunteer records up-to-date), and ed-
ucational instruction (e.g., providing training, giving lectures). They are
substantially less involved in the provision of medical, social, or psycho-
logical assistance. These volunteers have clearly established their posi-
tion in the Flemish Red Cross; nearly half of them have lengths of service
that exceed 10 years. They contribute a low to average number of
monthly hours on a fairly regular basis. Moreover, their formal officer-
ship coheres with a cultural volunteer profile that is more formalized,
falling somewhere between distant and critical.

The third style of volunteering (SOV3) describes a group of reliable
coworkers. These volunteers largely are involved in a dependable way
(i.e., once to several times a month, 5–12 monthly hours, more than 2
years), but they are not associated with very intensive and long-term
forms of involvement. They are also reliable in the sense of identifying
moderately to strongly with their volunteer involvement. Characterizing
them as coworkers emphasizes their ancillary role as Red Cross volun-
teers. These volunteers are mainly concerned with medical, social, or
psychological assistance and remain underrepresented in executive ac-
tivities, such as holding a formal office, organizing events, or providing
educational instruction. In general, their pattern of participation may
best be described as moderately intensive and supportive.

The fourth (SOV4) and fifth (SOV5) styles of volunteering are as-
sociated with the center of the Flemish Red Cross. Although the vol-
unteers in these two categories participate in the organization’s main
activities, they represent a completely different volunteer profile. Based
on their most characteristic features, the fourth class (SOV4) of vol-
unteers is identified as service-oriented core volunteers. Among the five
volunteer classes, those in this class form the vanguard when it comes
to providing medical, social, or psychological assistance. They clearly
stand out in these types of services but remain underrepresented in
executive functions (e.g., coordinating meetings, decision making, or-
ganizing activities). Second, they clearly are core volunteers since they
participate in a very frequent (i.e., weekly or more) and time-consuming
(i.e., 12 monthly hours at the least) way. Third, their core involvement
is reflected in an unconditional to reliable cultural volunteer profile. It
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is striking that, notwithstanding the SOV4 group’s prominent position,
this volunteer category consists of the largest proportion of relatively
new volunteers, those who have been involved for 2 years at most. Only
one-third of the group has served the Flemish Red Cross for more than
5 years. Again in contrast with the new images of noncommittal vol-
unteers, the volunteer classification seems to suggest that very demand-
ing commitments are by no means reserved exclusively for the older,
established volunteer generation.

The fifth style of volunteering clearly embodies the backbone of the
Flemish Red Cross. This group of volunteers are described as the critical
key figures. The description signifies that they are critical in a double
sense. First, they are of critical importance in determining the success
or failure of the volunteer organization. They are truly charged with a
number of vital tasks (i.e., board membership, decision making, the
organization of activities, administrative work, and fund-raising) that are
necessary to guarantee the continued existence of the organization.
Furthermore, these jacks-of-all-trades are involved on a long-term and
quasi-permanent basis. In this respect, the fifth style of volunteering
typically reflects the prototypical and traditional notion of lifelong com-
mitment. Second, and strikingly, their total devotion does not prevent
them from representing a critical cultural volunteer profile.

Discussion and Conclusion

This article considers the debate on transforming modes of volunteer
involvement. In the absence of adequate theoretical and methodological
tools to address the ongoing discussion, it advances a new analytical
framework of styles of volunteering. The article empirically explores the
theoretically mapped SOV construct by means of a representative sample
of 652 Flemish Red Cross volunteers.

The existence of five distinct and interpretable styles of Red Cross
volunteering suggests that it makes sense to approach the measurement
of volunteering in terms of a multidimensional set of cultural and struc-
tural indicators that cohere in systematic and varying ways. The analysis
arrives at a complex representation of the existing volunteer variety.
That representation goes beyond two particular deficiencies in current
studies of volunteering.

In comparison with existing monolithic or bifurcated theoretical rep-
resentations, the empirical mapping first provides a more profound
understanding of the multiform nature of volunteering. The findings
imply that the popular discourse on traditional and modern volunteer-
ism rests upon an enlargement of certain volunteer characteristics and
their effortless allocation to two clear-cut volunteer composites. In prac-
tice, the volunteer’s culture, intensity of participation, length of service,
position, and role are combined in multiple and sometimes intuitively
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contradictory ways. Similar levels of participation (e.g., length of service,
intensity of participation) can cohere with highly diverging cultural pro-
files or volunteer roles. Analogously, the same type of volunteer activity
may be performed by volunteers with dissimilar volunteer cultures or
levels of participation. The most striking example may be the completely
different profiles of the two groups of committee members: the estab-
lished administrators (SOV2) and the critical key figures (SOV5).

Compared to the other volunteer groups, both groups are significantly
more involved in a number of vital volunteer activities (e.g., coordination
of meetings, decision making, organization of activities, administrative
tasks, training, and lecturing). Despite their comparable job responsibil-
ities, these two groups differ greatly in their intensity of involvement and
cultural volunteer profile. For the group of established administrators
(SOV2), the involvement seems to be a rather formal matter. The activity
includes meetings and decision making; it requires a relatively low to
moderate time investment. Among the five groups, these volunteers also
take the most distant stance toward the volunteer experience. Critical key
figures (SOV5), on the other hand, are involved in an extremely versatile
set of activities and demonstrate a quasi-permanent dedication. This un-
restricted commitment, however, most likely coheres with a critical cul-
tural profile. Compared to the established administrators (SOV2), the
proportion of distant volunteers in SOV5 is remarkably low, and the ratio
of unconditional volunteers is rather high.

Also illustrative of the complex interactions at play are the surprising
associations with the volunteers’ lengths of service. The data indicate
that intermittent forms of participation are not synonymous with short-
term or one-off volunteer efforts. On the contrary, even episodic vol-
unteers appear to commit themselves to a particular organization for a
relatively long period of time. Furthermore, core involvements are not
limited to an established volunteer generation; some of the most active
volunteers have joined the Red Cross very recently. Conversely, long-
term members are not automatically the most active ones. It becomes
clear, however, that a long-term volunteer service is systematically as-
sociated with formal board positions.

Second, the measurement approach provides a valuable alternative
for the usual unidimensional types of analysis. The multiple interactions
that are reflected in the five SOV classification categories point to the
added value of envisioning the relationship between different volunteer
dimensions, as well as to the benefits of combining structural- and cul-
tural-level analyses. Given that different volunteer characteristics are
found to be intertwined parts of the same coordinating volunteering
construct, it is crucial for any study of volunteering to take this multi-
dimensionality into account. In contrast, typical research focuses on one
single aspect of volunteering (e.g., longevity of service, frequency of
volunteering, or motivations for volunteering). This narrow focus con-



642 Social Service Review

ceals very divergent styles of volunteering. For a more nuanced under-
standing of this volunteer complexity, it is imperative to clarify the main
interactions at work or, at least, to keep them under control. It is hoped
that these results are convincing enough to underscore the importance
of attuning measurement instruments to a more systematic, compre-
hensive, multidimensional, and multiform assessment of the nature of
volunteering.

Although the new measurement approach has the potential to
broaden current knowledge of volunteering, it also has a number of
critical limitations. First, although the empirical exploration provides a
more refined vocabulary with which to interpret the existing volunteer
diversity within the Flemish Red Cross, the results cannot be generalized.
Nevertheless, even if one cannot expect to observe identical styles of
volunteering in different organizational settings, it is very likely that a
similar variety will present itself. Perhaps comparative studies among
different organizations might be taken. That could help to overcome a
second major weakness: the absence of a dynamic time perspective in
this cross-sectional research. Although multiple styles of volunteering
are identified, it is not clear whether these styles involve a transformed
volunteer reality or whether diversity has always been intrinsic to vol-
unteerism. Furthermore, information about possible transitions among
the five volunteer groups is lacking. Could such information enable
measurement of different stages of membership (Lois 1999)? For ex-
ample, is the established administrator category (SOV2) a very specific,
rather formalized type of involvement for which these volunteers were
explicitly recruited, or did the contribution of members in this class
become increasingly focused on formal officership over time? The cross-
sectional research frame cannot adequately address questions about spe-
cific processes and observed style variations. This methodological weak-
ness could be overcome by establishing a standard set of key indicators
that are applicable in multiple populations and contexts and that could
facilitate longitudinal studies into changing patterns of involvement. A
third major weakness is that the measures are designed for an assessment
of formal volunteering within a single organization. The measures thus
are based on the unlikely assumption that volunteers focus all of their
efforts on one organization. The further development of this measure-
ment approach should take into account that the new volunteer tends
to shift frequently between organizations and to become involved in
unconventional (i.e., less formally organized) ways.

It thus seems that this investigation can serve only as the beginning
of a new and more complex measurement strategy for research on the
changing nature of volunteering. Through this limited initial empirical
exploration, the author nonetheless hopes to have advanced a potential
tool for more systematic, comparative, and longitudinal research into
this subject.
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Appendix

Cultural Indicators of Styles of Volunteering
This appendix presents an overview of the 11 attitudinal scales that were
developed to measure four cultural dimensions of the styles of volun-
teering: (1) the volunteer’s perception of the organizational environ-
ment, (2) the motives for volunteering, (3) the volunteer’s commitment
to organization and volunteer work, and (4) the volunteer’s tolerance
for organizational demands. Per scale, it summarizes the selected eval-
uation items, the percentage of explained variance in the 11-factor so-
lution, the Cronbach’s alpha of the scale, the minimum-maximum
range, the mean, and the standard deviation. For each Likert scale
constructed, a high score reflects a strong positive attitude toward the
latent factor.

Group 1: The Volunteer’s Perception of Organizational
Environment
Importance Attached to the Mission of the Organization

The volunteers’ evaluation of the mission of the organization is mea-
sured by means of a scale of four Likert items with five response cate-
gories (applies completely to my situation, applies rather well to my
situation, neutral, applies rather badly to my situation, isn’t applicable
to my situation at all). The scale accounts for 3.69 percent of explained
variance in the 11-factor solution. It has a Cronbach’s alpha of .70, a
minimum-maximum range of 1–5, a mean equal to 3.24, and a standard
deviation of 0.96.

1. What appealed to me most were the fundamental principles the
organization stands for.

2. I felt challenged by the courses of action the Red Cross undertakes.
3. The Red Cross plays an important role in our society and I wanted

to be part of it by volunteering.
4. I joined the Red Cross because I’m interested in the international

collaboration within the Red Cross movement.

Perceived Level of Bureaucracy

The perceived level of bureaucracy is measured by means of a semantic
differential consisting of seven seven-point continua between two polar
terms. The scale accounts for 35.2 percent of explained variance in
the 11-factor solution. It has a Cronbach’s alpha of .80, a minimum-
maximum range of 1–7, a mean equal to 3.17, and a standard deviation
of 1.05.

What comes spontaneously to your mind when thinking about the
Red Cross in general?

1. Up-to-date to old-fashioned
2. Acting to thinking
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3. Accessible to inaccessible
4. Efficient to inefficient
5. Coherent to incoherent
6. Flexible to inflexible
7. Transparent to nontransparent

Group 2: Motives for Volunteering

Recognition through Volunteering

The importance that the volunteer attaches to recognition through vol-
unteering is measured by means of a scale of six Likert items with five
response categories (very important, rather important, neutral, not very
important, not at all important). The scale accounts for 10.37 percent
of explained variance in the 11-factor solution. It has a Cronbach’s alpha
of .78, a minimum-maximum range of 1–5, a mean equal to 2.83, and
a standard deviation of 0.86.

I’m volunteering with the Red Cross
1. Because it gives prestige and a well-respected position in society
2. Because this kind of work gives me the feeling that I’m needed,

that I mean something to society
3. Because my direct environment thinks very highly of volunteer

work
4. Because here I can find the satisfaction and the appreciation I

can’t find in my job
5. To belong somewhere, to be part of an important whole
6. Because the Red Cross as an organization is well appreciated by

society

Satisfaction with Volunteering

The importance that the volunteer attaches to satisfaction through vol-
unteering is measured by means of a scale of six Likert items with five
response categories (very important, rather important, neutral, not very
important, not at all important). The scale accounts for 12.05 percent
of explained variance in the 11-factor solution. It has a Cronbach’s alpha
of .78, a minimum-maximum range of 1.33–5, a mean equal to 4.01,
and a standard deviation of 0.69.

I’m volunteering with the Red Cross
1. Because I have had very good experiences with this kind of vol-

unteer work
2. Because of the good atmosphere in the group of volunteers
3. Because I really feel at home in the Red Cross
4. Because of the social contacts one has as a volunteer, because it’s

a good way of making friends
5. Because I feel good about myself doing it
6. Because I see it as a hobby, a relaxing way of spending time; because

I like to do it
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Self-Development through Volunteering

The importance that the volunteer attaches to self-development through
volunteering is measured by means of a scale of five Likert items with
five response categories (very important, rather important, neutral, not
very important, not at all important). The scale accounts for 8.69 percent
of explained variance in the 11-factor solution. It has a Cronbach’s alpha
of .72, a minimum-maximum range of 1–5, a mean equal to 3.66, and
a standard deviation of 0.77.

I’m volunteering with the Red Cross
1. To do something about my own education and development
2. Because this kind of work always remains a challenge to me
3. Because it changes my perspective on things; it broadens my view

on life
4. Because I get to know my stronger and weaker sides
5. To learn new skills that can be useful in my current or future

profession

Group 3: The Volunteer’s Commitment to Organization and
Volunteer Work
Loyalty

The volunteer’s degree of loyalty is measured by means of a scale of six
Likert items with five response categories (completely agree, rather
agree, neutral, rather disagree, completely disagree). The scale accounts
for 6.67 percent of explained variance in the 11-factor solution. It has
a Cronbach’s alpha of .77, a minimum-maximum range of 1–5, a mean
equal to 3.65, and a standard deviation of 0.77.

1. As a volunteer, I use every means necessary to ensure the continued
existence of the Red Cross.

2. If I see other Red Cross volunteers, I feel strongly related to them.
3. When a Red Cross volunteer appears in the media, I’m proud of

being a Red Cross volunteer myself.
4. It is important to make clear to other volunteers that they should

adhere to what the Red Cross expects of them.
5. I like other people to know I’m a Red Cross volunteer.
6. I always try to convince other people to volunteer with the Red

Cross.

Devotion

The volunteer’s degree of devotion is measured by means of a semantic
differential consisting of three seven-point continua between two polar
terms. The scale accounts for 5.5 percent of explained variance in the
11-factor solution. It has a Cronbach’s alpha of .67, a minimum-max-
imum range of 1.67–7, a mean equal to 5.78, and a standard deviation
of 1.05.

How would you describe yourself as a volunteer?
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1. I do what I want to do./I do what I’m asked to do.
2. I commit myself on certain terms./I commit myself uncondition-

ally.
3. I sometimes neglect my obligations./I live up to my obligations.

Choosiness
The volunteer’s degree of choosiness is measured by means of a scale
of five Likert items with five response categories (completely agree,
rather agree, neutral, rather disagree, completely disagree). The scale
accounts for 2.6 percent of explained variance in the 11-factor solution.
It has a Cronbach’s alpha of .62, a minimum-maximum range of 1–5,
a mean equal to 3.15, and a standard deviation of 0.79.

1. I won’t participate in certain activities. Not every kind of work is
meant for me.

2. The Red Cross can’t expect me to do things I’m not interested in.
After all, there is no charge.

3. I consciously limit my engagement, otherwise there will be no end
to it.

4. Imposing certain tasks on me would be a reason for me to quit
volunteering.

5. I usually choose tasks that interest me. Whether or not the orga-
nization benefits from it is of minor importance to me.

Preference for a Low-Level Commitment
The volunteer’s preference for a low-level commitment is measured by
means of a semantic differential consisting of six seven-point continua
between two polar terms. The scale accounts for 3.2 percent of explained
variance in the 11-factor solution. It has a Cronbach’s alpha of .62, a
minimum-maximum range of 1–6.7, a mean equal to 3.67, and a stan-
dard deviation of 0.91.

There are many different sorts of volunteer work and everybody has
a different way to do it. If you had to start over again, what kind of
volunteer work would you take up? In other words, what would be the
ideal volunteer work?

1. A long term project/A short term activity
2. A lot of responsibility/Little responsibility
3. Often/One single time
4. For an indefinite period/For a definite period
5. A lot of responsibility, getting involved in something/Few obliga-

tions, easy to call it off
6. Taking up different assignments/Taking up a specific job or

function

Group 4: The Volunteer’s Tolerance toward Organizational
Demands
Tolerance toward Training Demands
The volunteer’s tolerance of training demands is measured by means
of a scale of five Likert items with five response categories (completely
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acceptable, rather acceptable, neutral, rather unacceptable, completely
unacceptable). The scale accounts for 7.4 percent of explained variance
in the 11-factor solution. It has a Cronbach’s alpha of .71, a minimum-
maximum range of 1.25–5, a mean equal to 4.40, and a standard de-
viation of 0.68.

The Red Cross is allowed to
1. Demand you go through a trial period first
2. Demand you take training courses
3. Demand you take an examination before receiving a certificate of

attended courses
4. Demand you take a refresher course on a regular basis
5. In order to offer a quality service, preservice and on-the-job train-

ing are acceptable

Tolerance toward Rules concerning the Intensity of Commitment
The volunteer’s tolerance toward rules concerning the intensity of com-
mitment is measured by means of a scale of four Likert items with five
response categories (completely agree, rather agree, neutral, rather dis-
agree, completely disagree). The scale accounts for 4.71 percent of
explained variance in the 11-factor solution. It has a Cronbach’s alpha
of .69, a minimum-maximum range of 1–4.75, a mean equal to 2.13,
and a standard deviation of 0.87.

The Red Cross is allowed to
1. Determine a minimum period for you to be a volunteer
2. Determine how often you should take part in an activity
3. Tell you when you should participate
4. Determine how long you have to work on each project
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1. According to these key informants, certain Red Cross units could be considered as
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clearly traditional in that their volunteers made long-term and intensive commitments,
had an older volunteer population, and reproduced traditional gender patterns, whereas
other units were more likely to correspond to the newer volunteer profile (i.e., short-term
and rather sporadic; younger age cohorts). A comparison of the different units studied,
however, is beyond the scope of this article (for a discussion, see Hustinx 2003, 151–92).

2. In Flanders (Belgium), the terms “lower” and “upper” secondary education refer to
the old structure of secondary education, organized into two 3-year cycles (a lower cycle
and an upper cycle; Verhoeven and Dom 2002, 98). The Red Cross survey data in this
article reflect that former structure, which has since been reorganized. All students who
obtained the diploma of secondary education have free access to higher education. Higher
education institutions in Flanders can be divided into colleges of higher education (hoge-
schoolonderwijs) and university education. Outside university, one-cycle programs of higher
education provide practical training at the graduate level, whereas two-cycle programs of
higher education provide education of an academic level (Verhoeven and Dom 2002,
121–44).

3. Owing to the relatively small sample size, it is necessary to introduce a parsimonious
selection of variables into the analysis. More generally, it should be kept in mind that
developing empirical measures of theoretical concepts inherently implies a reduction of
the broader theoretical horizon of meaning (cf. De Vaus 2001, 27).

4. The author attempted to obtain a more dynamic assessment of the course of involve-
ment by including information about the number of interruptions; however, only 14
percent of the respondents reported that their Red Cross involvement was interrupted at
least once in the course of their volunteer career.

5. An initial iterated principal factor analysis with an orthogonal (varimax) rotation
used squared multiple correlations as prior communality estimates and included 147 eval-
uation items with a Likert-type response format. The number of factors was determined
in this way, and items were deleted if they loaded on multiple factors or had factor loadings
lower than .35. Next, a rotation to a final factor solution was completed involving 57
remaining items and 11 common factors. An oblique (promax) rotation was deployed
because the cultural measures can be correlated (for they are part of the same cultural
substratum of styles of volunteering). All items had factor loadings greater than .35. A
simple structure, in which items have high loadings on one factor only, was obtained.

6. The analysis used EDACLUS, an SAS-macro for exploratory data analysis by means
of cluster analysis (Hajnal and Loosveldt 1998), which is designed to assist in comparing
different (hierarchical) clustering methods, determining the number of clusters, visual-
izing the obtained cluster solution, and evaluating it. To decide upon the number of
clusters, four different criteria were inspected: (1) the R-square or the proportion of overall
variance explained, (2) the pseudo-F statistic, (3) the Cubic Clustering Criterion, and (4)
the pseudo-T 2 statistic. An inspection of these clustering criteria suggests that clustering
in the data is rather weak. Moreover, the clustering methods differed with respect to the
proposed optimal number of clusters. The author therefore ultimately relied on theoretical
considerations about the mixed volunteer reality and searched for an interpretable cluster
solution that yielded the most differentiated picture, both to the volunteer attitudes that
were used to define the different groups and to a number of external validation variables
(related to the behavioral volunteer characteristics and some key social background
characteristics).

7. Although it is a standard practice to perform a multivariate analysis of variance of
the variables clustered in order to test for the significance of the clusters, finding significant
differences does not prove that the clusters actually exist: “Since the groups were obtained
from, and can generally be defined by partitions on each variable, the discriminant analysis
almost always returns significant results, even from random noise data” (Milligan 1996,
366–67; cf. Aldenderfer and Blashfield 1984, 64–65).

8. In an intermediate step, an identical latent class analysis was performed for the
structural indicators of the styles of volunteering only. It resulted in a single multivariate
measure that contained five latent classes ( , , ). These five2L p 43.39 df p 32 p p .0862
patterns of volunteering can broadly be described as: (1) a supportive peripheral pat-
tern: a very infrequent and relatively short-term involvement that requires a low time
investment and remains typically limited to the provision of medical, social, or psycho-
logical assistance; (2) an administrative intermediate pattern: a fairly regular, time-
consuming, and long-term involvement that is concentrated on the membership on a
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volunteer board; (3) a supportive intermediate pattern: a fairly regular, time-consuming,
and relatively short-term involvement that remains typically limited to the provision of
medical, social, or psychological assistance; (4) a supportive core pattern: a very fre-
quent, time-consuming, and relatively short-term involvement that is focused on the
provision of medical, social, or psychological assistance; and (5) an all-around core
pattern: a very frequent, time-consuming, and long-term involvement that includes all
types of activities and, in particular, a number of key volunteer tasks, such as decision
making, the organization of activities, administrative tasks, and educational instruction
(Hustinx 2003, 223–32). However, these intermediate results are not deemed to be
central to the general argument of this article. A detailed discussion of this initial
classification exercise is therefore beyond the scope of this article. Table 2 nonetheless
reports the parameter estimates of this initial latent class analysis. It furthermore should
be noted that the bivariate association of this five-class variable with the cultural vol-
unteer clusters is statistically significant ( , , ).2x p 58.89 df p 12 p ! .0001

9. Correspondence analysis is used to “find a low-dimensional graphical representation
of the rows and columns of a crosstabulation or contingency table. Each row and column
is represented by a point in a plot determined from the cell frequencies” (SAS Institute
1999, 947). As is common, here the first two dimensions of this Euclidean space are plotted
to observe the associations among the SOV categories (columns) and the structural and
cultural SOV components (rows; SAS Institute 1999, 990). Each dimension explains a
certain percentage of the total chi-square, which is a measure of the association between
the rows and columns of the contingency table (see SAS Institute 1999, 949).


