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Abstract

This study explores motivations and barriers to social action in children from
economically disadvantaged communities, through the lens of Construal Level Theory.
Results from a qualitative study involving 40 children in the United Kingdom (engaged
and non-engaged in social action) suggest that a concrete, place-based understanding
of social action (low-level construal) and intrinsic motives drives children to engage.
An abstract and decontextualized understanding of social action (high-level construal)
and concrete responsibilities such as caring for family (low-level construal) often
hinders engagement. Contrary to expected trends, motivations to engage in social
action are more associated with intrinsic benefits. Social identity needs act both as
motivators (disproving negative views about children) and as barriers (maintaining
a sense of “coolness”). Our study contributes to knowledge by suggesting that a
place engagement approach, which embraces low-construal aspects and is “closer to
home,” may help both motivating and overcoming barriers to child volunteering in
economically disadvantaged communities.

Keywords
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Introduction

Involving young people in voluntary activities is key, as creating a habit early on could
lead to individuals’ continuous engagement with social action throughout their life
course (Mills & Waite, 2017) and, perhaps more importantly, to these individuals
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having better life chances, careers, and overall wellbeing (Bang et al., 2020; Holliday,
2018; Shantz et al., 2019). However, youth engagement seems to be decreasing (Piatak
& Mikkelsen, 2021), with less than 4 out of 10 young people in the United Kingdom
engaged in social action activities (Bratsa et al., 2020). The proportion decreases when
looking at lower socio-economic groups, who are less likely to engage in social action
(Bratsa et al., 2020). Engaging young people from these groups not only benefits them
personally, but also benefits the organizations they volunteer for. Participation in vol-
unteering activities also empowers them to take part in the transformation of their own
communities, bringing together individual and societal development (Vertonghen
et al., 2017). Ultimately, engagement with this type of activities and the benefits vol-
unteers could get from it might reduce their chances of unemployment or living in
poverty (UK Parliament, 2021). As the reasons behind this recurrent pattern of lower
volunteering in socio-economically challenged communities are unclear, a better
understanding of why, or why not, young people in lower socio-economic groups tend
to engage in social action activities is needed. Furthermore, despite the growing inter-
est in youth social action, there is almost a complete absence of research that focuses
on children’s (people under 18 years) understanding of motivation and engagement
with social action (Nordstrom et al., 2022). This gap in the literature is worrying, espe-
cially since developing habits at such a young age seems critical to future outcomes
benefiting both the individual (i.e., improving wellbeing, developing moral values)
and society/the environment (through more probable engagement with social action;
Bang et al., 2020; Hart et al., 2006).

Social action refers to behaviors people engage in not only for their own benefit,
but for the benefit of the communities they are part of (Snyder & Omoto, 2007), vol-
unteerism being the most common type of social action (Penner, 2004). More specifi-
cally, youth social action is defined as activities that young people “can do to make a
positive difference to others or the environment” (Step Up to Serve [SUS], 2020b,
para. 2), including fundraising, campaigning, and volunteering activities such as help-
ing people outside the family (Birdwell et al., 2013). The importance of social action
activities and their benefits have been largely acknowledged by government bodies
and intergovernmental organizations around the world (Department for Digital,
Culture, Media and Sports, 2016; UNV, 2020), as well as by academia (Benenson &
Stagg, 2016; Chinman & Wandersman, 1999; Melkman et al., 2015), with some
authors seeing social action as the blend between volunteering and activism for posi-
tive change (Marzana et al., 2012).

This study followed a qualitative approach, aiming to inductively explore child
social action by conducting focus groups with children (those under the age of 18)
from lower socio-economic groups, with the interlinked aims of (a) comprehending
what children understand by social action and (b) understanding why children in these
groups are or are not engaging in social action, which links to the motivations and bar-
riers underpinning their behavior. In doing so, this study addresses recent calls in the
literature for further study of the motivations driving children to engage in social
action (Gil-Lacruz et al., 2016; Y. J. Lee, 2020; Nordstrom et al., 2022; Shantz et al.,
2019), and the necessity of unpacking the knowledge/strengths of low-income
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volunteers and their communities, instead of just focusing on what they are lacking
(Benenson & Stagg, 2016). This study also answers recent calls in the field of social
action and volunteering literature for more research that explores issues from a volun-
teer perspective, and hence more qualitative research with volunteers (Jiang et al.,
2019; Nordstrom et al., 2022; Same et al., 2020).

We aim, therefore, to provide a much-needed child-centric and inclusive view of
social action and its drivers. There are also important implications for theory and prac-
tice, as the results of this study could inform our understanding of these concepts with
children, as well as providing guidance to local and national governments, nongovern-
mental organizations, and schools when aiming to encourage children from lower
socio-economic groups to engage in different volunteering activities. Through our
conversations with children, we found that they are mainly driven to engage in social
action by intrinsic motives. Interestingly, social identity considerations seem to both
enable and hinder the adoption of social action practices. Children from economically
disadvantaged communities currently engaged are aware and concerned that they are
perceived negatively by other groups, and motivated to engage in social action to
overcome these perceptions, while those non-engaged often want to maintain a sense
of “coolness” with peers through inaction. By exploring social action through the lens
of Construal Level Theory (CLT), and understanding construals as the way a person
perceives and interprets a particular situation, we find that children’s motivations and
barriers to social action are often concrete and place-based, that is, at a low level of
construal, while those not engaging in social action often have an abstract and vague
understanding of social action, that is, high level of construal. We, therefore, propose
that it would be useful to take a place engagement approach to both overcoming barri-
ers and encouraging social action. In the next section, we offer a brief review of the
literature on youth and child social action, to then explain our methods of data collec-
tion and data analysis. Findings of our qualitative study are presented next, and then
discussed in relation to the existing literature. Our article then acknowledges the limi-
tations of the study and introduces ideas for future research, before presenting our
concluding remarks.

Literature Review

Motivations and Social Action

Extant literature has explored the motivations driving people to engage in social action
activities, with most research focused on volunteering (Carlo et al., 2005; Clary et al.,
1996; De Clerck et al., 2021; Vazquez et al., 2015), fundraising (Grant, 2008; Kelly
etal., 2014), and campaigning (Bolderdijk et al., 2013; Thegersen & Crompton, 2009).
Across existing studies in these areas of activity—all under the umbrella of social
action—one can find different categorizations of volunteer motivations. Clary et al.
(1996) developed the Volunteer Functions Inventory, widely used and adapted in vol-
unteering research (e.g., Gage & Thapa, 2012; Kim et al., 2010; Zhou & Kodama
Muscente, 2023), which classifies volunteer motivations into six categories—values,
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career, enhancement, understanding, social motive, and protective motive. Other
authors divide the reasons to volunteer between collective and individualistic
(Avrahami & Dar, 1993), while others talk about altruistic, egoistic, and social motives
(Haski-Leventhal & Bargal, 2008), acknowledging the importance some volunteers
give to meet people and build friendships while volunteering. Demir et al. (2020)
address the different motivations proposed by research by offering a profile segmenta-
tion based on the motivations to engage in voluntary activities. The segmentation,
formed by five categories, considers motivations in relation to self-improvement (per-
sonal development, self-esteem), career (experience, curriculum vitae (CV) building),
responsibility (help others, concern/awareness), social motivations (engage with oth-
ers, driven by close social group), and protective motivations (religion/tradition
motives, avoid guilt). Fairly recently, Nordstrom et al. (2022) propose looking at vol-
unteer motivations from the point of view of inspiration, suggesting that appropriate
motivational frames (focused on moral obligations and a sense of efficacy—believing
one can make a difference) could push potential volunteers from a passive state of
being inspired by to a position of being inspired to take action.

While most scholars agree that volunteers are driven by a combination of different
motivations (see Bocsi et al., 2017; Haski-Leventhal & Bargal, 2008), authors offer
different views on what type of motivations are dominant. Dunn et al. (2016), for
instance, talk about “helping others” and “socializing” as common motives. Lanero
et al. (2017) argue that volunteers mainly engage because of instrumental motivations
(e.g., provide a service in the community, change the things that go wrong in society),
while Cox et al. (2018) agree with previous research (e.g., Stukas et al., 2016) in that
the main motives to engage in voluntary activities are related to value expression and
understanding. While providing granular breakdowns of the factors that enable and act
as barriers to volunteering, theorists such as Demir et al. (2020) consider whether
motivators are intrinsic (associated with the activity itself, such as enjoying the activ-
ity or benefiting others) or extrinsic (that comes as a result of the activity, such as
status or job prospects). Research on motivations in young adults, however, suggests
that the reasons to get involved in voluntary actions are moving from altruism to being
more individualistic, self-oriented, and extrinsic in character (Hustinx, 2010; Hustinx
& Lammertyn, 2003; Vazquez et al., 2015). More specifically, research has shown that
young adults belonging to “Generation Z” (Seemiller & Grace, 2018) are mainly moti-
vated to engage in voluntary activities by extrinsic benefits such as the opportunity to
learn and obtain career prospects (Cho et al., 2018). Although some authors argue that
despite “modern motivations” (Bocsi et al., 2017) such as career development, skills
development, or status are gaining importance, new young generations tend to also be
motivated by a combination of extrinsic and intrinsic motives, such as helping others
(Bocsi et al., 2017). While it would not be unreasonable to suggest that similar trends
could be found among children, whether they are motivated mainly by extrinsic rea-
sons is unclear.

What seems clearer is that motivations to engage in volunteering change as we
move across age groups (Gaskin, 2004) and, as such, it is crucial to understand what
is driving children to engage in this type of behavior, and to understand this in relation
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to well-established theories of motivation, considering for instance extrinsic and
intrinsic factors.

Social Action in Economically Challenged Communities: The Importance
of Habits and Barriers

There is much research which suggests that pro-social and anti-social behaviors seem
to be intergenerational in that they can be passed from one generation to another. In
terms of positive behaviors, research suggests that children are more likely to develop
pro-social skills if their parents show caring behaviors (Williams & Berthelsen, 2017).
The trend is similar in the volunteer context, as a child is more likely to volunteer if
their parents also volunteer (Mainar et al., 2015; Perks & Konecny, 2015), which at the
same time helps children build habits.

Research suggests that those with higher income and status are more likely to vol-
unteer (Dean, 2016; Hackl et al., 2007; Rotolo & Wilson, 2012). This might be because
of higher levels of awareness of social issues, or as a result of having more social
contacts, family history, and social norms related to volunteering (Musick et al., 2000).
Higher family socio-economic status influences young adults and children’s predispo-
sition to volunteer (Mainar et al., 2015), allowing “privileged” youth to get a better
sense of their own class, learn about class inequality, and increase their commitment
to social justice (Kawecka Nenga, 2011).

However, intergenerational transmission of behaviors could also be related to nega-
tive issues, such as social deprivation, substance abuse, and crime (see, e.g., Bradshaw,
2005; Mellody, 2002; Van de Rakt, 2008). Children in economically disadvantaged
communities often face stigma and negative reputation, with reduced life and job pros-
pects (UK Parliament, 2021). This trend may also play out in terms of volunteering, as
less affluent groups only account for approximately 30% of the total of young adults
engaged in social action in the United Kingdom (Bratsa et al., 2020). According to
Dean (2016), the reasons why people from lower socio-economic groups do not
engage in social action relate to their lack of “habitus” in relation to voluntary activi-
ties, as these are not things they would normally do. This assumption, however, is
based on views collected from volunteer recruiters, instead of from the young people
themselves. Regarding reasons why these groups engage, Brewis et al. (2010) mention
employability motives, while Bradford et al. (2016) talk about “unintended volunteer-
ing.” In their view, young adults and children in these communities do not engage in
social action because of specific reasons, but through engagement in community pro-
grams, which then lead to volunteering opportunities.

In terms of barriers to engage in youth and child social action, lack of awareness
about opportunities to participate (Hill et al., 2009) and lack of time (Knibbs et al.,
2019) seem to be the biggest obstacles. However, barriers might be more salient in
economically disadvantaged communities, as there are fewer volunteering opportuni-
ties in these areas, which translates into a reduced number of opportunities to partici-
pate in social action (Davies, 2018b). Among these groups, a lack of interest, and the
fact that “it never occurred to them,” play a key role in non-engaging (Knibbs et al.,
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2019). Furthermore, lack of resources in youth organizations and lack of support from
schools seem to aggravate the lack of engagement (Davies, 2018a). Benenson and
Stagg (2016) argue that one way to engage individuals from lower socio-economic
groups in social action involves linking the support to their communities with the
improvement of their lives. By focusing on assets (social, cultural, human, and politi-
cal), the benefits individuals could get by engaging could be more evident.

Little is known, however, about how children in economically disadvantaged com-
munities perceive these issues and how they influence subsequent social action or inac-
tion. From the literature reviewed above, it seems reasonable to posit that habits (both
good and bad) often seem to pass from one generation to the next, and that the norms in
homes and communities are learned and continued from a young age. Indeed, much of
the research reviewed in this section could be used to make similar arguments: if young
people in economically disadvantaged areas do not experience social action in their
homes and their communities, how can they reasonably be expected to pick up the
habit? While our study does not compare children from families with a history of vol-
unteering to those without, we include this point because it seems that encouraging
children to volunteer may result in them passing on these habits to future generations.

What Makes Children Different: The Importance of Construal and
Place

As stated before, there is a particular current lacuna in the literature regarding motiva-
tions of children to engage in social action, in particular children coming from lower
socio-economic groups. To the authors’ knowledge, only Davies (2018a, 2018b) actu-
ally involves children living in these communities as research participants. While
Davies’ studies offer valuable insights and explore some of the reasons children vol-
unteer, they are focused primarily on barriers rather than motivations. As such, one
key finding from the studies is that children do not volunteer so that they can avoid the
negative social stigma from peers. As the title of the Davies’ (2018b) article: “We’d get
slagged and bullied” suggests, it seems that children are motivated to maintain some
kind of social identity with peers by not volunteering. While this is a very interesting
and important finding, it makes it even more intriguing to explore more deeply posi-
tive aspects of why children volunteer in economically disadvantaged communities, as
these remain relatively under-explored when compared to barriers. Children are also
different developmentally from adults and young adults, and being more cognizant of
these differences provides an opportunity for researchers to gain better insights.

It is important, therefore, to consider what makes children different from adults and
young adults in general, and to explore how this may influence engagement with
social action, as children might not necessarily think about jobs and skills develop-
ment as young adults do. Studies in child and developmental psychology signal that
children may be more influenced by their family and home life than an adult popula-
tion (see, e.g., Boyd & Bee, 2019). Put simply, these developmental psychologists
argue that most children start their development at home, and to a young child this
often represents a dominant experience of their world. Children are often yet to have a



Garnelo-Gomez and Money 7

broader experience of travel, and thus the home and the local community can often
become a critical influence in guiding norms and habits. One way this can be explained
is through the lens of CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2010), which argues that individuals
perceive concepts or situations based on mental abstractions (construals) and on how
psychologically distant they are. Distant concepts and events—high-level construal—
tend to be more abstract, while psychological closeness (“me,” “my community”)—
low-level construal—is more concrete and “closer to home.” There is evidence that
individuals in general are more influenced by concrete low-level construals than
abstract ones. For instance, people are more likely to donate to local instead of global
causes (Grau & Folse, 2007), and prefer organizations that use concrete messages
when talking about sustainability (Z. Lee et al., 2024). This might be explained by the
fact that proximity to a familiar setting (i.e., the family, the community) leads to per-
sonal benefits, such as trust and well-being (Beckes & Coan, 2011). Engagement with
activities at “closer to home” settings allows individuals to “fit” (Englert et al., 2020)
and “bond” with places (Giuliani, 2003). This preference for low-level concrete con-
struals might be stronger in children than adults, as children tend to have relatively
more experience of the home and local community, and less experience of the broader
world (see Boyd & Bee, 2019).

It is interesting to reflect on how the notion of place has emerged as an encouraging
way to better understand social behaviors and their origins (McKeever et al., 2015). In
terms of construal, place can be low level and more concrete (e.g., my home or my
town) or high level and more abstract (e.g., my country or the world). However, recent
theorists have suggested it is the low-level and more concrete notion of place which
offers much promise, with context and community influencing opportunities for social
behaviors to happen (McKeever et al., 2014). Indeed, it seems that encouraging local
place-based behaviors could lead to higher levels of commitment (Ryan et al., 2023),
helping volunteers to build positive habits and continue volunteering when they are
older (Dawson et al., 2019). The influence of place and construal is under-explored in
the context of child volunteering. However, the natural link between CLT and place
(being low level/concrete or high level/abstract) means that they may emerge as useful
lens through which the motivations and barriers to child social action could be better
understood.

In summary, we hope that our research can inform the extant literature reviewed
above in terms of better understanding three key aspects: (a) Does the trend for more
extrinsic than intrinsic motivation in relation to volunteering and social action estab-
lished in young adults hold true in children (particularly those living in economically
disadvantaged communities)? (b) What can we learn about habits and norms in rela-
tion to social action in a child sample? (c) How can CLT and place engagement
approaches help better understand the motivations and barriers to child social action?

Method

The United Kingdom has a long history of youth volunteering (Brewis, 2011).
However, engagement in volunteering activities among younger people and children
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is still low, and the hours young people spend volunteering are steadily decreasing. For
instance, volunteering among 16 to 24 years old in England decreased from 23% in
2020 to 17% in 2021 (UK Government, 2023), while a similar pattern was found in
Scotland, where the percentage of young people engaged in formal volunteering
decreased from 49% in 2019 to 37% in 2022 (Volunteer Scotland, 2023). This reality
led to the creation of Step Up to Serve (SUS), a U.K.-based charity (supported by the
U.K. government) that coordinated the #iwill campaign, aimed to make meaningful
social action part of life for 10 to 20 years old across the country (SUS, 2020a). For the
purpose of this study, we partnered with SUS (who helped with the recruitment of
participants and with the ethical procedures needed for the completion of the data col-
lection), and focused our study on exploring the views of children living in economi-
cally disadvantaged communities. This particular group was chosen because their
engagement is even lower than in more affluent areas (Bratsa et al., 2020), and it is in
these communities where we can find more children and young people reluctant to
engage in volunteering (Bratsa et al., 2020).

Data Collection

This research was completed following a qualitative approach, commonly used in
volunteering research (see McNamee & Peterson, 2016; Nordstrom et al., 2022). Six
focus groups were conducted with children coming from lower socio-economic
groups (according to household’s Social Grade'), recruited through SUS partners
(schools and youth centers attended by the children). Focus groups were found to be
an appropriate method to use in this study because a group setting might help children
explain their views and experiences more easily (Kitzinger, 1995), while it might also
make them feel more comfortable and it might favor self-disclosure (Krueger &
Casey, 2014). More specifically, we collected data in three different cities in the
North West, North East, and South East of England. These cities were chosen by SUS
to provide a variety of views across different locations. Two focus groups were con-
ducted in each city; one focus group focused on understanding the views of children
engaged and the other one focused on children non-engaged in social action. Children
were recruited by SUS partners based on whether they self-reported being engaged in
social action or not.

The focus groups were conducted by one member of the research team who had
experience working with children (as an educator). She was able to build rapport with
the children at the beginning of the focus groups, using ice-breaker games as a way to
encourage participation and engagement (Sasan et al., 2023). Focus groups were con-
ducted following a semi-structured approach, combining open questions with the use
of projective techniques. Specifically, photo elicitation tools (Harper, 2002) were used
with the aim of further unpacking the way children understand social action. For this
purpose, participants were presented with five photos which for SUS represent social
action and which were related to lifeguarding, elderly care, helping less able kids,
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charity shop work, and helping with canal conservation (litter picking). They were
then asked to choose which of those activities best represented social action and to
answer several questions in relation to the activities chosen (questions related to feel-
ings and motivations). The use of photo elicitation allowed children to discuss differ-
ent levels of meaning in relation to social action (Glaw et al., 2017), explaining further
their understanding of the concept and the drivers and constrainers of their volunteer-
ing behavior. During the focus groups, some questions were asked using an indirect
and neutral approach, for example, what do you think motivates someone like you to
engage in social action? (Nederhof, 1985), with the aim of minimizing social desir-
ability bias.

In total, 40 children were recruited to participate in the study, following a purposive
sample approach (Robinson, 2014). They were aged 10 to 17 years old (average age
was 14), 27 of them were female and 13 of them male. The fact that more females
volunteered to take part in the study could be explained by results of previous research,
suggesting that females are more likely to engage in voluntary activities (Gil-Lacruz
et al., 2016; Sarre & Tarling, 2010), even in younger age groups (Karniol et al., 2003).
From the total sample, 19 of them were engaged in social action and 21 of them were
non-engaged.

The focus groups for engaged and non-engaged were conducted separately, lasting
for an average of 40 minutes and were audio-recorded, after consent was obtained
from both the participants and their parents/legal guardians.
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Data Analysis

The narratives collected through the focus groups were transcribed (given each partici-
pant a number to help with the analysis process, e.g., Participant 1 = P1), and then
analyzed through inductive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2022), following the
coding stages proposed by Gioia et al. (2013). The first stage of the data analysis
included the reading of the focus groups’ transcripts and the development of initial
categories emerging from the data, classified as first-order concepts (similar to the
open coding process proposed by Strauss and Corbin (1998). Next, similarities and
differences across concepts started to be identified, while concepts began to be
explored conceptually. Several iterations between the data and existing literature, and
discussions between the research team, led to the development of more concrete
dimensions (or second-order themes, according to Gioia et al. (2013)). The final stage
of data analysis culminated with the development of our aggregate dimensions, the
higher level of classification of our data, which complete our data structure and serve
as organizing principles of our findings. An illustration of the approach followed when
analyzing the data is provided in Figure 1.

Findings

The findings from the data are discussed in relation to the two groups of participants
(engaged and non-engaged) and two main themes: enablers of social action and
constrainers of social action. Findings in relation to these dimensions are presented
below.?

Enablers of Social Action: Understanding and Motivations to Social
Action

Understanding of Social Action. The narratives provided by those currently engaged in
social action suggest that this group is motivated to engage in social action by both
intrinsic and extrinsic motivations, although intrinsic motives seem to be dominant.
First of all, the way those engaged understand and feel toward social action might
work as an enabler of their volunteering behavior. The definitions given by the engaged
are more closely related to traditional definitions of social action, including keywords
such as “community,” “helping,” “making a difference,” “volunteering,” and “‘change.”
When you say social action; it makes me think of doing something that impacts the
people in the community and volunteering and fundraising. (P28, Female, 13 years old,
engaged)

Helping and sharing ideas for your . . . your place. (P8, Male, 14 years old, engaged)
Those currently engaged felt a mixture of both positive and negative feelings

toward social action and social action activities, although negative feelings seem to be
impacting more directly their behavior. They have positive feelings about helping to
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improve people’s lives through social action, but negative feelings about current
aspects of their communities—such as the anti-social behavior of others (i.e., those
littering), which leads them to do social action for their communities, their place.

I feel angry because (having litter around) is not fair to the people who are living [. . .]
like for example Castle Green. (P32, Male, 11 years old, engaged)

(Helping people) is quite cool. But I am afraid it is also like kind of like upsetting when
you are going around to all of these places . . . helping these people. (P31, Male, 11 years
old, engaged)

Thus, it could be argued that those currently engaged interpret social action as
related to a specific place and in relation to an action that is very concrete and contex-
tualized (e.g., people littering the canal), eliciting negative feelings toward what needs
to change in their communities. A specific place and a concrete action, together with
negative feelings toward a current state (i.e., of their towns/communities), might drive
those engaged to act and engage in social action.

Defend Their Community. Defend their community also emerged from the data as a key
theme. Most of those engaged in social action explained that helping their community
is important to them, and is a motivation driving their behavior. They believe not
enough people seem to care or help, so they feel they have a responsibility.

The reason [ was doing it is because I did not see much people helping out the community
[. . .] only a little bit of people are helping doing it, but not that much. (P32, Male, 11
years old, engaged)

You learn responsibility [. . .] like you get that responsibility and you get kind of like
power or something, like you get that kind of power to help people and to spread out what
we can do to help young people within your community. (P6, Male, 14 years old, engaged)

Psychological Benefits. Psychological benefits are also motivating children to engage.
Some children in economically challenged communities do not engage in social action
just to “help” the community, but to improve their own reputation as children living in
those communities. This becomes salient in relation to their own identities, as they
seem very aware of the negative views attached to them and they have a desire to show
that this perception is wrong. Through social action, these children are defending their
own social identity as children from these communities, being driven by a willingness
to prove people wrong.

If you go on the streets many people would think that young people like us, we do have
a bad reputation and it is all like changing the reputation that we have [. . .] I do not know,
they just have a certain feeling that we are not . . . but there are genuine people like us
who actually want to help, um, but I think just to make a change to people (the way
people see us), that is the main reason (I am engaged in social action). (P28, Female, 13
years old, engaged)



12 Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 00(0)

There is not a lot like a lot to do in Sunderland, to do with youth work, and I think there
should be a lot more, because like it (social action opportunities) gets kids off the street
from like crime and stuff like that. And it gets them like building their confidence, making
new friends and like trying to make the right choices to better themselves for like their
future, rather than just going down maybe the same path as what their families went
down. (P19, Female, 16 years old, engaged)

Other psychological benefits such as improving self-confidence and self-enhance-
ment were also mentioned by some participants.

It gives you a lot of confidence [. . .] it does make you feel good about yourself. (P30,
Female, 13 years old, engaged)

It has just like helped us gain our confidence a lot and helped us talk to people and that.
(P15, Female, 13 years old, engaged)

You are doing something that is positive, so it does have a positive impact on you. It has
a positive impact on how other people perceive you. (P30, Female, 13 years old, engaged)

Interestingly, participants also mentioned that they would join volunteering groups
because it made them feel secure.

It is like somewhere to go, like you do not want to roam on the street like all night and
you just go there and like have a chilled few minutes and just talk. (P1, Female, 16 years
old, engaged)

Yeah, it is safer (replying to the previous participant’s comment). (P5, Female, 13 years
old, engaged)

Acquire Knowledge and Skills. Finally, some children are motivated by the desire to
acquire knowledge and skills (extrinsic motivations), such as building up skills and
getting the experience needed to improve their CVs.

(What do you think would motivate people your age to engage in social action?) I think
maybe telling them that in the future it will benefit them, so if they are looking for a job
or anything like that, they can put it on their CV, they can get those kind of skills to help
them in the future. (P17, Female, 16 years old, engaged)

Some participants mentioned that they engage or would engage in social action to
understand the problems of those living in difficult situations. One could argue that
this could be motivated by an extrinsic motive, that is, learn something new, some-
thing else to add to a CV, or by an intrinsic motive, such as understand better their situ-
ation so they can be of more help.

(I understand social action as) to help people like when they have a sticky situation, like
to understand what they are thinking. (P1, Female, 16 years old, engaged)
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Overall, extrinsic motives, such as psychological benefits and acquiring knowledge
and skills, are influencing the behavior of the children currently engaged. However,
the narratives suggest that the main reasons why they engage in social action are
related to intrinsic motivations, a desire to defend their communities, and an under-
standing of social action practices that is place-based and “closer to home.”

Constrainers of Social Action: Understanding and Barriers to Social
Action

Understanding of Social Action. When analyzing behavioral barriers of those currently
non-engaged in social action, one could observe that, contrary to what happens with
the engaged group, the non-engaged understanding of social action and how they feel
about it might actually constraint their engagement. Many participants from this group
show a less clear understanding of social action, often linked to spending time together
with others (not necessarily helping a cause) and using keywords when defining social
action such as “socializing,” “social media,” and “coming together.”

(To me, social action means) coming together as a group and like playing games. (P13,
Male, 12 years old, non-engaged)

(To me, social action means) to go out to places and discover new things and like talk to
people and just like get involved with other people. (P35, Female, 12 years old,
non-engaged)

Those non-engaged did not express any negative feeling toward social action, but
positive feelings in relation to a future unrealized state (i.e., how they would feel if
they would volunteer). Thus, a more abstract view of social action (i.e., “help,” with-
out a specific context) may evoke positive feelings, but not necessarily action.

(If I would volunteer) I think I will do the elderly ones (helping the elderly) because like,
it is quite like, once you have done it you feel like good about yourself. (P36, Female, 13
years old, non-engaged)

People would recognize you and even go “Ahh, do you see that girl, she comes from that
home and she has done this for her community” [. . .] It would made me a lot happier as
well. (P39, Female, 12 years old, non-engaged)

Lack of Time. As highlighted in previous studies, lack of time seems to also be a sig-
nificant barrier for children in economically disadvantaged communities to engage.
Participants mentioned that school commitments take their time away from social
action, but interestingly there are other activities such as caring for others (i.e., family,
friends) that impede their participation.

Honestly, I don’t have like a lot of time to . . . many siblings that I take care of and help
out when my mum is out. I am mostly here (in the youth center) to get away from all the
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pressure from school and stuff like that, and I only come here to chill (instead of engage
in social action). (P13, Male, 12 years old, non-engaged)

If these “closer to home” types of voluntary behaviors were broadly recognized as
social action, children as the one quoted above could start building habits, triggering
further engagement.

Lack of Awareness/Interest. Many participants also referred to both a lack of awareness
of opportunities (and how to get involved) and a lack of interest, topics that could be
seen to be closely related.

Ok, my reason (for not being involved) because I do not really know . . . I do not know
how to get involved, but, I do not know I do not know much about it. (P39, Female, 12
years old, non-engaged)

(Would you like to engage in social action? Maybe in the future?) Not really, it is just
something that I don’t really want to do. (P25, Male, 16 years old, non-engaged)

Psychological Benefits. Finally, participants mentioned psychological benefits of not
being engaged in social action, such as “maintaining coolness” among peers, as appar-
ently social action is not seen as a “cool” activity to engage with. This is an interesting
barrier to acknowledge, as even those engaged are aware this psychological barrier is
hindering the behavior of some children in their communities.

People take the mic out of people (who do social action), like we make fun of people. If
someone our age (does social action) . . . if people in school find out what they are doing, they
would usually go “oh, but why are you doing that? what is wrong? why aren’t you spending
your Saturdays partying or something?” (P22, Female, 15 years old, non-engaged)

Overall, as it happens with other types of pro-social behaviors, lack of time and
awareness/interest are among the barriers impeding children to engage in social action.
However, the existing narrow definition of social action (which excludes voluntary
activities “closer to home”) and children misunderstanding of it seem to be the biggest
barrier of engagement.

Our findings suggest that a concrete, place-based understanding of social action
leads to engagement, with the main motivations driving behavior being intrinsic (please
find a summary of our findings in the Online Appendix). Interestingly, many partici-
pants believe that, as children from economically disadvantaged communities, they
have a bad reputation, and can be motivated to engage in social action to prove this
perception wrong. An abstract, decontextualized (mis)understanding of the term, in
conjunction with concrete place-based barriers to social action, is often associated with
a lack of engagement. Participants in this group are also often interested in their reputa-
tion, but in this case in terms of how engaging in social action could harm how they are
seen by a peer group (as being “uncool”). This discrepancy might call for a new, child-
centric, place-based, and “closer to home” definition of social action that would
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encourage more children and young people to participate in volunteering activities. In
the next section, the findings are discussed in relation to existing literature, while limi-
tations of the study, directions for future research, and practical implications are
considered.

Discussion

We will discuss our results and how they inform the extant literature in terms of four
key aspects. First, we discuss how and why our findings counter the trend in recent
studies with young adults that social action and volunteering are more about extrinsic
than intrinsic motivation. Second, we will explore habits and norms in relation to
social action, with a particular focus on how social action is understood differently by
children who are engaged or non-engaged. Third, we will explore motivation and bar-
riers to engagement more deeply in relation to CLT and place. Finally, we discuss a
way forward and propose a broader conceptualization of social action that may encour-
age more engagement in the future.

First, at the highest level, our findings suggest that children are motivated by both
intrinsic and extrinsic factors when engaging in social action. The findings of the study
support the ideas of Demir et al. (2020), as the motivations we have identified as intrinsic
could be categorized under their “responsibility,” “social” motivation, and “protective”
motivation, and what we have identified as extrinsic motivations could be part of their
“self-improvement” and “career” categories. Our results also align with the ideas of Bocsi
et al. (2017), who suggest that “modern motivations” to engage in social action combine
collective and individual interests, as it is the case among our sample of children. However,
a key finding from our data is that the majority of motivations for our sample to engage in
social action is intrinsic, that is, children coming from lower socio-economic groups in
general care more about the common good and making their communities better places.
This finding challenges research suggesting that younger generations are mainly motivated
by individualistic and extrinsic reasons (Cho et al., 2018; Hustinx, 2010), such as acquiring
career benefits (Cho et al., 2018), and counters existing assumptions that younger genera-
tions’ motivations to engage in social action are changing from altruism to being more
individualistic (Hustinx, 2010; Hustinx & Lammertyn, 2003; Vazquez et al., 2015).

Contrary to existing assumptions, our findings suggest some of the extrinsic benefits
often associated with youth social action (i.e., career benefits) may not be as salient to
children, who may perceive them as less relevant in their current situation. Thus, our
results are important because they suggest that what motivates children should be con-
sidered different to what motivates young people. Importantly, similar to Davies (2018a,
2018b), we find that a key barrier to engagement with social action is children’s fear of
social stigma from peers, suggesting that children are concerned with maintaining a
positive social identity with peers. Like Davies, our findings suggest that many of those
non-engaged in social action do not want to engage because they want to maintain a
sense of social identity. What our findings also reveal, in addition to what Davies finds,
is that those engaging can also do so out of social identity needs. It seems children who
are engaged in social action are aware that children in their areas are perceived in a
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negative way, and they want to engage in social action to prove perceptions of children
in their areas wrong. In both cases, our children sample seems to be motivated to engage
or not in social action by their interpretation of their own social identity, which is con-
structed in a concrete and specific context (i.e., being seen to be volunteering—or not—
in their own community; Oyserman et al., 2017). By focusing on motivations as well as
barriers, we are thus able to add to Davies’ work and establish that social identity
aspects do not only act as barriers, but can act as motivators to social action too. As
children are at a different stage of identity development (if compared to adults and
young adults), social identity needs might play a bigger role in motivating volunteer
behaviors. Thus, it seems that social identity aspects are key to understanding motiva-
tions and barriers to engagement with social action and, therefore, researchers and prac-
titioners should think carefully about the construction of social identity when working
with children from economically disadvantaged communities.

Second, as explained in our findings, those engaged in social action often have a
concrete and tangible understanding of the concept of social action, while the non-
engaged offer a more abstract, and often wrong, description of it. Greater understanding
is linked to greater action and the creation of pro-social habits, while a misunderstand-
ing seems to be associated with inaction. Thus, our findings inform the debate on vol-
unteering behaviors and habitus by offering empirical evidence of differences in habits
within the same socio-economic group, which contrasts with previous research rou-
tinely comparing individuals (and habits) in different socio-economic groups (Hackl
et al., 2007). In the following section, we will build on these findings to explore how a
concrete place-based understanding of social action (low-level construal) may be key to
engagement, and to the creation of habits in relation to social action.

Third, we discuss our findings in relation to motivations and barriers, considering
CLT and place engagement as a useful lens to understand child engagement with social
action. The analysis of participants’ narratives of the engaged group suggests drivers
of social action relate to a concrete and place-based understanding of this volunteer
behavior (low-level construal), an understanding that is close to themselves and the
area they call home. Our data suggest, therefore, that place may be an important factor
to leverage when understanding motivators to engage in social action. The narratives
reveal a strong sense of community among these children, “a spirit of belonging
together [. . .] and mutual benefit come from being together” (McMillan, 1996, p.
315), which could facilitate social action activities within the places these children live
(Mannino et al., 2011; McKeever et al., 2014). In particular, a desire to defend their
place (their community) stands out as an important motivator, aligning with previous
research suggesting that individuals from economically disadvantaged areas engage in
voluntary action motivated by a willingness to improve their communities (Timbrell,
2007). Importantly, a motivation to improve their own social identity (as children liv-
ing in those communities) is often driving the behavior of children. This identity-based
motivation (Oyserman et al., 2017) has low-construal aspects, as it is based on the
identity they make salient in relation to a concrete activity (i.e., volunteering) and a
particular context or place (i.e., their community). Furthermore, the concrete under-
standing of social action by the engaged (low-level construal) elicits negative feelings
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when referring to current aspects of their towns and communities (e.g., litter, social
deprivation), which in this case seem to drive their motivation to make changes and
improve their communities through social action.

In terms of the non-engaged group, the results of our study suggest that a misunder-
standing of social action, that is abstract, decontextualized, and non-place-specific,
might be a key barrier to engagement. Interestingly, those non-engaged refer to posi-
tive feelings while discussing social action, but contrary to what Chowdhury and
Septianto (2023) suggest, in the case of our children sample this does not seem closely
related to descriptions of volunteer behaviors, but to a potential future state, that again
lacks concreteness and context (high-level construal). This finding aligns with the
ideas of academics such as Williams et al. (2014), who suggest that abstract thinking
leads to more positive feelings, compared to concrete ones.

Lack of time and lack of awareness/interest are also significant barriers, as high-
lighted by previous research (Knibbs et al., 2019). Importantly, however, those declar-
ing not having time to engage in social action often cite caring activities that are
“closer to home,” such as caring for others (i.c., family, friends), as reasons for not
having time for social action. These children could be categorized as unintended vol-
unteers, as proposed by Bradford et al. (2016). They may declare not to be engaged
and/or not be exposed to social action opportunities through school or family/friends
(Gaskin, 2004), but they might carry out some kind of social action that is “closer to
home.” Exploring this scenario through the lens of CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2010), it
is interesting that a key barrier to social action is described in very concrete low-level
construal terms (i.e., caring for someone at home, which benefits someone close to
them [Feierabend & Klicperova-Baker, 2015]).

Bringing together the findings on the motivations to engage with social action and
the barriers to not engage, it is very interesting to note that both motivators and barriers
are often described at a concrete and low level of construal. Those engaged in social
action often speak of defending their local communities or improving their social iden-
tities. They often mention the towns they live in and describe themselves as “children
from around here.” Motivations are thus related to things that are “close to home” and
to the places and communities within they live. For those non-engaged in social action,
the barriers are perhaps even “closer to home,” and are also very concrete and low level
in construal terms. Children often cite caring responsibilities in the home as well as
homework as reasons not to engage in social action. It seems then that the suggestion
by some developmental psychologists (see Boyd & Bee, 2019) that low-level construal
is particularly important in the thinking and decision-making of children plays out as
something of particular importance in the context of social action. Low-level construal
and acknowledging the importance of place may be critical both in motivating children
and in overcoming barriers. If “the home” could be considered as a place too, place may
provide a very useful lens through which to explore the topic further with children.

Considering together the findings from the engaged and non-engaged groups, we
now discuss one possible way to encourage participation among children in economi-
cally disadvantaged communities. If a child-centric understanding of social action is
to be embraced, it would include acts of informal volunteering (Dean, 2022; Low
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Figure 2. Transition From the Existing Definition of Youth/Children Social Action to a New
Child-Centric, Place-Based, “Closer to Home” Definition.

et al., 2007), those that are “closer to home,” that help family members and friends,
and that are more closely linked to the day-to-day lives of children in these communi-
ties. In line with developmental psychology, it is our suggestion that social action in
the context of children could be extended to include “close to home™ activities such as
caring for family members. By being recognized and appreciated, those currently non-
engaged (at least by the current definition of social action) could feel empowered to
participate in other volunteering activities (further away from home).

As signaled in Figure 2, the definition of social action could move from including
only external activities (i.e., helping those in the community, helping the environment)
to also including activities that are “closer to home” (i.e., helping family and friends).
We speculate that if these “closer to home” activities were acknowledged as social
action, that may give children in these communities recognition and pride, and as a
result they might be more willing to engage with other social action activities further
away from home. They may then go on to build habits in relation to social action.

We argue that current definitions of social action (e.g., Snyder & Omoto, 2007)
could become more inclusive, by connecting with children at the level of their own
daily lives, their homes, and the places that they live, before asking them to take action
at a broader socictal level. We suggest that CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2010) offers an
important angle to rethink this definition, and it is a critical theory to consider when
understanding the motivations of children to engage in social action. CLT helps explain
why children will be engaged in activities “closer to home,” because they are more
concrete (less abstract), contextualized, and place-based, and would benefit those at a
close distance (Feierabend & Klicperova-Baker, 2015).

Overall, our study contributes to theory by suggesting that children are different.
They are mainly motivated to engage in social action by intrinsic motivations (i.e.,
help their community, “their place”) rather than extrinsic, as it is the case of older
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generations (Cho et al., 2018). The exception in the context of children seems to be
connected to social identity aspects, which seem important in explaining a barrier to
engaging (to maintain coolness with peers) and a motivation to engage (to improve
how children in their communities are perceived). The significance of social identity
in our study might relate to the stage of identity development the children are at, and
its importance if compared to adults or young adults (whose sense of social identity is
further developed). Different place-based behaviors, those that are concrete and con-
text-specific (low-level construal; Trope & Liberman, 2010), are found to act as moti-
vators for the engaged group (i.e., to help and defend the community) and barriers to
the non-engaged. Place (their home, their community), therefore, seems to be a “way
in” to attract children in economically disadvantaged communities to engage in social
action. By alluding to motivations that are more concrete, and reframing concrete bar-
riers as part of the social action definition (acknowledging the “closer to home” behav-
iors some children undertake), children in these communities might be able to build
habits and extend action, from the home outward.

Study Limitations, Directions for Future Research, and Practical
Implications

The main limitation of the study would relate to the sample size. Because of the char-
acteristics of the sample (aged 10—17 years old), recruiting participants was challeng-
ing. Future studies could attempt to include the views of more children, and perhaps
conduct field work in more locations (considering other areas of the United Kingdom
or conducting similar research in a different country, perhaps in the Global South).
This study only focused on children from lower socio-economic backgrounds, due to
their limited engagement with social action activities and the desire of our partner
organization to understand how to best target this group. Future research could collect
data in more affluent communities, with the aim of offering a comparative and more
comprehensive view of children’s engagement with social action.

Matching youth volunteering motivations and volunteer activities is key (Handy
et al., 2010). In our study, children identified helping others and helping the environ-
ment (linked to intrinsic motives) as the activities that best represent social action.
Future studies could explore the link between motivations and types of volunteering
activities further, as we agree with Shantz et al. (2019) in that a better understanding
of this interplay is needed, in particular among children.

The new insights presented in this study could inform the development of new poli-
cies, strategies, and social marketing interventions aiming at increasing the number of
children and young people engaged in social action activities, in particular those living
in economically disadvantaged areas. We propose three focal areas, based on our
results and the conversations we had with our children sample: (a) build awareness, of
what social action is (considering our new proposed definition) and the “close to
home” activities children could engage with, empowering them so they believe they
can do it (despite the negative perceptions they seem to carry); (b) make the behavior



20 Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 00(0)

visible, as seeing other members of their social group engaged in social action might
trigger a desire to fulfill their sense of social identity and their sense of belonging, of
bonding with others and of helping their communities (Baumeister & Leary, 1995);
and (c) focus recruitment efforts on the impact of their social action, on assets children
from these communities could get from volunteering (as previously suggested by
Benenson and Stagg (2016)), including psychological benefits such as feeling safe, but
also on the tangible benefits others get from their behavior. Appealing to intrinsic and
altruistic motives could help commitment and retention (Andersen, 2003), key to
building habitus.

Conclusion

By listening to our participants’ stories and analyzing their narratives, we have been
able to better understand what social action means to children living in economically
disadvantaged communities, both those engaged and those non-engaged with it. Our
study first contributes to theory by providing evidence of the motivations driving chil-
dren in these communities to engage in social action, suggesting that contrary to young
adults, children are mainly motivated by intrinsic motives. Furthermore, we highlight
the importance of social identity in both enabling and hindering social action among
children, and the potential of building in social identity to motivate and overcome bar-
riers. This study also contributes to theory by exploring motivations and barriers to
volunteering through the lens of CLT and place. The importance of proximity of activ-
ities to children’s homes and daily lives has been highlighted as a key motivational
factor, but also as a significant barrier. We suggest that by embracing a child-centric
view of social action, one that is “closer to home,” more concrete, contextualized, and
place-based; a new definition that values the positive social action children engage
with to help and care for family members and friends; we could encourage more chil-
dren and young people from lower socio-economic groups to engage in social action.
This bottom-up approach to social action could help provide alternative ways to
engage children with social action, and shed light on the tools that could encourage
more children to engage in these behaviors. If we are keen to better engage children
from economically disadvantaged communities in social action, perhaps the old adage
of “charity starts at home” would not be a bad place to begin.
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Notes

1. Social Grade is a socio-economic classification produced by the U.K. Office for National
Statistics (ONS, 2021) that groups people into six categories (A, B, C1, C2, D, and E)
based on their social and financial situation. For the purpose of this study, children from
less affluent groups are those in categories C2, D, and E.

2. Please note that following the recommendations of Braun and Clarke (2022), when we use
the word “some” we refer to occurrences of the theme among around half of the partici-
pants in the study, while “many” or “most” refers to the majority of participants making
reference to that theme (i.e., 60% of participants per group or more).

References

Andersen, K. (2003). Student volunteers: Why hospitals must invest in their futures. Leadership
in Health Services, 16(2), 6-13.

Avrahami, A., & Dar, Y. (1993). Collectivistic and individualistic motives among kibbutz youth
volunteering for community service. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 22(6), 697-714.

Bang, H., Won, D., & Park, S. (2020). School engagement, self-esteem, and depression of ado-
lescents: The role of sport participation and volunteering activity and gender differences.
Children and Youth Services Review, 113, 105012.

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal attach-
ments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497-529.

Beckes, L., & Coan, J. A. (2011). Social baseline theory: The role of social proximity in emo-
tion and economy of action. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 5(12), 976-988.

Benenson, J., & Stagg, A. (2016). An asset-based approach to volunteering: Exploring ben-
efits for low-income volunteers. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 45(Suppl. 1),
131S-149S.


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8391-3221
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7445-2112

22 Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 00(0)

Birdwell, J., Birnie, R., & Mehan, R. (2013). The state of the service nation: Youth social action
in the UK. DEMOS.

Bocsi, V., Fényes, H., & Markos, V. (2017). Motives of volunteering and values of work among
higher education students. Citizenship, Social and Economics Education, 16(2), 117-131.

Bolderdijk, J. W., Steg, L., Geller, E. S., Lehman, P. K., & Postmes, T. (2013). Comparing the
effectiveness of monetary versus moral motives in environmental campaigning. Nature
Climate Change, 3(4), 413-416.

Boyd, D. R., & Bee, H. L. (2019). Lifespan development. Pearson.

Bradford, S., Hills, L., & Johnston, C. (2016). Unintended volunteers: The volunteering path-
ways of working class young people in community sport. nternational Journal of Sport
Policy and Politics, 8(2), 231-244.

Bradshaw, J. (2005). Healing the shame that binds you: Recovery classics edition. Health
Communications, Inc.

Bratsa, Y., Mollidor, C., & Stevens, J. (2020). National Youth Social Action Survey 2019,
Summary  report. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/931216/National_Youth_Social_Action_Survey 2019 -
Summary_Report-c.pdf

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2022). Thematic analysis: A practical guide. SAGE.

Brewis, G. (2011). 4 short history of student volunteering. Institute for Volunteering Research.

Brewis, G., Russell, J., & Holdsworth, C. (2010). Bursting the bubble: Students, volunteering
and the community. Institute for Volunteering Research.

Carlo, G., Okun, M. A., Knight, G. P., & de Guzman, M. R. T. (2005). The interplay of traits
and motives on volunteering: Agreeableness, extraversion and prosocial value motivation.
Personality and Individual Differences, 38(6), 1293-1305.

Chinman, M. J., & Wandersman, A. (1999). The benefits and costs of volunteering in com-
munity organizations: Review and practical implications. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly, 28(1), 46—64.

Cho, M., Bonn, M. A., & Han, S. J. (2018). Generation Z’s sustainable volunteering: Motivations,
attitudes and job performance. Sustainability, 10(5), 1400.

Chowdhury, R. M., & Septianto, F. (2023). Recruiting volunteers: The roles of fear, hope and
courage. European Journal of Marketing, 57(1), 226-257.

Clary, E. G., Snyder, M., & Stukas, A. A. (1996). Volunteers’ motivations: Findings from a
national survey. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 25(4), 485-505.

Cox, J., Oh, E. Y., Simmons, B., Graham, G., Greenhill, A., Lintott, C., Masters, K., &
Woodcock, J. (2018). Doing good online: The changing relationships between motivations,
activity, and retention among online volunteers. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly,
47(5), 1031-1056.

Davies, J. (2018a). “We’d get slagged and bullied”: Understanding barriers to volunteering
among young people in deprived urban areas. Voluntary Sector Review, 9(3), 255-272.
Davies, J. (2018b). Young people & volunteering: Attitudes and experiences in areas of multiple
deprivation. University of Strathclyde & Volunteer Scotland. https://www.volunteerscot-

land.net/media/1389780/davies_james - phd thesis final version - printing pdf.pdf

Dawson, C., Baker, P. L., & Dowell, D. (2019). Getting into the “Giving Habit”: The dynamics
of volunteering in the UK. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit
Organizations, 30(5), 1006-1021.

Dean, J. (2016). Class diversity and youth volunteering in the United Kingdom: Applying
Bourdieu’s habitus and cultural capital. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly,
45(Suppl. 1), 95S-113S.


https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/931216/National_Youth_Social_Action_Survey_2019_-_Summary_Report-c.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/931216/National_Youth_Social_Action_Survey_2019_-_Summary_Report-c.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/931216/National_Youth_Social_Action_Survey_2019_-_Summary_Report-c.pdf
https://www.volunteerscotland.net/media/1389780/davies_james_-_phd_thesis_final_version_-_printing_pdf.pdf
https://www.volunteerscotland.net/media/1389780/davies_james_-_phd_thesis_final_version_-_printing_pdf.pdf

Garnelo-Gomez and Money 23

Dean, J. (2022). Informal volunteering, inequality, and illegitimacy. Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly, 51(3), 527-544.

De Clerck, T., Willem, A., Aelterman, N., & Haerens, L. (2021). Volunteers managing volun-
teers: The role of volunteer board members’ motivating and demotivating style in relation
to volunteers’ motives to stay volunteer. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary
and Nonprofit Organizations, 32(6), 1271-1284.

Demir, F. O., Kiregei, A. N., & Yavuz Gorkem, $. (2020). Deepening knowledge on volunteers
using a marketing perspective: Segmenting Turkish volunteers according to their motiva-
tions. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 49(4), 707-733.

Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sports (2016). Policy paper, social action.
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/centre-for-social-action/centre-for-social-
action#:~:text=Social%20action%20is%20about%20people,action%200r%20simple%620
neighbourly%20acts.&text=backing%20employer%2Dsupported%20volunteering,-sup-
porting%20giving

Dunn, J., Chambers, S. K., & Hyde, M. K. (2016). Systematic review of motives for episodic vol-
unteering. VOLUNTAS: International. Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations,
27(1), 425-464.

Englert, B., Thaler, J., & Helmig, B. (2020). Fit themes in volunteering: How do volunteers per-
ceive person—environment fit? Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 49(2), 336-356.

Feierabend, 1. K., & Klicperova-Baker, M. (2015). Freedom and psychological proximity as
preconditions of nonviolence: The social psychology of democratic peace. South African
Journal of Psychology, 45(4), 564-577.

Gage, [. I. I. R. L., & Thapa, B. (2012). Volunteer motivations and constraints among col-
lege students: Analysis of the volunteer function inventory and leisure constraints models.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 41(3), 405-430.

Gaskin, K. (2004). Young people, volunteering and youth volunteering projects: A rapid review
of the evidence. Institute for Volunteering Research.

Gil-Lacruz, A. 1., Marcuello-Servés, C., & Saz-Gil, M. 1. (2016). Youth volunteering in coun-
tries in the European Union: Approximation to differences. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly, 45(5), 971-991.

Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G., & Hamilton, A. L. (2013). Seeking qualitative rigor in induc-
tive research: Notes on the Gioia methodology. Organizational Research Methods, 16(1),
15-31.

Giuliani, M. V. (2003). Theory of attachment and place attachment. In M. Bonnes, T. Lee, &
M. Bonaiuto (Eds.), Psychological theories for environmental issues (1st ed., pp. 137-170).
Ashgate Publishing.

Glaw, X., Inder, K., Kable, A., & Hazelton, M. (2017). Visual methodologies in qualita-
tive research: Autophotography and photo elicitation applied to mental health research.
International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 16(1), 1609406917748215.

Grant, A. M. (2008). Does intrinsic motivation fuel the prosocial fire? Motivational synergy
in predicting persistence, performance, and productivity. Journal of Applied Psychology,
93(1), 48.

Grau, S. L., & Folse, J. A. G. (2007). Cause-related marketing (CRM): The influence of dona-
tion proximity and message-framing cues on the less-involved consumer. Journal of
Advertising, 36(4), 19-33.

Hackl, F., Halla, M., & Pruckner, G. J. (2007). Volunteering and income — The fallacy of the
good Samaritan? Kyklos, 60(1), 77-104.


https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/centre-for-social-action/centre-for-social-action#:~:text=Social%20action%20is%20about%20people,action%20or%20simple%20neighbourly%20acts.&text=backing%20employer%2Dsupported%20volunteering,-supporting%20giving
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/centre-for-social-action/centre-for-social-action#:~:text=Social%20action%20is%20about%20people,action%20or%20simple%20neighbourly%20acts.&text=backing%20employer%2Dsupported%20volunteering,-supporting%20giving
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/centre-for-social-action/centre-for-social-action#:~:text=Social%20action%20is%20about%20people,action%20or%20simple%20neighbourly%20acts.&text=backing%20employer%2Dsupported%20volunteering,-supporting%20giving
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/centre-for-social-action/centre-for-social-action#:~:text=Social%20action%20is%20about%20people,action%20or%20simple%20neighbourly%20acts.&text=backing%20employer%2Dsupported%20volunteering,-supporting%20giving

24 Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 00(0)

Handy, F., Cnaan, R. A., Hustinx, L., Kang, C., Brudney, J. L., Haski-Leventhal, D., Holmes,
K., Meijs, L. C. P. M., Pessi, A. B., Ranade, B., Yamauchi, N., & Zrinscak, S. (2010).
A cross-cultural examination of student volunteering: Is it all about résumé building?
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 39(3), 498-523.

Harper, D. (2002). Talking about pictures: A case for photo elicitation. Visual Studies, 17(1),
13-26.

Hart, D., Atkins, R., & Donnelly, T. M. (2006). Community service and moral development.
In M. Killen & J. G. Smetana (Eds.), Handbook of moral development (pp. 651-674).
Psychology Press.

Haski-Leventhal, D., & Bargal, D. (2008). The volunteer stages and transitions model:
Organizational socialization of volunteers. Human Relations, 61(1), 67-102.

Hill, M., Russell, J., & Brewis, G. (2009). Young people volunteering and youth projects: A
rapid review of recent evidence [Prepared for “v’]. https://www.mindmeister.com/generic
files/get file/7818824?filetype=attachment file

Holliday, S. (2018, January). Independent review of full time social action. Department for
Digital, Culture, Media and Sport https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/679078/The Steve Holliday Report.pdf

Hustinx, L. (2010). I quit, therefore I am? Volunteer turnover and the politics of self-actualiza-
tion. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 39(2), 236-255.

Hustinx, L., & Lammertyn, F. (2003). Collective and reflexive styles of volunteering: A socio-
logical modernization perspective. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and
Nonprofit Organizations, 14(2), 167-187.

Jiang, D., Hosking, D., Burns, R., & Anstey, K. J. (2019). Volunteering benefits life satisfaction
over 4 years: The moderating role of social network size. Australian Journal of Psychology,
71(2), 183-192.

Karniol, R., Grosz, E., & Schorr, 1. (2003). Caring, gender role orientation, and volunteering.
Sex Roles, 49(1), 11-19.

Kawecka Nenga, S. (2011). Volunteering to give up privilege? How affluent youth volunteers
respond to class privilege. Journal of Contemporary Ethnography, 40(3), 263-289.

Kelly, S. P., Morgan, G. G., & Coule, T. M. (2014). Celebrity altruism: The good, the bad and
the ugly in relationships with fundraising charities. International Journal of Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Marketing, 19(2), 57-75.

Kim, M., Zhang, J. J., & Connaughton, D. P. (2010). Comparison of volunteer motivations in
different youth sport organizations. European Sport Management Quarterly, 10(3), 343—
365.

Kitzinger, J. (1995). Qualitative research: Introducing focus groups. BMJ, 311(7000), 299-302.

Knibbs, S., Mollidor, C., Stack, B., & Stevens, J. (2019). National Youth Social Action
Survey 2018, Summary report. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/931218/National Youth Social Action
Survey 2018 - Summary Report-c.pdf

Krueger, R. A., & Casey, M. A. (2014). Focus groups: A practical guide for applied research.
SAGE.

Lanero, A., Vazquez, J. L., & Gutiérrez, P. (2017). Young adult propensity to join voluntary
associations: The role of civic engagement and motivations. Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly, 46(5), 1006—1029.

Lee, Y. J. (2020). Facebooking alone? Millennials’ use of social network sites and volunteering.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 49(1), 203-217.


https://www.mindmeister.com/generic_files/get_file/7818824?filetype=attachment_file
https://www.mindmeister.com/generic_files/get_file/7818824?filetype=attachment_file
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/679078/The_Steve_Holliday_Report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/679078/The_Steve_Holliday_Report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/931218/National_Youth_Social_Action_Survey_2018_-_Summary_Report-c.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/931218/National_Youth_Social_Action_Survey_2018_-_Summary_Report-c.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/931218/National_Youth_Social_Action_Survey_2018_-_Summary_Report-c.pdf

Garnelo-Gomez and Money 25

Lee, Z., Gordon-Wilson, S., Davies, 1., & Pring, C. (2024). Communicating about sustainabil-
ity in fashion: A construal level theory approach. European Journal of Marketing, 58(1),
313-341.

Low, N., Butt, S., Ellis Paine, A., & Smith, J. D. (2007). Helping out: A national survey of vol-
unteering and charitable giving. Cabinet Office.

Mainar, I. G., Servos, C. M., & Gil, M. L. S. (2015). Analysis of volunteering among Spanish children
and young people: Approximation to their determinants and parental influence. VOLUNTAS:
International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 26(4), 1360-1390.

Mannino, C. A., Snyder, M., & Omoto, A. M. (2011). Why do people get involved? Motivations
for volunteerism and other forms of social action. In D. Dunning (Ed.), Social motivation
(1st ed., pp. 127-146). Taylor Francis.

Marzana, D., Marta, E., & Pozzi, M. (2012). Social action in young adults: Voluntary and politi-
cal engagement. Journal of Adolescence, 35(3), 497-507.

McKeever, E., Anderson, A., & Jack, S. (2014). Social embeddedness in entrepreneurship
research: The importance of context and community. In E. Chell & M. Karatas-Ozkan
(Eds.), Handbook of research on small business and entrepreneurship (pp. 222-236).
Edward Elgar Publishing.

McKeever, E., Jack, S., & Anderson, A. (2015). Embedded entrepreneurship in the creative re-
construction of place. Journal of Business Venturing, 30(1), 50-65.

McMillan, D. W. (1996). Sense of community. Journal of Community Psychology, 24(4), 315—
325.

McNamee, L. G., & Peterson, B. L. (2016). High-stakes volunteer commitment: A qualitative
analysis. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 45(2), 275-294.

Melkman, E., Mor-Salwo, Y., Mangold, K., Zeller, M., & Benbenishty, R. (2015). Care leavers
as helpers: Motivations for and benefits of helping others. Children and Youth Services
Review, 54, 41-48.

Mellody, P. (2002). Facing codependence: What it is, where it comes from, how it sabotages
lives. Harper San Francisco.

Mills, S., & Waite, C. (2017). Brands of youth citizenship and the politics of scale: National
Citizen Service in the United Kingdom. Political Geography, 56, 66-76.

Musick, M. A., Wilson, J., & Bynum, W. B. Jr. (2000). Race and formal volunteering: The dif-
ferential effects of class and religion. Social Forces, 78(4), 1539-1570.

Nederhof, A. J. (1985). Methods of coping with social desirability bias: A review. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 15(3), 263-280.

Nordstrom, O., Tulibaski, K. L., & Peterson, T. O. (2022). Bridging the gap: A qualitative anal-
ysis of what it takes to inspire youth to engage in volunteering. Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly, 51(2), 350-368.

Office for National Statistics. (2021). Approximated social grade data. https://www.ons.gov.
uk/census/aboutcensus/censusproducts/approximatedsocialgradedata#:~:text=Social%20
Grade%20is%20a%?20socio,spending%20habits%20and%20consumer%?20attitudes

Oyserman, D., Lewis, N. A. Jr., Yan, V. X,, Fisher, O., O’Donnell, S. C., & Horowitz, E.
(2017). An identity-based motivation framework for self-regulation. Psychological Inquiry,
28(2-3), 139-147.

Penner, L. A. (2004). Volunteerism and social problems: Making things better or worse?
Journal of Social Issues, 60(3), 645—-666.

Perks, T. A., & Konecny, D. (2015). The enduring influence of parent’s voluntary involve-
ment on their children’s volunteering in later life. Canadian Review of Sociology/Revue
Canadienne de Sociologie, 52(1), 89—-101.


https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/aboutcensus/censusproducts/approximatedsocialgradedata#:~:text=Social%20Grade%20is%20a%20socio,spending%20habits%20and%20consumer%20attitudes
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/aboutcensus/censusproducts/approximatedsocialgradedata#:~:text=Social%20Grade%20is%20a%20socio,spending%20habits%20and%20consumer%20attitudes
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/aboutcensus/censusproducts/approximatedsocialgradedata#:~:text=Social%20Grade%20is%20a%20socio,spending%20habits%20and%20consumer%20attitudes

26 Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 00(0)

Piatak, J., & Mikkelsen, I. (2021). Does social media engagement translate to civic engagement
offline? Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 50(5), 1079-1101.

Robinson, O. C. (2014). Sampling in interview-based qualitative research: A theoretical and
practical guide. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 11(1), 25-41.

Rotolo, T., & Wilson, J. (2012). State-level differences in volunteerism in the United States:
Research based on demographic, institutional, and cultural macrolevel theories. Nonprofit
and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 41(3), 452—473.

Ryan, A., Geiger, S., Haugh, H., Branzei, O., Gray, B. L., Lawrence, T. B., Cresswell, T.,
Anderson, A., Jack, S., & McKeever, E. (2023). Emplaced partnerships and the ethics of
care, recognition and resilience. Journal of Business Ethics, 184(4), 757-772.

Same, A., McBride, H., Liddelow, C., Mullan, B., & Harris, C. (2020). Motivations for volun-
teering time with older adults: A qualitative study. PLOS ONE, 15(5), Article ¢0232718.

Sarre, S., & Tarling, R. (2010). The volunteering activities of children aged 8-15. Voluntary
Sector Review, 1(3), 293-307.

Sasan, J. M. V., Tugbong, G. M., & Alistre, K. L. C. (2023). An exploration of icebreakers and
their impact on student engagement in the classroom. Science and Education, 4(11), 195-206.

Seemiller, C., & Grace, M. (2018). Generation Z: A century in the making. Routledge.

Shantz, A., Banerjee, R., & Lamb, D. (2019). The relationship between male and female youth
volunteering and extrinsic career success: A growth curve modeling approach. Nonprofit
and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 48(Suppl. 2), 201S-225S.

Snyder, M., & Omoto, A. M. (2007). Social action. In A. W. Kruglanski & E. T. Higgins (Eds.),
Social psychology: A handbook of basic principles (2nd ed., pp. 940-961). Guilford.

Step Up to Serve. (2020a). About us. https://www.iwill.org.uk/the-movement/youth-social-
action/

Step Up to Serve. (2020b). What is youth social action? https://www.iwill.org.uk/download-
category/youth-social-action

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for
developing grounded theory (2nd ed.). SAGE.

Stukas, A. A., Hoye, R., Nicholson, M., Brown, K. M., & Aisbett, L. (2016). Motivations to vol-
unteer and their associations with volunteers’ well-being. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly, 45(1), 112-132.

Thegersen, J., & Crompton, T. (2009). Simple and painless? The limitations of spillover in
environmental campaigning. Journal of Consumer Policy, 32(2), 141-163.

Timbrell, H. (2007). Volunteering and issues of social inclusion: The impact of space and place.
Volunteer Development Scotland Research Summaries. http://www.vds.org.uk/Resources

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2010). Construal-level theory of psychological distance.
Psychological Review, 117(2), 440.

UK Government. (2023). Volunteering and charitable giving—Community Life Survey 2020/21.
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/community-life-survey-202122/community-
life-survey-202122-volunteering-and-charitable-giving

UK Parliament. (2021). Youth unemployment committee skills for every young person. https://
publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld5802/1dselect/ldythunemp/98/9802.htm

UNV. (2020). https://www.unv.org/Annual-report/Annual-Report-2020

Van de Rakt, M., Nieuwbeerta, P., & De Graaf, N. D. (2008). Like father, like son: The relation-
ships between conviction trajectories of fathers and their sons and daughters. The British
Journal of Criminology, 48(4), 538-556.

Vazquez, J. L., Lanero, A., Gutiérrez, P., & Garcia, M. P. (2015). Expressive and instrumental
motivations explaining youth participation in non-profit voluntary associations: An appli-
cation in Spain. International Review on Public and Nonprofit Marketing, 12(3), 237-251.


https://www.iwill.org.uk/the-movement/youth-social-action/
https://www.iwill.org.uk/the-movement/youth-social-action/
https://www.iwill.org.uk/download-category/youth-social-action
https://www.iwill.org.uk/download-category/youth-social-action
http://www.vds.org.uk/Resources
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/community-life-survey-202122/community-life-survey-202122-volunteering-and-charitable-giving
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/community-life-survey-202122/community-life-survey-202122-volunteering-and-charitable-giving
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld5802/ldselect/ldythunemp/98/9802.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld5802/ldselect/ldythunemp/98/9802.htm
https://www.unv.org/Annual-report/Annual-Report-2020

Garnelo-Gomez and Money 27

Vertonghen, J., Theeboom, M., Buelens, E., & De Martelaer, K. (2017). Conditions for suc-
cessfully increasing disadvantaged adolescents’ engagement in and development through
volunteering in community sport. Social Inclusion, 5(2), 179-197.

Volunteer Scotland. (2023). Young People in Scotland Survey 2022. https://www.volunteerscot-
land.net/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/Y oung-People-in-Scotland-2022.pdf

Williams, K. E., & Berthelsen, D. (2017). The development of prosocial behaviour in early
childhood: Contributions of early parenting and self-regulation. International Journal of
Early Childhood, 49, 73-94.

Williams, L. E., Stein, R., & Galguera, L. (2014). The distinct affective consequences of psy-
chological distance and construal level. Journal of Consumer Research, 40(6), 1123—1138.

Zhou, S., & Kodama Muscente, K. (2023). Meta-analysis of volunteer motives using the vol-
unteer functions inventory to predict volunteer satisfaction, commitment, and behavior.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 52(5), 1331-1356.

Author Biographies

Irene Garnelo-Gomez is a Lecturer in Marketing and Sustainability and member of the John
Madejski Centre for Reputation. Her research interests include pro-social behavior, sustainable
behavior, social marketing, and corporate social responsibility.

Kevin Money is a Professor of Reputation and Responsible Leadership, a Chartered
Psychologist, and the Director of the John Madejski Centre for Reputation. Focusing on under-
standing how people and organizations build functional relationships, Kevin has published
widely in leading academic journals. His work has had practical impact in organizations such as
Unilever and the U.K. Cabinet Office.


https://www.volunteerscotland.net/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/Young-People-in-Scotland-2022.pdf
https://www.volunteerscotland.net/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/Young-People-in-Scotland-2022.pdf

