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Key terms  ANNEX 1

VOLUNTEERISM,VOLUNTEERING AND VOLUNTARY ACTIVITIES

A wide range of activities undertaken of free will, for the general public good,
for which monetary reward is not the principal motivating factor (UNGA 2002).

FORMAL VOLUNTEERING

Voluntary activity undertaken through an organization, typified by volunteers
making an ongoing or sustained commitment to an organization and
contributing their time on a regular basis (UNV 2015a, p. xxv).

INFORMAL VOLUNTEERING

Voluntary activities done directly,unmediated by any formal organization that
coordinates larger-scale volunteer efforts (UNV 2015a, p. xxv).

COMMUNITY

A group of people who may or may not live within the same area, village or
neighbourhood, who may or may not share similar culture, habits and resources
and who are exposed to the same threats and risks, such as disease, political
and economic issues and natural disasters (IFRC 2014, p. 10).

RESILIENCE

An inherent as well as acquired condition achieved by managing risks over
time at the individual, household, community and societal levels in ways that
minimize costs, build capacity to manage and sustain development momentum
and maximize transformative potential (UNDP 2013, p. 34).
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ANNEX Volunteering by country

The global estimates used in this report are extrapolated
from data on formal volunteering from 62 countries and
from data on informal volunteering from 40 countries

(see UNV 2018a for further details).

Volunteering by country, 2016 (or closest year available)*

Population aged

Formal volunteering
(full-time equivalent)

Informal volunteering
(full-time equivalent)

Total volunteering
(full-time equivalent)

Source™

Country or territory 15 or older Total Men Women Total Men Women Total Men Women  Formal Informal
Argentina 20,401,738 121,310 53,426 67,884 343,831 114,280 229,552 465,141 167,706 297435 a a
Armenia 2,107,000 8,352 3,946 4,406 18,207 6,365 11,842 26,559 10,311 16,248 a a
Australia 19,263,000 422,330 144,218 278,111 532,651 205,769 326,882 954,981 349,987 604,993 a a
Austria 7,246,000 233961 138,374 95,587 200,141 78,579 121,562 434,102 216,953 217149 b f
Belgium 9,329,000 130,000 89,554 40,446 - - - 130,000 89,554 40,446 b f
Brazil 44,460,000 535,048 227009 308,039 1,165,018 332,975 832,043 1,700,066 559,985 1,140,081 a f
Bulgaria 6,172,000 7909 3,736 4,172 191,998 92,360 99,639 199,907 96,096 103,811 a a
Cameroon 12,345,286 24,887 13,846 11,041 306,766 134,004 172,762 331,653 147,850 183,803 e a
Canada 29,280,000 1,111,818 485,003 626,815 931,348 366,102 565,246 2,043,166 851,105 1,192,061 e a
Chile 14,344,000 164,864 69,948 94,916 375,866 107,427 268,440 540,730 177,375 363,355 a a
China 1,132,960,000 3,913,290 1,961,151 1,952,139 7,826,580 3,922,303 3,904,277 11,739,870 5,883,454 5,856,416 e e
Colombia 34,310,000 474362 151,457 322,905 899,050 256,959 642,092 1,373,412 408,416 964,996 e a
Croatia 3,586,000 29412 13,896 15,516 116,463 57,281 59,182 145,875 71177 74,698 4 a
Cyprus 676,000 18,615 6,631 11,984 19,082 8,550 10,531 37,697 15,181 22,516 c f
Czech Republic 8,936,000 26,413 12479 13934 290,215 142,739 147476 316,628 155,218 161,410 e a
Denmark 4,714,000 114,187 79,129 35,058 160,328 90,200 70,128 274,515 169,329 105,186 e a
Egypt 60,664,000 17335 6,175 11,161 1,712,398 767,312 945,086 1,729,734 773,487 956,247 d f
Estonia 1,100,000 8,130 3,841 4,289 35,725 19,596 16,129 43,855 23437 20,418 e e
Ethiopia 11,354,772 40,484 22,524 17,960 235,482 129,254 106,228 275,966 151,778 124,188 C a
Finland 4,562,000 85,165 47509 37,656 107,372 47743 59,629 192,537 95,252 97,285 d f
France 52,578,000 1,072,000 604,626 467374 1,817,327 452,181 1,365,146 2,889,327 1,056,806 1,832,520 d f
Germany 70,070,000 1,405,981 828,649 577332 1,941,587 892,394 1,049,193 3347568 1,721,043 1,626,525 c f
Ghana 16,751,141 57,899 36,600 21,299 810,590 436,370 374,221 868,490 472,970 395,520 e a
Greece 9,247,000 194,891 104,353 90,538 217,639 88,006 129,633 412,530 192,358 220,171 e e
Hungary 8,252,000 11,315 6,673 4,642 208,418 79,257 129,161 219,733 85,930 133,803 e a
India 805,087,343 2,254,104 1,523,331 730,773 3,273,742 1,587,303 1,686,439 5,527,846 3,110,634 2417212 e a
Iran, Islamic Republic of 59,022,000 535,604 190,783 344,821 476,014 236,700 239,313 1,011,618 427484 584,135 b f
Ireland 3,612,000 59,920 33,158 26,761 72,353 29,257 43,096 132,273 62,416 69,857 e e
Israel 6,000,000 38,039 13,550 24,490 169,366 75,891 93,474 207,405 89,441 117,964 f a
Italy 52,070,000 597,390 283,905 313,486 1,075,634 318,340 757,294 1,673,024 602,245 1,070,780 d a
Japan 110,770,000 1,051,237 544,046 507,191 801,560 467551 334,009 1,852,797 1,011,596 841,201 d f
Kenya 24,528,927 113,873 63,356 50,517 609,516 266,253 343,263 723,389 329,609 393,780 4 f
Korea, Republic of 43,017,000 249,472 34,101 215,372 63,180 36,853 26,327 312,652 70953 241,699 e f
Kyrgyzstan 4,079,000 3,055 1,443 1,612 132,474 65,156 67,518 135,529 66,599 68,930 e e



Volunteering by country, 2016 (or closest year available)* (continued)

Population aged

Formal volunteering
(full-time equivalent)

Not available.

Variances are due to rounding for the purposes of this table.

Key to sources:
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a.Based on time use survey data and population data for ages 15 years and older.
b.Based on data from the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project.
c.Based on time projection.

d.Based on regression.

e.Based on local reports.
f. Based on regional averages and population data for ages 15 years and older.

Informal volunteering
(full-time equivalent)

Total volunteering
(full-time equivalent)

Source™

Country or territory 15 or older Total Men Women Total Men Women Total Men Women  Formal Informal
Latvia 1,655,000 14,253 6,734 7519 62,924 28,173 34,751 77177 34,907 42,270 e f
Lithuania 2,483,000 3,093 1461 1,632 128,735 63,477 65,258 131,828 64,938 66,890 d a
Luxembourg 460,000 18,070 9,675 8,394 10,827 4378 6,449 28,896 14,053 14,843 d a
Malta 361,000 8,396 4,495 3,900 8497 3436 5,061 16,892 7931 8,961 a a
Mexico 88,409,000 651,895 350,630 301,265 3922324 948,677 2,973,647 4,574,218 1,299,307 3,274,912 e e
Moldova, Republic of 2,987,000 3,965 1,382 2,582 120424 60,576 59,847 124,388 61,959 62,429 b f
Mongolia 2,023,000 12,639 4,868 1172 26971 17,948 9,023 39,610 22,815 16,795 f a
Morocco 24,965,000 54,539 19,427 35,112 704,702 315,771 388,930 759,241 335,198 424,042 c f
Mozambique 12,590,105 2,238 1,245 993 312,850 136,661 176,188 315,088 137907 177181 a a
Netherlands 13,874,000 488,632 226,053 262,579 326,540 132,042 194,499 815,172 358,094 457,078 d f
New Zealand 3,626,000 133,799 51,688 82,111 100,264 38,733 61,531 234,063 90,421 143,642 b f
Norway 4,247000 138,769 79,018 59,751 102,756 52,286 50,471 241,525 131,304 110,221 f a
Pakistan 111,515,000 266,377 154,785 111,592 173,599 55,420 118,179 439,976 210,205 229,771 b f
Palestine, State of 2,836,000 25,736 9,167 16,569 137,234 54,747 82,488 162,970 63914 99,056 e f
Panama 2,833,000 61314 21,642 39,672 67,653 17,282 50,371 128,967 38924 90,043 f a
Peru 23,450,000 215,101 123,125 91,975 529,306 146,376 382,930 744,406 269,501 474,905 a f
Philippines 64,936,000 337,694 217,907 119,787 411,100 182,308 228,793 748,794 400,214 348,580 b f
Poland 30,962,000 215,710 103,297 112,413 1,241,790 642,486 599,304 1,457,500 745,782 711,718 e f
Portugal 8,866,000 109,904 33,540 76,364 99,287 25816 73,472 209,191 59,355 149,836 f a
Romania 16,793,000 49417 23,347 26,070 545,387 268,243 277,145 594,804 291,590 303,215 a a
Serbia 6,060,000 24,022 11,349 12,673 198,987 111,726 87,262 223,009 123,075 99,934 b f
Slovakia 4,591,000 17,637 3,608 4,029 149,102 73,334 75,768 156,739 76,942 79,797 e f
Slovenia 1,758,000 11,996 5,668 6,329 42,476 27,026 15,450 54,472 32,693 21,779 e e
South Africa 38,981,000 120,176 57,756 62,419 211,191 47150 164,041 331,366 104,906 226,460 b f
Spain 38,965,000 240,704 105,817 134,887 1,148,733 412,808 735925 1,389,437 518,626 870,812 a a
Sweden 7,257,000 269,849 155,963 113,886 175,584 83,798 91,786 445432 239,761 205,672 a f
Switzerland 6,995,000 107,033 57310 49,723 164,635 66,573 98,063 271,668 123,883 147,785 e a
Thailand 55,238,000 103,847 70,508 33,339 738,505 388,665 349,840 842,353 459,173 383,179 f a
Tunisia 8,491,000 146,743 52,270 94,473 239,680 107,399 132,282 386,424 159,669 226,754 e a
Turkey 57,870,000 47378 16,876 30,502 1,633,531 731972 901,558 1,680,909 748,848 932,060 e a
Uganda 17,101,419 137,097 76,277 60,820 424,951 185,630 239,321 562,048 261,907 300,141 b f
United Kingdom 52,499,000 1,123,091 480,942 642,149 1,510,364 662,004 848,360 2,633,455 1142946 1,490,509 a a
United States of America 250,801,000 6241525 2,692,445 3,549,080 7801906 2,101,571 5700335 14,043,431 4794016  9,249415 e f
Uruguay 2,744,000 49,298 21,509 27,788 113,903 31,765 82,138 163,201 53,274 109,927 b a
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ANNEX 3

This annex lists countries that have introduced policies,
legislation or other measures specific or relevant to
volunteering.

These data are based on a survey of secondary sources
conducted by a consultant in September 2017 through UNV
field units and regional offices. This information was then
supplemented with inputs from Member States gathered for
the UN Secretary-General’s reports on volunteering covering
the period 2008-2018.

These data build on the analysis of volunteering policies and
legislation presented by UNV in 2009 (UNV, 2009). Updates
or information on additional policies and legislation can be
sent to unv.swvr@unv.org

A: Countries found to have introduced policies,
legislation or other measures specific or relevant to
volunteering before 2008 (23 countries)’:

> Africa: Burkina Faso, Senegal, United Republic of
Tanzania.

> Asia and the Pacific: Indonesia, Philippines, South
Korea.

> Europe and Central Asia: Belgium, Czech Republic,
Greece, Hungary, Kosovo', Luxembourg, Macedonia,
Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Switzerland.

> Latin America and the Caribbean: Colombia, Costa
Rica, Cuba, Nicaragua, Uruguay, Bolivarian Republic
of Venezuela.

Countries that have introduced policies,
legislation or other measures on volunteering

B: Countries found to have introduced or updated
policies, legislation or other measures specific or
relevant to volunteering since 2008 (68 countries):

> Africa: Benin, Burundi, Cabo Verde, Cameroon, Cote
D’lvoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Ethiopia,
Kenya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania,
Mozambique, Rwanda, South Africa, Togo, Zambia.

> Arab States: Egypt, Lebanon, Tunisia.

> Asia and the Pacific: Australia, Bangladesh, Cambodia,
China, Fiji, India,Japan, Myanmar, Pakistan, Sri Lanka,
Vietnam.

> Europe and Central Asia: Austria, Azerbaijan, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Croatia, Cyprus, France, Germany,
Georgia, Ireland, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Lithuania, Republic of Moldova, Montenegro,
Netherlands, Norway, Romania, Russian Federation,
Serbia, Spain, Sweden, Tajikistan, Turkey, Ukraine,
United Kingdom.

> Latin America and the Caribbean: Argentina,
Bolivia, Plurinational State of Brazil, Chile, Ecuador,
El Salvador, Honduras, Mexico, Panama.

> North America: Canada, United States of America.

C: Countries reported to be drafting policies,
legislation or other measures specific or relevant to
volunteering at the time of compiling this review
(4 countries):

> Angola, Liberia, Paraguay, United Arab Emirates.

i.  Where countries have subsequently supplemented, updated or revised policies they are not listed in this category but are listed under B or C.
ii. All references to Kosovo should be understood to be in the context of United Nations Security Council resolution 1244 (1999).



The qualitative field research that informed this report
followed an ethnographic and comparative case study design
which allowed the research team to assess how volunteerism
challenges or contributes to the adaptive strategies practised
by resilient communities.

The research had two objectives:
e to identify the distinctive characteristics of volunteerism
that help or hinder the target community’s capacity to

cope and adapt during adverse events; and

e to identify policies and norms that have supported or
discouraged volunteerism for community resilience.

PREPARATIONS
Research team
The research team was led by a senior writer/researcher who

was responsible, in partnership with the project coordination
team, for research design, data analysis and report writing.

ANNEXES

Field research methodology  ANNEX

The senior writer/researcher also supervised the technical
research team, which consisted of four regional research
mentors who provided support and quality assurance to the
volunteer field researchers (figure A4.1).

The field research teams comprised international and
national volunteers who conducted research activities in
communities in 15 countries, including designing community
research plans, arranging and conducting data collection,
coding, analysis, validation and country reporting. Local
volunteers and partner agencies provided logistical and other
support for the field teams.

To standardize the research process, the technical research
team produced a 60-page field manual, Community-Based
Analysis of Volunteer Impacts on Community Resilience, which
was provided to each of the field research teams during an
initial four-day training. The technical and field research
teams were supported by an administrative team based at
UNV headquarters along with UNV technical staff, UNV field
units and partner agencies.
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Composition of the technical and field research teams

SENIOR WRITER/RESEARCHER

RESEARCH MENTOR RESEARCH MENTOR

RESEARCH MENTOR RESEARCH MENTOR

Bolivia,

Plurinational State of Eqypt AT iz
Burundi Greece Sudan Myanmar
Tanzania, I
Guatemala Netherlands e Philippines
Madagascar Russian Federation Sri Lanka
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Selection of communities

The participating communities were selected through
an open call for concept notes from interested partner
organizations in September-November 2017. Partner
organizations were encouraged to submit suggestions for
field research communities based on the following specific
criteria:

e Resilience, adaptability and self-sufficiency. Communities
where volunteers are adapting to environmental,
social and economic change and demonstrating
improved capacity for local self-sufficiency.

e |mpact. Communities where volunteer engagement
has led or can lead to improved community well-being,
social cohesion, peace or increased participation.

e Community empowerment.Communities where
volunteer initiatives are demonstrating local
community leadership and empowerment of local
people.

e Partnerships. Communities where volunteer initiatives
are forging effective partnerships with governments,
the private sector, civil society and other stakeholders.

e [nnovation and transferability. Communities where
volunteer initiatives are demonstrating new
approaches that will offer best practices of potential
relevance to other communities.

e Empowerment of women and social inclusion.
Communities where volunteer initiatives promote
the equality and empowerment of women and
marginalized groups.

e Ownership. Communities where a diverse group of
volunteers (international, national and local) are
working together.

In addition to these criteria, the selection of communities
prioritized a regional and thematic balance, diversity of
volunteering models and clear added value of different levels
of engagement (community, local authorities, national policy
and so on).

A total of 15 geographic areas were selected based on the
concept notes submitted. Up to that point, the areas were
determined largely by external actors (partners). Once on the
ground, field researchers worked with stakeholders to identify
communities of interest within each area, particularly those
where individuals and groups were experiencing shocks and
stresses. The working assumption was that any community
would have examples of volunteerism that could be studied
and thus could be selected by the volunteer researchers. As

such, some researchers ultimately selected communities
where UNV and research partners were not working. The
limitations of the community selection are discussed below.

Conceptual framework

The working conceptual framework aimed to understand how
a distinctive, person-centred volunteerism approach could
affect the adaptive structures and processes of communities
(either positively or negatively) beyond other resilience
approaches. The research aimed to investigate whether, in
addition to humanitarian efforts, the distinctive characteristics
of volunteering could demonstrate the value and challenges
of local participation, assuming that resilience is not truly
possible or sustainable without local engagement and
participation. It also examined the complementary value and
challenges of external actors supporting local participation.
The initial conceptual framework was considered a work in
progress; the final conceptual framework was refined through
discussions with experts and the research teams and upon
considering results from practical participatory assessments
on the ground.

Interview and focus group guidelines

Most interviews and focus groups were conducted in line
with a semi-formal interview guide. The first part of the guide
asked participants to identify the distinctive characteristics
of volunteerism that help or hinder their adaptive capacities.
The second part asked participants to identify the impact of
different groups of volunteers on the policies and norms that
affect their ability to prepare and plan for, absorb, recover
from and adapt to adverse events.

After participants identified distinctive characteristic
of volunteerism, the field researchers asked for specific
examples of how these characteristics had manifested in
preparation for, during or after adverse events. The field
researchers then prompted participants to consider different
forms of volunteerism and different groups of volunteers in
terms of socio-demographic characteristics.

The final section of the interview guide sought to uncover the
ways in which a particular area’s policies and social norms
support or discourage volunteerism to help the community
adapt to adverse events, again disaggregated by different
types of volunteers and groups.

RESEARCH ETHICS

UNV developed a research ethics procedure based on
guidance and advice from the United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF) Office of Research - Innocenti. It was evaluated
by an internal review board comprising SWVR Expert
Advisory Group members and UNV’s evaluation specialist.
The approach was deemed low risk as it involved collecting



data on community-level activities and trends rather than
individual or household data. Several restrictions were placed
on engagement with participants in line with this approach:

The research will only cover questions regarding trends,
issues and responses at the community level. It will not
look at household or individual-level data. The research
will not involve minors (as per local definitions) nor
persons with mental health issues or learning difficulties
for whom an additional duty of care should be afforded.
The research will not directly cover traumatic events of
violence or abuse which may be harmful for participants.
Research activities will not specifically target vulnerable
sub-groups (e.g. victims of domestic violence) where
identifying and participating as such could bring further
harms to individuals.

UNV internal guidance, ‘Research Ethics Procedure” (2017),p. 8

A simplified guidance note was circulated to research
volunteers outlining the principles of ethical research,
research ethics procedures (including training and induction),
research planning and implementation,and reporting of ethics
concerns. Training was given on consent, confidentiality and
anonymity during the in-person training to field researchers.
Subsequently, all field researchers and the local volunteers
who supported them were required to complete UNICEF’s
online “Ethics in Evidence Generation” course and to email
their completion certificates to UNV prior to completing the
research plan. Field researchers were then required to use
this information to carry out and submit a harms and benefits
analysis and mitigation plan as part of their work. Any issues
were to be reported to UNV either directly or via the research
mentors, with the requirement that they be dealt with in real
time and noted in the community research reports.

DATA COLLECTION

Before collecting the data, the field researchers obtained
informed consent and agreed on a common understanding
of key terms. The field research teams, in some cases in
collaboration with partner organizations, were responsible for
identifying key individuals who were knowledgeable about
vulnerabilities and resilience in the communities. Ideally, at
least two separate key informant interviews were completed
in each field survey location. The format of these interviews
was more flexible than the semi-formal interview process
used for the focus group discussions, thereby providing
space for interviewers to probe and explore more deeply.
Focus group discussion participants were identified through
a snowball approach, with field researchers following up on
ideas and issues arising from previous conversations.

The field researchers conducted all interviews and focus
groups together,and local teams regrouped each day to share
and reflect on their experiences and challenges. At the end

ANNEXES

of the day, all statements were entered into a standardized
recording file and were reviewed together to support
continuous improvement and consistency in information
quality. Field researchers were given ideas of how to draw
out different perspectives from groups of participants,
including those traditionally least heard in decision-making
processes,understanding that these ideas could be adapted
to the context. For example, a combination of focus group
discussions selected or self-selected by age and gender were
carried out.

A number of measures were put in place to ensure data
quality, including standardized instructions for data
collection, ongoing checks by the research mentors, use
of a real-time cloud platform for sharing data and codes
between field researchers and mentors, daily debriefings
among the research teams and regional weekly meetings
among researchers. All field researchers and mentors also
met for a three-day workshop within their region midway
through their fieldwork to share and discuss methods and
initial findings and to ensure that all researchers maintained
a consistent approach to data collection.

DATA ANALYSIS

Primary analysis of the data in each community was
completed using an iteratively standardized coding scheme
prepared by the technical research team during regular
consultations with the field research teams.

Coding scheme

The development of the coding scheme followed a
participatory household economy approach. Although the
technical research team provided the field researchers with
a standardized coding scheme for cross-comparison (coding
down), the scheme and the research process were flexible
enough to allow for the emergence of codes from the local
contexts (coding up). In this way, communities and local
informants were involved in developing codes and additional
methods.

The initial coding scheme was based on a thorough literature
review (Lough, 2017), and the theory and conceptual
framework established a basic hierarchy in the standardized
codes. Qualitative analysis was ongoing, even as data were
being collected. Field researchers coded one description
of a discrete activity or outcome per row in their recording
file spreadsheets, copying in the text associated with each
code. Each statement was coded to three questions to
facilitate easier data interpretation and disaggregation.
When a statement warranted more than one code, the field
researchers copied that statement into a separate row on the
recording file and assigned it an additional code.
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Each statement also received a disaggregation code to
describe the type of volunteerism, the relevant gender and
age group (if applicable) and so on. If no disaggregation
code was needed, the field researchers left that cell blank.
If no available code in the standardized coding scheme
adequately represented the idea underlying the statement,
the field researchers developed an additional code, which
was then added to the standardized coding scheme following
consultation with the technical research team. The technical
research team added 12 codes to the initial coding scheme
based on consultations with the field research teams during
data collection.

Extrapolation of coding frequencies

Once all the data had been collected, the codes were sorted
and mapped to charts and tables so that the findings could
be presented in community report cards and research reports.
This process included disaggregation by categories such as
gender, type of stress or shock experienced and volunteerism
type, and it was completed after the data were sorted to
see whether any strong trends or differences emerged.
Findings were discussed at validation workshops and other
standalone validation events in the communities to assist in
understanding the reasons behind the priorities and scores
that emerged.

INTERPRETING THE FINDINGS

The field researchers interpreted the data iteratively and
categorized and coded the data to inductively develop a
thematic analysis. Once they had coded and sorted all the
data, they began organizing the data into similar categories,
such as supportive policies and norms,restraining policies and
norms, distinctive attributes, volunteer activities, volunteer
outcomes and implications for suggested improvements.
After deciding on the main thematic categories, the field
researchers compared the results with what they had
expected (that is, with the original research objectives,
questions and conceptual framework). They then summarized
their main findings in a community report, which included a
set of standard reporting sections. This process yielded 15
final community reports that outlined the key themes and
findings from the field research.

Validating the findings

After preparing a draft report of their findings, the field
researchers asked community members, programme staff and
others with knowledge of the research context to critically
review the initial analysis, recommendations, learnings and
conclusions. The field research team organized validation
workshops and standalone validation events with local
communities and stakeholders, which involved convening a
meeting or series of meetings in the research area. Ideally,
participants included community representatives from each

of the survey locations, field research team members and
representatives from local organizations, although this was
not the case with every community. In some cases a separate
meeting was held for community members who were less
literate and for whom results had to be presented differently.
In some field research communities, the researchers produced
a written report card summarizing the results. However, a
written summary was not shared in all communities, and
validation in several communities was largely verbal. Based
on feedback from the validation process, the field researchers
revised the community reports and submitted them to the
senior writer/researcher.

Integrating the findings

The senior writer/researcher took a number of steps to
integrate the findings from all 15 communities into a draft
report. First, the senior writer/researcher and research
mentors met weekly to discuss the newly emerging and
ongoing findings from each of the 15 communities. Detailed
notes from these meetings, combined with emerging field
data, informed the initial findings and messaging of the
draft report. The senior writer/researcher also participated
in a regional meeting to discuss emerging findings with
the research mentors and field researchers. Following the
completion of the field research, the senior writer/researcher
and the UNV team received a copy of all community reports
and coded field data. These reports and data informed the
bulk of the summative analysis that led to the final analyses.

The senior writer/researcher collated all of the individual
codes from the community reports and the field data.
These data were used to populate three heatmap tables
representing the key shocks and stresses, the volunteer
distinctiveness codes and the primary policies and norms
influencing voluntary action (annex 7). With the community
reports following a generally standardized format, the
senior writer/researcher also collated conclusions from the
individual communities section by section to inform the
summative analysis on each topic. The quotations included
in the final report are taken from the community reports, from
the coded datasheets or directly from translated transcripts.

LIMITATIONS

Study design

The most frequently cited constraint on the research for this
report was limited time. This was often due to unexpected
delays in deployment and travel combined with important
holiday periods such as Ramadan. These delays resulted
in the field researchers having less time to spend in the
communities prior to and during the research period, which
meant that many of the field researchers conducted fewer
interviews and focus groups than they had originally planned.



Because not all of the information gathered was based on
a large sample size, in some communities it was difficult
to draw general conclusions. Likewise, analysis from
communities cannot be considered to be representative of
the entire country.

Furthermore, the communities that were selected skewed
the data towards evidence from Africa and Asia, leaving
communities in Europe, the Arab States and Latin America
and the Caribbean less represented and communities in
North America and Australia omitted altogether. Financial
limitations also skewed the research sample towards those
participants who lived near the central setting of a country,
resulting in less representation from those in isolated areas.

Finally, reliance on volunteers and volunteer-involving
organizations as a source of data about volunteer activities
and their impacts on communities may have biased the
findings towards a more positive portrayal of volunteerism’s
contribution to enhancing community resilience. However,
because the site of research was not always the same as the
site of intervention by partners and because communities
largely talked about the significance of their own efforts, this
bias may have been less than anticipated.

Data collection

Time was also cited as a key limitation in data collection.
Long travel times, bad weather and other events during
the fieldwork affected the research. For instance, two
earthquakes occurred in Guatemala, heavy rainfall created
logistical challenges in Tanzania and snowfall in the Russian
Federation affected the scheduling of focus group discussions
and key informant interviews.

In several cases the researchers noted difficulty conveying
the purpose of the study to participants. For instance, in
Sudan field researchers overheard that participants had
been asked by community leaders to exaggerate their stories
in some focus group discussions in order to “receive more
aid”. People’s uncertainty about the research objectives also
affected their trust in the researchers. For example, field
researchers in Egypt sometimes found it difficult to make it
clear to participants that the focus group discussions were
not evaluations of volunteering programmes, while in the
Philippines participants in focus group discussions were
worried about attending because of ongoing security threats.

Security, privacy and confidentiality concerns in some
communities may have contributed to bias. Some cohorts,
particularly women and young people, were less able or less
expected to speak in group exercises. This was counteracted
in some communities by arranging women-only and youth-
only focus group discussions. In the Russian Federation, the
lack of participation by people with disabilities was also
noted. In Sudan, the questionnaires had to be pre-approved
by the government’s Humanitarian Aid Commission.

ANNEXES

Finally, language and translation were major constraints in
many regions. Language barriers required the scheduling of
meetings around the availability of translators, limiting the
timing of the field research. Furthermore, the requirement
to translate findings meant that despite researchers’ efforts
to achieve clarification or validation of translated responses,
the meaning of the intended information may have been
misconstrued in its interpretation. For instance, in Burundi,
where the language is reportedly very rich, field researchers
believed that some nuances were not fully captured.

Data analysis

Despite the orientation,midpoint regional training meetings
and regular ongoing training sessions,some field researchers
found it challenging to code and interpret the data. Some
field researchers had had limited exposure to qualitative
research, and, apart from the practice training sessions, this
was their first time coding data. This was more evident in
some communities than others. Although all coding results
were reviewed by the research mentors to ensure high quality,
the process was far more time consuming and challenging
in some communities.

For one community report, the field researchers did not write
up the summaries of the focus group discussions and key
informant interviews until several weeks after the events.
This led to complications with analysis and interpretation and
raised questions about data validity and reliability. Although
evident negligence of the research protocol or process was
rare, this example is indicative of other potentially hidden
challenges that are likely when aggregating results second-
hand across a range of contexts.
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ANNEX Key informant interviews and focus group discussions

Some 110 focus group discussions were conducted across the 15
field research communities (table A5.1). On average, focus groups
consisted of nine people,and 57 per cent of participants were
female. Some 174 key informant interviews were also conducted,
and 44 per cent of participants were female. A total of 21 informal
interviews also informed the findings, though not all informal
interviews were tracked. All participants were aged 18 or older.

na

Not applicable.

Informal interviews were not tracked in each community.

Total may not equal sum of values in preceding columns

because some individuals may have participated more than once.

LSy Focus group discussions and key informant interviews

Key informant

Focus group discussions interviews

Average Informal Total
Country Number size Men Women Men Women interviews  participants
Bolivia, Plurinational State of 6 72 17 26 3 4 na 56
Burundi 9 10.0 39 51 12 3 8 109
China 6 6.3 1 27 12 14 4 64
Egypt 6 135 21 60 4 3 na 81
Greece 5 54 11 16 2 5 na 34
Guatemala 8 73 34 24 11 8 na 77
Madagascar 8 78 26 36 9 2 0 78
Malawi 10 16.1 117 44 6 4 7 171
Myanmar 12 83 50 49 8 5 na 112
Netherlands 1 70 0 7 1 4 na 12
Philippines 8 10.8 28 58 8 9 0 103
Russian Federation 5 72 18 18 4 3 na 43
Sri Lanka 9 10.7 14 82 10 7 na 113
Sudan 7 76 29 24 2 2 0 59
Tanzania, United Republic of 10 74 22 52 5 4 2 83
TOTAL 110 8.8 437 574 97 77 na 1,195
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Field research communities ANNEX

Field research communities, by country

1 Bolivia,
Plurinational
State of

Puerto Yumani is an indigenous community of the Tacana culture in the municipality of Rurrenabaque. The main economic activity is agriculture.
The area is highly vulnerable to natural disasters, particularly flooding. Other issues facing the community include lack of clean drinking water,
poor access to health care, land ownership disputes and natural resource extraction.

2 Burundi

Yaranda is one of the 29 districts of Kirundo Province in north-eastern Burundi. It is an ethnically diverse rural community with a population of
7,590.The area has only basic infrastructure and services, with low levels of education. Most of the population is engaged in farming. Yaranda
is prone to natural disasters, particularly drought. Food shortages and sometimes famine are a major stress on the population. Yaranda has
experienced substantial out-migration as community members have fled to Rwanda and Tanzania.

3 China

Xinzhuang is a peri-urban village in Changping District on the outskirts of Beijing. It has around 2,000 residents. The main economic activity is
agriculture. Xinzhuang lacks adequate public services for waste and sanitation, and garbage disposal has a major negative impact on health and
the environment.

Xiaguangli is located in Chaoyang District in central Beijing and has around 8,000 residents. It was once the residential area for families
of employees of a state-owned factory,and many residents are elderly people who used to work in the factory. Major problems facing the
community include low-quality housing and infrastructure.

4 Egypt

Zeinhom is a low-income neighbourhood in the Al-Sayida Zeinab district of Cairo. It has a population of approximately 20,000. Much of the
research in Zeinhom focused on the Qalet el Kabsh community, which faces many socioeconomic and environmental challenges related to low
levels of education and limited access to basic social services along with poor infrastructure and overcrowding.

5 Greece

The 6th City District Council area, one of the two poorest districts of Athens, has a large number of refugees and migrants, many of whom have
arrived since 2014 and face many challenges, including access to basic social services. It also suffers from high unemployment, particularly
among young people and migrants.

6 Guatemala

Caserio EL Edén in the municipality of Comitancillo, department of San Marcos, has a poverty rate of 90.7 per cent and an extreme poverty rate
of 44.1 per cent. It is a Mam indigenous community of the Maya ethnic group and has a population of 656.More than half the population is aged
under 18,and the main economic activity is agriculture. The community sits at an altitude of 2,300-3,300 metres above sea level and is highly
vulnerable to natural disasters. Access to the community is difficult, with roads impassable during the rainy season.

7 Madagascar

The community of Milenaka is in the district of Toliara Il, region of Atsimo-Andrefana, in south-western Madagascar. It is an inland rural
community comprising 14 fokontany (villages) that are often 2-3 kilometres from a paved road. The population is around 23,000, most of whom
are from the Masikoro ethnic group and 38 per cent of whom are aged under 18.The main economic activity is agriculture. Key stresses facing
the local population include unstable employment, poor access to clean water and security issues (often cattle theft).

8 Malawi

Dzaleka refugee camp is located in Dowa district in central Malawi, about 47 kilometres north of Lilongwe. It was established in 1994 and is
home to more than 30,000 refugees and asylum seekers, half of them children, from nine countries (mostly the Great Lakes Region - namely,
Burundi, Democratic Republic of the Congo and Rwanda). Population density is about 6,000 people per square kilometre. The community faces
many challenges, including poverty, unemployment, inadequate access to education, food insufficiency, poor shelter and housing, gender-based
violence,and crime.
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ANNEX

Field research communities (continued)

Field research communities, by country

Myanmar

Kyaikhto Township is one of 10 townships in Mon State, which is located along the south-east coast of Myanmar and has an ethnically diverse
population that has been subject to inter-ethnic conflict. In Kyaikhto Township agriculture is the main economic activity, although natural
resource extraction has increased in recent years. The township has high unemployment and limited access to basic social services, poorly
developed infrastructure and high vulnerability to natural disasters, particularly flooding. Women face substantial challenges to engaging in civic
activity,and gender discrimination and gender-based violence are widespread problems.

10

Netherlands

Moerwijk is a neighbourhood of The Hague, a city on the western coast of the Netherlands. It has a high foreign-born population (49 per cent)
as well as many elderly residents. Since 2014 Moerwijk has seen an increase in immigrants, many of them from Eritrea and Syria. Moerwijk faces
high unemployment and poverty as well as tensions within the community caused by cultural differences.

11

Philippines

Panguil Bay and Illana Bay are two rural regions in the Lanao del Norte area of Mindanao. Lanao del Norte suffers from substantial
environmental stresses, including overfishing and mangrove deforestation, which affect fishing, the main economic activity. Communities in the
region are also highly vulnerable to flooding. Another major stress is the ongoing conflict across Mindanao.

12

Russian
Federation

Zakamie is part of the Russian Federation’s Republic of Tatarstan and consists of small towns and rural areas. It has an overall population of
300,000, with people of Chuvash, Russian and Tatar ethnicity. Key stresses facing the region’s population include unemployment and outward
migration (with many young people migrating to Kazan or Moscow in search of jobs), economic inequality, drug addiction and organized crime.

13

Sri Lanka

Ketawaththa is a community of six villages with a population of 1,062 in the Meegahakiula Division in Uva Province. Meegahakiula is one of
the poorer divisions in Sri Lanka, and Ketawaththa is one of the very poor communities in Sri Lanka. The main economic activity is agriculture,
although women are employed in agriculture only during the rainy season. Poverty, caused by a lack of stable income sources, drought and low
education levels, is a huge stress factor facing the community.

14

Sudan

Dagag is a village 15 kilometres from EL Fasher, the capital of North Darfur State.Dagag has a population of 2,800, and most community
members maintain their livelihoods through farming. The average individual income is very low, around $2 a day. There is no electricity or
running water in Dagag. Research was also conducted in Gedail Wagief, the closest village to Dagag that is near a freshwater source, after it
became clear that access to water was one of the most urgent concerns in Dagag.

15

Tanzania,
United
Republic of

Msimbu ward consists of seven villages in Kisarawe District in the Pwani Region and is about 45 kilometres from Dar es Salaam. Most Msimbu
villagers make their living from agriculture and poultry raising. The community’s greatest stresses are lack of access to health care and education.
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Heatmaps ANNEX

Tables A7.1 and A7.2 are heatmaps showing the codes identified
across the 15 communities for: shocks/stresses; distinctive
attributes of volunteerism; and policies and norms influencing
voluntary action. The codes are arranged in descending order
of frequency, with those most mentioned (in red) at the top

and those least mentioned (in yellow) or not mentioned (clear)
towards the bottom.

Heatmap of key shocks/stresses identified in the 15 field research communities

Shock/stress

Field research community*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Chronic poverty and food insecurity

Lack of access to water

Lack of education

Conflict and insecurity or crime

Unavailability of health care

Poor governance or corruption

Unemployment

Poor infrastructure, roads or electricity

Extreme weather patterns, heavy rain, flooding, cyclones or landslides

Severe drought, desertification, or soil degradation or depletion

Pollution

Unaccompanied or separated children

Drug addiction or alcoholism

Culture shock or language barriers

Paperwork, bureaucracy or slow systems

Mass emigration or out-migration

I

Deforestation

Sexual and gender-based violence

Overfishing

*Legend: 1 Sudan

2 Netherlands 3 Bolivia 4 Burundi 5 Tanzania 6 Malawi 7 Srilanka 8 Philippines
9 Myanmar 10 China 11 Guatemala 12 Madagascar 13 Egypt 14 Greece 15 Russia
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Heatmap of distinctive attributes of volunteerism identified in the 15 field research communities

Attribute

Field research community*

Connective

Self-organizing

Enhanced trust

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Speed of response

Fostered solidarity

Frontline availability

Creative and innovative

Collaborative relations

Filling gaps

Flexible

New opportunities

Capacity-building

Co-productive partnerships

Access to vulnerable people

Amateur

Inclusive

Local knowledge

Exclusive

Personal resources

Advice and mentoring

Friendly

Encouraging

Preferred

Influential

Novel skills

Resources

Cost-effective

Motivations

Energetic

Scale of mobilization

Exploited

Reciprocal help

Open and welcoming

Advocacy mentality

Committed

Open to risk

Viewed as outsiders

Hindered public investment

Fostered dependency

Tolerant

*Legend: 1 Sudan

2 Netherlands

9 Myanmar

10 China

3 Bolivia

4 Burundi
11 Guatemala

5 Tanzania 6 Malawi
12 Madagascar 13 Egypt

7 Srilanka 8 Philippines
14 Greece 15 Russia
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Heatmaps (continued) =~ ANNEX

Heatmap of primary influencing policies and norms identified in the 15 research communities

Policy/norm

Field research community*

Cultural norms

Local focal point

Formal structure

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Funding

Gender equity

Gender roles

External expectations

Job insecurity

Legal issues

Legitimacy

Partnership

Recognition

Risk of exploitation

Safety

Sanctions

Sentiments

Stigma

Training

National programmes

Visa problems

Unemployment

Incentives

Social engagement

*Legend: 1 Sudan

2 Netherlands

9 Myanmar

10 China

3 Bolivia

4 Burundi
11 Guatemala

6 Malawi
13 Egypt

5 Tanzania
12 Madagascar

7 Srilanka 8 Philippines
14 Greece 15 Russia
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Figures, tables and boxes
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ANNEX Acronyms

LIST OF ACRONYMS

2030 Agenda 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development

HLPF High-Level Political Forum on Sustainable Development
IFRC International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies
ILO International Labour Organization

NGO Non-governmental Organization

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
SDGs Sustainable Development Goals

StatsSA Statistics South Africa

SWVR State of the World’s Volunteerism Report

UN United Nations

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNGA United Nations General Assembly

UNHCR United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

UNICEF United Nations Children's Fund

UNV United Nations Volunteers
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