
VOLUNTEER TOURISM PROGRAMS: A STAKEHOLDER MATRIX 

Faith Ong 
Leonie Lockstone-Binney 

Victoria University 

Brian King 

Hong Kong Polytechnic University 

ABSTRACT 

As the volunteer tourism phenomenon grows, there is an urgent need to understand the 
operating environment of the programs delivered by tour operators. While previous 
researchers have proposed linear approaches to classify volunteer tourism programs and 
program participants, the present paper proposes a more sophisticated matrix-based 
approach. This is constructed around two factors, namely the depth of commitment shown 
by volunteer tourists and their contributions to the host community. When data about the 
volunteer tourism programs is incorporated, the matrix presents an information source that 
volunteer tourists and host communities can use to make informed decisions about 
participation. It also provides a potential input for the operators of sending organisations to 
evaluate their positioning within the wider industry context and align their program portfolio 
mix with their organisational objectives and competitor offerings.  
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INTRODUCTION

Volunteer tourism is an experience where tourists use their discretionary income and time to venture 
beyond their regular activities to assist those in need (McGehee & Santos, 2005). The phenomenon is 
increasingly popular (McGehee & Andereck, 2008; Wearing, 2001). Sometimes viewed as a 
sustainable alternative to mass tourism (Raymond & Hall, 2008), the growth of volunteer tourism may 
be attributed to increasing ‘guilt-consciousness’ where consumers are simultaneously encouraged to 
spend more while considering the circumstances of the less fortunate (Fontenelle, 2010; Callanan & 
Thomas, 2005). The expansion of the volunteer tourism phenomenon has prompted a parallel growth 
in the academic literature (Wearing & McGehee, 2013). 

Various aspects of the phenomenon have been explored extensively. Researchers have examined 
volunteer tourist motivations (Broad & Jenkins, 2007; Leonard & Onyx, 2009; Lo & Lee, 2011), how 
the experience of volunteering impacts on the volunteers (Bailey & Russell, 2012; Cousins, Evans, & 
Sadler, 2009; Crossley, 2012; McIntosh & Zahra, 2007; Sin, 2009; Zahra & McIntosh, 2007) and on 
host communities (Conran, 2011; Guttentag, 2009; Sin, 2010). Such host communities are found in 
the destinations that receive volunteer tourists and are intended as the primary beneficiaries of 
volunteer tourism activities. Researchers have also considered the classification of volunteer tourism 
as an alternative to mass tourism (Mustonen, 2007) and called for further understanding of the 
phenomenon (Benson, 2010; Lyons & Wearing, 2012). 

Apart from the literature that has examined various dimensions of volunteering in general (Andereck, 
et al., 2005; Conran, 2011; Cousins, et al., 2009; Grabowski & Wearing, 2008; Guttentag, 2009), 
there has been little attempt to conceptualise a holistic classification of volunteer tourism programs 
(Lyons & Wearing 2012). A holistic approach offers the prospect of a structure to guide the 



management of both tourist and host experiences, and enhance program quality. Callanan and Thomas 
(2005) adopted a linear approach to classifying tourists and programs on the basis of their 
characteristics. Their conceptual framework classified volunteer tourists and volunteer programs 
along a scale ranging from shallow to deep. Brown and Morrison (2003) also divided volunteer 
tourism on the basis of participant mindsets, proposing the term ‘volunteer-minded’ to describe those 
who devoted much of their vacation to volunteering at the destination and ‘vacation-minded’ to 
denote tourists who prioritise leisure over work and spend less time on volunteering activities. Based 
on the images presented in relevant marketing collateral, Coghlan (2007) proposed a typology of 
conservation-related volunteer tourism sending organisations, classifying them as ‘conservation 
research’, ‘holiday conservation’, ‘adventure conservation’ and ‘community holiday’. While both 
classifications have merit, there is a need for a more dynamic approach that takes account of the 
multiplicity of stakeholders. The present paper addresses this gap by proposing a matrix-based 
approach to conceptualising volunteer tourism programs. The matrix takes account of the level of 
commitment that volunteer tourists show towards their programs as well as their impacts on host 
communities. The researchers propose four types of volunteer tourism program that provide a basis 
for informing the strategic management decisions of sending organisations and the wider development 
of the volunteer tourism phenomenon. A thorough examination of the volunteer tourism literature is 
presented with a view to providing a foundation for the matrix. 

VOLUNTEER TOURISM

Most manifestations of volunteer tourism involve several parties – the volunteer tourist, the host 
community, and the sending organisation. Sending organisations act as an intermediary that matches 
volunteer tourists and host communities through the choice of program related activities (McGehee, 
2012). Sending organisations may be non-governmental organisations (NGOs), educational 
institutions or commercial operators. There is increasing acknowledgment of the need to focus on the 
role of sending organisations in determining the success of volunteer tourism programs, with 
particular reference to their combination of social and organisational management goals (Ong, 
Pearlman, & Lockstone-Binney, 2011; Raymond, 2008). 

Volunteer tourism purports to provide benefits to volunteer tourists in its capacity as a special form of 
travel. Such benefits include the opportunity to give back to society (Callanan & Thomas, 2005), 
cross cultural interactions and learning (McIntosh & Zahra, 2007) and an avenue for more authentic 
experiences (Lyons & Wearing, 2008). These represent the main motivations prompting participants 
to undertake volunteer tourism programs and engage in less superficial experiences at a time when 
consumerism and its critics are ubiquitous (Kozinets & Handelman, 2004; Micheletti & Stolle, 2008). 
The lack of authenticity in commodified tourism offerings has also prompted scepticism amongst 
frequent travellers. By offering an emphasis on living and working amongst host community members, 
volunteer tourism is positioned as a counterbalance to such commodification (Gray & Campbell, 
2007). 

As with other forms of volunteering where a primary impetus for participants is to benefit others 
(Unger, 1991), volunteer tourism has been heralded as development aids for particular groups or 
communities (Zahra & McGehee, 2013). Tourism has been a significant contributor to the economies 
of many developing countries, and can facilitate a shift from agrarian lifestyles to services oriented 
provision (Andereck, et al., 2005; Wearing, 2004). The volunteer tourism niche offers the possibility 
of providing financial injections into host economies. Volunteer tourism programs that require 
participants to possess specific skills offer a prospective means of beneficial skills transfer to host 
communities (McGehee & Andereck, 2009). From a social perspective, host communities can acquire 



knowledge and insights about the cultures of visiting volunteer tourists, and present their own cultures 
and traditions, thereby promoting cross-cultural interactions that may be of interest to community 
members (McIntosh & Zahra, 2007). 

Despite the benefits to tourists and host communities that are attributable to volunteer tourism, its 
unintended negative effects and practices have been increasingly scrutinised, (Guttentag, 2009). These 
include so-called “demonstration effects”, whereby tourists originating from more affluent countries 
inadvertently provoke discontent and accentuate differences instead of reconciling universal 
commonalities, an often publicised benefit of volunteer tourism (Wall & Mathieson, 2006). This may 
lead to further segregation in the minds of both volunteer tourists and host community members, and 
prompt visiting volunteers to rationalise poverty on the basis that host community members seem to 
experience happiness despite having less (Crossley, 2012; Raymond & Hall, 2008). While sending 
organisations may claim to prioritise host communities in the design of their volunteer tourism 
programs (Ong, et al., 2011), the industry and its practices have been increasing scrutinised, with calls 
for better practices and guidelines to monitor developments (Ong, et al., 2013; Raymond, 2008). An 
over-emphasis on the needs of volunteer tourists to the detriment of host community wishes may 
promote ill-will amongst both the volunteers and the intended beneficiaries. Furthermore, as some 
sending organisations do not require specific skills as entry criteria (Brown & Morrison, 2003), host 
communities that accept help from volunteer tourists may be confronted with incomplete or 
unsatisfactorily completed projects, a risk that is exacerbated by the short-term nature of many 
projects (Callanan & Thomas, 2005; Simpson, 2004). Aside from the quality of the labour, potential 
displacement of local labour as a result of injecting volunteer tourists into the local community has 
also been identified as a negative consequence (McGehee & Andereck, 2008;Wearing, 2001). Finally, 
the ongoing provision of unpaid volunteer labour may invoke assumptions that infrastructural 
provision is a responsibility of external agencies such as sending organisations, thereby promoting 
dependence on such agencies and proving counter-productive to the long term goal of development 
and self-sufficiency in host communities (Sin, 2010). 

Some of the negative impacts associated with volunteer tourism are a result of tensions inherent to the 
concept. Such tensions will be discussed in the following section under broad headings and will form 
a basis for the proposed volunteer tourism program matrix. 

Need-driven versus market-driven design 

One of the main criticisms of volunteer tourism is neglect of the host community’s needs when 
planning volunteer tourism projects. This neglect could result in host community disillusionment with 
the effectiveness and usefulness of volunteer tourism programs, thereby closing off an avenue for 
future development. Programs that are designed without adequate consultation with host community 
leaders and members are likely to be subject to NGO or sending organisation perceived needs. 
Volunteer tourism programs should ideally be based on needs and designed in consultation with the 
host communities who are clearest about developmental goals, thus ensuring that any work completed 
is in accordance with long term community planning (TIES, 2012).  

There is however a risk that the opposing market-driven design may become increasingly prevalent as 
more commercial operators join the ranks of sending organisations (Tomazos & Cooper, 2012). With 
intensifying competition, sending organisations have to work harder to attract potential customers. 
Consistent with competitive markets, sending organisations may be tempted to offer products and 
experiences which pander to the expectations of volunteer tourists, creating programs in regions and 
with those who are perceived as the neediest by potential customers (Sin, 2010). The ideal situation 



occurs where the perceived needs are consistent with support requested by the host community 
because this corresponding help will be considered as a valuable contribution. However, if perception 
and reality are mismatched, the host community contribution will not be maximised, and activities 
may be undertaken where the costs to the community outweigh the benefits. While it is logical to 
suggest that the ideal volunteer tourism program would be designed in collaboration with the host 
community, it may be impractical for sending organisations to do so consistently. Equally it is far 
from ideal to adopt the other extreme and promise programs pandering to prospective volunteer 
tourists without considering host community needs. As highlighted by Coghlan (2007), volunteer 
tourist expectations may be managed through marketing materials distributed by sending 
organisations. These have the potential to influence prospective volunteer tourists by presenting 
images of various activities and potential experiences. Thus sending organisations need to ensure that 
their promotional materials, while appealing to potential customers, are also reflective of host 
community needs. In the absence of this ideal scenario, the opposing and delicate balance between 
needs-driven and market-driven program design remains an aspect that merits further consideration. 

The true beneficiaries of volunteer tourism 

If volunteer tourism is marketed as a mutually beneficial form of tourism that contributes positively to 
the lives of both tourists and host communities, it raises the question of the identity of the true 
beneficiaries. At the social level, a major benefit is the cross-cultural interactions that inevitably result 
from living and working in close quarters with people of different cultures (Sin, 2009). Such 
interactions encourage greater awareness of diversity within the host community and amongst 
volunteer tourists. While there are negative consequences, McIntosh and Zahra (2007) have also 
suggested that curiosity amongst outsiders about local cultures and customs can strengthen the host 
community’s pride in their practices, thereby preserving them for the benefit of future generations. 
Despite these benefits, the negative social impacts of the demonstration effect (Wall & Mathieson, 
2006) and possible employment cannibalisation remain a threat to realising the benefits of volunteer 
tourism for host communities.  

Personal benefits potentially flowing to volunteer tourists include the fulfilment of motivational 
factors such as altruism, self-actualisation, heightened social awareness and intercultural learning 
(Callanan & Thomas, 2005; McIntosh & Zahra, 2007). While there are a myriad of volunteer tourist 
motivations and benefits, these have already been widely targeted by marketers, leading in some cases 
to the commodification of programs pandering to such motivations. Though participating in volunteer 
tourism programs prospectively provides a first step towards fulfilling expected benefits, the risk of 
“poverty rationalisation” is ever present. 

Despite attracting greater recognition as a key stakeholder in the volunteer tourism process, which 
largely determines the effectiveness of such programs sending organisations have been a neglected 
area in the volunteer tourism literature (Palacios, 2010). Aside from their responsibilities in designing 
programs that benefit both host communities and tourists, it has been argued that they should take 
greater responsibility through the process of recruitment, trip reflections and participant re-integration 
(Grabowski, 2011).  With their key role in program design, sending organisations are also key 
stakeholders. For the not-for-profit market segment, this is a prime opportunity for furthering their 
reputation and raising awareness of the causes that they espouse. The opportunity to promote the 
organisation is similarly extended to commercial enterprises which operate as sending organisations, 
regardless of whether this is their sole product or part of their suite of offerings. Such commercial 
sending organisations are also afforded the opportunity to transfer the positive perceptions generally 
associated with this form of tourism to their brand. It allows sending organisations to associate 



themselves with ethical business, which has proven to be a brand-enhancer amongst consumers 
(Kitchin, 2003; Middlemiss, 2003). 

Expertise versus intentions 

The lowering of barriers to entry has increased participation in volunteer tourism programs (Brown & 
Morrison, 2003). Volunteer tourists generally need to have sufficient financial resources and an 
intention to contribute to the project at hand. The requirement for expertise is only requested by 
specialised projects such as medical missions and engineering projects in rural regions, and those 
which require certification such as the teaching of English as a second language. Even in research 
volunteer tourism, volunteers are generally non-specialists who lack experience in skills such as data 
gathering, and hence rely on the training provided during the course of the trip to acquire such 
knowledge (Ellis, 2003). The widely used expression originating from Shakespeare that “the road to 
hell is paved with good intentions” accurately describes the potentially negative effects that well-
intentioned volunteer tourists without relevant expertise may unintentionally inflict on host 
beneficiaries.  

While it would be prohibitive to mandate expertise as a necessary prerequisite for all volunteer 
tourism programs, sending organisations are in a position to ascertain if potential volunteer tourists 
have skills that can be utilised to enhance the effectiveness of the planned project before they 
subscribe. Although this may result in a reduced number of participants, it may improve the quality of 
help rendered to the beneficiaries and host communities, thereby addressing criticisms about the 
quality of the associated work (Guttentag, 2009). However, the prospective restriction of participation 
to those who have expertise in relevant fields deprives potential volunteer tourists of unique 
experiences and learning opportunities, which may initially have attracted them to participate in 
volunteer tourism. Thus a balance needs to be struck between ensuring the requisite expertise in 
accepting volunteer tourists and attracting and accepting those who are enticed by the prospect of 
good deeds but who may lack the applicable expertise. Aside from the question of expertise and skills 
when designing programs, the balance must also extend to the ratio of work and play (Tomazos & 
Butler, 2012). A bias in favour of volunteer work may put volunteer tourists off as a key motivator for 
their participation is the ability to explore foreign territories; conversely, too much leisure time may 
put the efficacy of the volunteer tourism programs at risk, diluting the benefits that are anticipated by 
host communities (Tomazos & Butler, 2012).  

Previous attempts at resolving these tensions have resulted in measures such as the development of 
volunteer tourism guidelines for commercial operators (TIES, 2012). However, in the area of 
classification, Callanan and Thomas’s (2005) linear model, which outlines a continuum of volunteer 
tourists and programs depending on their inherent characteristics, is the most prominent framework 
proposed to date (Callanan & Thomas, 2005). This model applies two conceptual classification 
frameworks – one for volunteer tourists and the other for volunteer tourism programs, to provide a 
general conceptualisation of the range of each. Both frameworks offer the ‘shallow’, ‘intermediate’ 
and ‘deep’ classification (Acott, La Trobe, & Howard, 1998) based on a number of factors. Applied to 
volunteer tourists, this framework proposes segregation on the basis of the importance of the 
destination to the tourist, the duration of their participation, the balance between altruism and self-
interest as a focus of their experience, the skills required of them, the level of active participation as 
well as the level of direct contribution made to local areas. The factors proposed for classification of 
volunteer tourism programs are the degree of flexibility for participants in determining the duration of 



their stay, the priority projects received over the destination in marketing, the types of volunteers 
targeted, the skills required of these volunteers, the volunteers’ level of active participation and the 
level of contribution volunteer tourism programs and their projects make to host communities.  

Apart from this conceptual framework, models that compare more than one stakeholder have not been 
proposed, and this is the gap that the conceptual matrix presented in this paper seeks to address. This 
proposed matrix is drawn from the portfolio analysis model, which produces evaluation quadrants 
based on the interaction of two variable characteristics, most notably used in the growth/share matrix 
proposed by the Boston Consulting Group. The latter remains popular as a strategic business analysis 
tool (Morrison & Wensley, 1991). Its application in travel and tourism includes use in the destination-
market matrix, which creates market segments on the basis of age and growth rates of markets 
(McKercher, 1995), and its use in product-market growth strategies, based on new/existing products 
and markets to evaluate travel organisation product portfolios (Middleton, Clarke, & Ebooks 
Corporation, 2001).  

Drawing on the portfolio analysis model, a matrix has been designed with the extent of contributions 
to the host community and the involvement of volunteer tourists as central determinants. While the 
original portfolio analysis tool has been utilised for evaluating a firm’s business position within its 
industry (Aaker 1992), the proposed matrix could also be used to evaluate the volunteer tourism 
landscape for the benefit of all three major stakeholders – host community, volunteer tourist and 
sending organisation. 



The volunteer tourism industry: A conceptual matrix 

Figure 1: Volunteer tourism programs: A stakeholder matrix 

The proposed matrix as shown in  

Figure 1 is underpinned by two axes – tourist involvement on the horizontal and contributions to the 
host community on the vertical axis. Tourist involvement utilises the factors of setting, time 
commitment, level of obligation/freedom of choice and skills required to determine volunteer 
commitment levels associated with different program types. These build on the classification by 
Callanan and Thomas (2005), which specified factors such as destination importance, duration of 
participation, the balance of altruism and self-interest as motivation, skills required and the activity 
level of their participation, and also on Holmes, et al. (2010) who suggested setting, time commitment, 
level of obligation and remuneration as dimensions of tourism volunteering. In the bottom left 
quadrant, minimal volunteer commitment will tend towards factors such as prioritising destinations 
over the contributions of projects, taking on short-term projects which require minimal 
skills/qualifications and lower commitment to the long term success of projects. The opposing 
quadrant of the matrix, on the bottom right, sees committed volunteers as embodying characteristics 
such as prioritising the goals of the project over the destination in which it is performed, a 
commitment of more than 6 months on a project and exhibiting a willingness to contribute to its long 
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term success. The volunteer tourists sought for each project can differ greatly and place them at 
different points of the axis depending on the mix of characteristics. 

On the vertical axis, the primary intended beneficiaries – host communities – are considered. The 
planned contributions to these host communities range from the useful and meaningful to the minimal 
and superficial. With a wide range of aims ranging from community development, education, 
scientific research and environmental conservation (Simpson, 2004; Wearing, 2001), a single measure 
of meaningful contribution is impossible at this time. However, based on the recommendations of 
good practice that have emerged from the literature, one proxy measure of meaningful contribution to 
host communities would be to design and implement volunteer tourism programs in consultation with 
host communities, based on their needs (Jones, 2005; Okazaki, 2008). Furthermore, the outcomes of 
volunteer tourism programs must be commensurate with their goals. These could include improving 
access to social programs and basic resources such as food, water and education, environmental 
conservation and research. As an indicator of a program’s commitment to host community benefits, 
its longer term plan of action and continuity beyond the temporal confines of a single volunteer 
project may also be the signal of a meaningful contribution. 

“Ideal” volunteer tourism programs have the potential to deliver multiple benefits to the host 
community, based on their program design and the committed volunteer tourist participants they 
attract. “Gateway” volunteer tourism programs, with a stronger emphasis on programs but requiring a 
lighter commitment from participants, may function as a way to encourage further involvement in 
future volunteer tourism programs. “Superficial” programs may only scratch the surface when it 
comes to involving tourists and contributing to the host community, their mix of lower commitment 
and less substantial contributions to host communities limiting the capacity of these programs to do 
more on each front. With committed manpower but less substantial contributions, the final quadrant 
“With potential” signifies prospectively missed opportunities to channel committed volunteer tourists’ 
efforts into activities that are commensurate with the effort they are prepared to expend. This is 
perhaps the least desirable of the quadrants as it is likely to trigger cynicism amongst volunteer 
tourists, as they perceive their contributions to be minimal despite their deeper commitment. 

The dynamism of this model is underpinned by the host community contributions that programs are 
designed to achieve and the level of commitment by volunteer tourists who are attracted to programs 
in particular quadrants. While it is preferable for programs to operate in the “Ideal” quadrant, a 
realistic view of the sector will reveal a myriad of programs spanning all four quadrants. All four 
serve different demographics in terms of volunteer tourists and host communities. From the 
perspective of the sending organisation, changes to the design of existing programs will affect their 
vertical positioning on the matrix, thereby shifting “Superficial” programs up to “Gateway” status. 
However, the volunteer tourism sector must be vigilant in ensuring that programs in the lower 
quadrants do not dominate the sector. Such a trend could dilute the overall reputation and 
effectiveness of volunteer tourism as a phenomenon. From a participant perspective, the choice of 
programs across the left and right quadrants may offer volunteer tourists the choice of easing into 
volunteer tourism, possibly building up to deeper involvement in future projects as they cement their 
belief in the efficacy of volunteer tourism programs. 

Applications of the matrix to volunteer tourism

As a tool to evaluate the landscape of volunteer tourism in its entirety, these four types of volunteer 
tourism program should be useful to individual stakeholders involved in the sector. On a wider scale, 



the matrix has the potential to provide a snapshot of the landscape at a point in time and if tracked 
longitudinally, characterise an evolving landscape. 

When populated with the volunteer tourism programs offered by sending organisations within a 
geographical area, the matrix provides a view of the competitive landscape, albeit temporary. This can 
aid sending organisations in making strategic decisions about the design and marketing of their 
programs to address sector-wide gaps, whether further benefits to host communities or attracting a 
wider range of volunteer tourists. Furthermore, if a sending organisation offers a range of programs 
differentially benefiting host communities and volunteer tourists, it can make use of the tool to 
determine the types of volunteer tourism programs that it wishes to offer based on the vision of the 
organisation. If the priorities of the sending organisation change over time, the matrix could be used 
to determine which programs need more attention or which could be divested to free up resources for 
other program types. This function would be similar to the growth-share matrix used to determine a 
company’s portfolio based on its market share and growth opportunities (Morrison & Wensley, 1991). 
As with the growth-share matrix, the proposed matrix provides an accessible snapshot that can inform 
the longer term strategy or portfolio mix of sending organisations. 

The matrix may be used by host communities to determine whether to participate in programs with 
particular sending organisations. Depending on the objectives of host communities for involvement in 
volunteer tourism programs, their choice of partner organisations could be influenced by the mix of 
programs historically provided by the prospective sending organisations. A host community that is 
seeking more committed involvement from volunteers may, for example, work with their partners to 
move from “Gateway” to “Ideal” programs, thereby requiring and attracting participation by more 
committed volunteer tourists. Conversely, a host community that has become self-reliant from 
previous partnerships may continue to prefer programs which require less commitment from volunteer 
tourists, providing cross-cultural interactions for the community while undertaking less extensive 
projects, such as those which fit within the “Superficial” program quadrant. 

Volunteer tourists may deploy the proposed matrix as a means of charting their progress between 
quadrants, depending on their ability to commit. While participants are aware of their parameters for 
involvement in volunteer tourism programs, their choice of this travel niche is still determined by 
other factors such as the effectiveness of programs and scope of host community contribution. While 
their involvement could be restricted to a single undertaking of a volunteer tourism program, 
continued participation could produce a more discerning volunteer tourist who is concerned with the 
long term impacts of the programs they associate with, moving towards the “Ideal” or “Gateway” 
quadrants of the matrix. 

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS: THE PERFECT VOLUNTEER TOURISM 
PROGRAM AND MATRIX LIMITATIONS 

The matrix consists of four quadrants embodying different characteristics in relation to volunteer 
tourists and their contributions, but none are necessarily the perfect or most desirable states. Although 
the “Ideal” state concept is close to being perfect, the combination of deeply committed volunteer 
tourists and substantial contributions to the host community may not be what is required or desired in 
every situation. Programs located in the other three quadrants may play a role in the continued and 
meaningful involvement of host communities and volunteer tourists. “Gateway” programs, involving 
less committed volunteer tourists who contribute significantly to host communities, may encourage 
further volunteer involvement as a result of the fulfilment volunteers experience by witnessing their 
successful host community projects. This can thereby increase the pool of potential participants 



through positive word of mouth and repeat participation. “Superficial” volunteer programs may only 
provide cursory host community and volunteer benefits, but if it is the level of involvement explicitly 
sought by both parties, it can still be a positive experience capable of encouraging exploration of 
deeper avenues of involvement in volunteer tourism. Programs “with potential” may be disappointing 
for committed tourists who are expecting more substantial contributions to the host community 
without a corresponding expectation from them. These potentially negative experiences may lead to 
the tourist’s cessation of involvement in volunteer tourism altogether or even negative word-of-mouth 
that discourages participation from their family members or friends. Such discouragement may 
alternatively prompt the volunteer tourist to choose programs that are more aligned to their intentions, 
possibly those in the “Ideal” or “Gateway” quadrants.  

Despite its uses, populating the matrix with the wide diversity of volunteer programs that are available 
in the global volunteer tourism industry would be challenging and this is acknowledged as a limitation 
of the proposed matrix. However, it is possible to restrict its scope to enhance its applicability, 
populating it on the basis of limited geography, be it a classification based on sending organisations’ 
geographic location or host community geographic boundaries. The former could be of more benefit 
to sending organisations in terms of understanding their local competitors, and assisting potential 
volunteer tourists who are seeking a locally based intermediary. The latter would benefit sending 
organisations by allowing them to understand their position relative to competitor programs within a 
target host community, or volunteer tourists who are conscious of the level of contribution they wish 
to make within a chosen host community or destination. 
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