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Abstract 
The University Social Responsibility (USR) is a concept of engaging social works and 
volunteerism movement within university community in the broad areas of humanity, 
environment, economic, cultural, education and social development. However, the principle 
of USR is volunteerism. Different individuals may undertake volunteer activities for different 
reasons. There can also be various factors that may limit or prevent individuals from 
volunteering. This study examined the motivational factors and constraints to volunteering 
among 330 academics in a public university in Malaysia. A survey questionnaire was employed 
to gauge the volunteer participations under the scope of functional volunteerism and the 
constraints to participation in the activities. The functional motivations of the participants 
were analysed using the Volunteer Function Inventory (VFI) under six dimensions:  Values, 
Understanding, Protective, Social, Career and Enhancement, while the constraints to 
participation in volunteer activities were addressed under three dimensions: Intrapersonal, 
Interpersonal and Structural. The findings indicate that the Values dimension was the key 
motivating factor to participation in USR, while the Structure dimension was the major 
constraint to the participation. Since the reform of Higher Learning Education in Malaysia has 
considered the University Social Responsibility (USR) as one of the key indexes for the 
Malaysian universities’ rating exercise, it is hoped that the findings may shed some lights on 
empowering the voluntary acts among the academics to promote beneficial impacts on the 
local community.  
Keywords: Volunteerism, Social Responsibility, Academics, Motivational Factors, Constraints 
 
Introduction 
The works relating to social responsibility at universities is broadly known as University Social 
Responsibility (USR). It is a way of thinking or a guideline for social development to connect 
with nearby and worldwide network in assorted territories to withstand the social, biological, 
ecological, specialized, and financial advancement (Chen, Nasongkhla and Donaldson, 2015). 
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Vasilescu, Barna, Epure and Baicu (2010) characterize USR to the need to reinforce urban 
responsibility and dynamic citizenship. It is tied in with volunteering with moral methodology, 
building up a feeling of common citizenship by empowering the students and the scholastic 
staff to give social services to local community in diverse areas. 
In Malaysia, the reform of the Higher Learning Education welcomes the expansion of the 
Service Learning Malaysia – University for Society (Sulam) programme to infuse community 
service as a part of the learning experience. With this reform, the agenda of University Social 
Responsibility (USR) has been taken seriously by the ministry. USR has become one of the key 
indexes for the Rating System for Malaysian Education (SETARA) for public universities and 
the Malaysian Quality Evaluation System (MyQuest) for Private Colleges. The focus is in 
services and income generation especially on USR and knowledge transfer (Education 
Malaysia, 2018). This USR ranking will motivate higher learning institutions to be actively 
involved in social activities to gain positive image and to fulfill the key index criteria (Shaari, 
Sarip, Rajab and Wan Zakaria, 2018). Recently, consideration has been paid to the job that 
advanced education can and should play in advancing the improvement of community 
esteems and obligation (Colby et al., 2000).  

 
However, the principle of USR is volunteerism. This is referred to as “performing a service 
without compensation for an organization or agency” (Carlo et al., 2005, p. 1296). Many other 
definitions have also been given to this term but the common themes are contribution to 
society in one form or another without monetary compensation. What motivates one to be 
involved in providing social services to the community voluntarily and what constraints 
him/her from participating in the activities? This paper investigates the motivational factors 
and constraints to volunteering among academics in a public university in Malaysia. It is hoped 
that the findings can shed some lights on empowering the voluntary acts among the 
academics to promote beneficial impacts on the local community.  
 
Literature Review: The Motivation and Constraints to Volunteerism 
Since the principle of USR is volunteerism, it is of paramount importance to understand the 
factors that can motivate one to be involved in the works. Empirical studies on volunteerism 
have found that people participated in volunteer works for many reasons along the 
continuum of altruism to egoism, and of self-interest to others-interest. Several studies have 
used the functional approach to clearly explain volunteer motivation for most individuals by 
employing the functional approach. Among the models used were the 2x2 Model of Seeking 
and Escaping (Iso-Ahola, 1989), Person-Environment Fit Theory (Sargent & Sedlacek, 1990), 
the Psychological Contract (Farmer & Fedor, 1999), and the Octagon Model of Volunteer 
Motivation (Yeung, 2004). However, the widely used model and considered the most superior 
for volunteer motivation has been Clary et al.’s Voluntary Function Inventory (VFI). It is the 
preferred model for understanding and measuring motivations to volunteer as responses to 
the VFI scales are strongly related to volunteering activity and possess a high degree of 
internal consistency and reliability (Burns et al., 2005; Clary and Snyder, 1999). 
 
The Voluntary Function Inventory (VFI) measures six functions of volunteering: 
Understanding, Social, Values, Protective, Career, and Enhancement. The Understanding 
function involves a sense of learning and the development of new skills or perspectives. 
Meanwhile, the Social function addresses the volunteer’s participation with friends, or doing 
work that is viewed as important by the people who matter to him/her. The Values function, 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 1 , No. 1, 2021, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2021 

590 

on the other hand, relates to an individual putting his/her own beliefs into action to achieve 
something that he/she perceive as important. The Protective function offers the volunteer to 
cope with inner conflicts or stress. The Career function applies to situations where the 
individual uses his/her volunteering experience to build career experience or make 
networking connections. Finally, the Enhancement function deals with what the individual 
believes for his/her psychological development and personal growth (Clary et al. 1996). 
 
Many studies have utilized this VFI to explore volunteer motivation in different settings. For 
example, Okun and Schultz (2003) examined volunteer motives across age group. The findings 
indicate that as age increases, the motivations related to Career and Understanding 
decreased, while Social functions increased. They also found that age had little and no effect 
on Enhancement, Protective and Values dimensions of motivation. In the same vein, Burns et 
al. (2005) compared motivations of students in the marketing classes at five different types 
of institutions. The study suggested that race is a factor that affects one’s likelihood to 
volunteer. This is in line with earlier studies (Lucas, 1985; Wilson and Musick, 1999). 
Additionally, Wilson (2005) assessed the level of involvement among volunteers and found 
that motivation scores increased as participation and involvement increased. The study also 
reported that those with college degrees were found to spend more hours volunteering than 
those with less education. Along the same line, Bruyere and Rappe (2007) applied the VFI to 
volunteers in an environmental setting and added seven new variables to suit this specific 
form of volunteerism:  Help the Environment, Career, User, Learning, Social, Project 
Organization, and Values and Esteem. They found that Helping the Environment was the most 
important motivational factor, followed by User, Values and Esteem, Learning, Social, and 
Project Organization. Career was found to have significantly lower mean scores than the other 
categories. Widjaja (2010) suggested that the VFI factors are not limited and are strongly 
dependent on the social and cultural of the nation. He added that the protective function 
serves to protect the sense of self by decreasing negative impacts related with blame for being 
luckier than others, or depression. Thus, some might associated this with internal motivation 
driven by individuals and their spiritual needs, religion, ethics, innate motivation, good will or 
cultural acceptance. 
 
There can be various factors that may limit or prevent individuals from participating in the 
activities. Raymore et al. (1993, p.99) posit that “If a factor limits or inhibits participation in a 
given leisure pursuit, it may then be termed a constraint”. Contemporary research on 
constraints suggests that they are more likely result in modified participation rather than non-
participation.  
 
There are three types of constraints to volunteerism: 1) Intrapersonal constraints, 2) 
Interpersonal constraints, 3) Structural constraints. Crawford and Godbey (1987) suggest that 
Intrapersonal constraints involve psychological states and attributes that interact with leisure 
preferences. Interpersonal constraints, on the other hand, are those that involve other 
participants. Structural constraints are intervening factors between preference and 
participation.    
 
While there have been many studies on motivation to volunteerism, studies on constraints to 
volunteerism are rather scarce. Most studies have looked into constraints in leisure and 
recreational activities in general. Shaw et al. (1991) in their study on participation in leisure 
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time activities, for example, found constraints including lack of time because of work, no 
facilities nearby, lack of time because of other leisure activities, low energy, requires too much 
self-discipline, costs too much, injury or handicap, ill health, lack of necessary skills, available 
facilities are inadequate, and no leaders available. However, Shaw et al. suggested that the 
constraints themselves did not act directly as barriers to participation but the individual’s 
perception on how the constraints may affect their activities. 
 
Jackson et al. (1993) found that participations to activities may involve individuals negotiating 
through the constraints. They found that there is a hierarchical relationship between the 
three levels of constraints. Based on Crawford et al.’s (1991) Model of Leisure Constraints, 
Jackson et al. suggested that individuals will first be confronted with intrapersonal 
constraints. If they are able to negotiate through this level of constraints, they will proceed to 
interpersonal constraints. If these are successfully negotiated, they will continue to negotiate 
with the structural constraints. If all three levels are successfully negotiated, they will 
participate in the activity and vice versa. 
 
The Study 
The main objectives of this study were to examine the motives and constraints to volunteering 
among the academics. Specifically, it looks into the motivational factors of academics to 
volunteer in various capacities and to explore factors that may act as constraints to their 
participation in the activities. Thus, this can be expressed by the following research questions: 

i. What motivates academics in participating in volunteer activities? 
ii. What constraints academics from participating in volunteer activities? 

 
Data Collection and Analysis 
The study involved academics in a public university in Malaysia who had participated in USR 
activities. An invitation to take part in the survey was extended to the academics through an 
electronic questionnaire survey posted via the university’s emailing system. The survey was 
made available for one month. Respondents were allowed to submit multiple responses to 
the survey during the period of availability but only the latest response by the respondent 
would be taken into account. 330 academics voluntarily responded to the survey with the 
distribution of 88 male and 242 of female respondents. 
 
The questionnaire was adapted from Clary & Snyder’s (1999) and Burns et al.’s (2005) tools 
that examined the volunteer participations under the scope of functional volunteerism and 
the constraints to participation in the activities. The whole questionnaire consisted of four 
sections. The first section gauged the demographic background of the participants. The 
second section looked into the participants’ background of volunteerism which included the 
scope of volunteerism, the types of volunteer activities they had been involved in, and the 
frequency of participation. The third section examines the functional motivations of the 
participants using the Volunteer Function Inventory (VFI) under six dimensions:  Values, 
Understanding, Protective, Social, Career and Enhancement. It contained 34 statements that 
were rated on a three Lickert-scale: Not at all Important, Important and Very Important. The 
last section addressed the constraints to participation in volunteer activities under three 
dimensions: Intrapersonal, Interpersonal and Structural. It contained 16 constraint 
statements that were rated on a three Lickert scale: Not at all Influential, Influential and Very 
Influential. 
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The data were treated quantitatively. The data on the demographic background of the 
participants and the background of their USR participations were analysed based on the 
frequency counts. As for the motivation and constraint to participation, factor analysis was 
employed to gauge the motivation dimensions on the VFI items and Leisure constraint Model 
for constraint dimensions. Besides, the analysis using Relative Importance Index was also 
constructed to identify the dimensions that have the most influence on the USR participation 
among the academics.  
 
Findings and Discussion 
Demographic Background of Participants 
Of the 330 participants, 3.6% were between 22-30 years old, 41.8% were 31-40 years old, 
36.1% were 41-50 years old and 18.5% were more than 50 years old. It is very important to 
note that nearly 80% of the respondents were between 31-50 years old. This group of 
academics mostly would already have been stable in the career. This is reflected in the 
analysis where there were 22.1% lecturers, 62.7% senior lecturers, 11.5% associate professors 
and 2.1% professors in this group.  
 
The age and career stability factors posed a significant impact on the frequency of their 
involvement in volunteering activities. The data indicate that only 18.8% of this group of 
academics was involved in more than one activity in a month. The other 8.2 % were involved 
only once a month, 15.5% once in every 3 months, 34.2% once for every 6 months and 33.3% 
once in a year. Such findings may relate to the benefits that volunteering activities give to 
their career prospect. As volunteering activities is considered as one of the criteria for 
promotional exercise in the university, it can be inferred that those who are at the higher 
ladder of their career, i.e senior lecturers, associate professors and professors, may have less 
motivation to get involved in the activities. High frequency of involvement in the volunteering 
activities might not benefit them in terms of promotion if they felt that they had already 
reached the highest possible peak of their career. 
  
Although the frequency of involvement might be low among this group of respondents, the 
motivation and constraints to volunteering works might differ individually. The next section 
examines these aspects to volunteerism among the respondents. 
 
Motivation to Volunteerism 
The Volunteer Function Inventory (VFI) investigated the respondents’ motivation under six 
dimensions: Values, Understanding, Protective, Enhancement, Career and Social. Table 1 
depicts the motivation factors according to the VFI among the respondents. 
 
Table 1 
Motivation to Volunteerism according to VFI Dimension 

No Volunteer Function Inventory Dimension Mean 

1 Values 3.56 

2 Understanding 2.84 

3 Protective 3.07 

4 Enhancement 3.20 

5 Career  2.62 

6 Social 2.83 
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As can be seen from the table, the highest mean according to VFI was Values (mean 
score=3.56) while the lowest was Career (mean score = 2.62). Regardless of the individuals’ 
frequency of involvement, the finding indicate that having the humanitarian concern for 
others was more important for this group of respondents compared to the expectation on 
the reward related to career enhancement. As mentioned earlier, this may due to the stability 
of their career that made them appreciate the values of humanity more compared to career 
reward. Thus, this finding is not conclusive as the results may be different for different groups 
of respondents. 
 
Table 2 shows the detailed assessment of each of the VFI dimensions. The score on each of 
the questionnaire statements were able to indicate respondents’ motivation orientation 
towards volunteering activities. 
 
Table 2 
Motivation to Volunteerism based on Questionnaire statement 

Volunteer Function Inventory Dimension: Values  

No Statement Mean 

1 I feel it is important to help others. 3.81 

2 I am genuinely concerned about the particular group I am serving. 3.64 

3 I am concerned with those less fortunate than myself. 3.69 

4 Volunteering allows me to gain a new perspective on things. 3.70 

5 I feel compassion towards people in need. 3.68 

6 I can explore my own strengths. 3.51 

7 I can learn how to deal with a variety of people. 3.55 

8 I can learn more about the cause for which I am working. 3.49 

9 Volunteering is a way for me to help the natural environment. 3.44 

10 Volunteering is part of religious deeds 3.56 

11 Volunteering strengthens my relationship to my religion 3.55 

12 I volunteered because my religion tells me to do so 3.34 

13 I feel volunteering is a religious duty. 3.45 

14 It is a way to attain reward from God 3.47 

Volunteer Function Inventory Dimension: Understanding 

No Statement Mean 

1 No matter how bad I've been feeling, volunteering helps me to forget 
about it. 

2.80 

2 Doing volunteer work relieves me of some of the guilt over being more 
fortunate than others. 

2.92 

3 Volunteering makes me feel important. 2.78 

Volunteer Function Inventory Dimension: Protective 

No Statement Mean 

1 Volunteering is a good escape from my own troubles. 2.75 

2 Volunteering helps me to work through my own personal problems. 2.72 

3 I can do something for a cause that is important to me. 3.60 

4 Volunteering makes me feel better about myself. 3.20 

Volunteer Function Inventory Dimension: Enhancement 

No Statement Mean 
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1 Volunteering makes me feel needed. 2.98 

2 Volunteering lets me learn things through direct, hand-on experience. 3.63 

3 Volunteering increases my self-esteem. 3.06 

4 Volunteering is a way to make new friends. 3.14 

Volunteer Function Inventory Dimension: Career 

No Statement Mean 

1 I can make new contacts that might help my business or career. 2.72 

2 Volunteering experiences will look good on my resume. 2.61 

3 Volunteering allows me to explore different career options. 2.55 

4 Volunteering will help me to succeed in my chosen profession. 2.60 

Volunteer Function Inventory Dimension:  Social 

No Statement Mean 

1 People I'm close to want me to volunteer. 2.45 

2 Others with whom I am close place a high value on community service. 2.77 

3 My friends volunteer. 2.88 

4 Volunteering is an important activity to the people I know best. 2.98 

5 People I know share an interest in community service. 3.07 

 
As can be seen in Table 2, the Value dimension indicates that the majority of the respondents 
believed on the importance of helping others (mean score= 3.81). Thus, they strongly felt that 
by involving in volunteering works, they would be able to help others and gain new 
perspectives on things. This can be seen in the higher scores in statements 3 (mean 
score=3.69), 5 (mean score=3.68), and 2 (mean score=3.64). Besides helping people, the 
respondents also believed that they would be able to help natural environment (mean 
score=3.44). This is in accordance to Graefe et al.’s (2000) study which identified that the 
strongest motives to volunteering were helping others and expanding one’s own perspective 
on an issue. Latting (1990) also agreed that the Values motive was a booster and motivation 
factor to do volunteer. The Value dimension also places the importance of religion as the 
motivational factors to the respondents’ volunteering activities. Being ‘part of religious 
deeds’, to ‘strengthen relationship to religion’ and as a ‘way to attain reward from God’ 
received high scores among the items in the VFI.   
 
As for the Understanding dimension, the highest score was on the feeling of relief of guilt that 
the respondents had over being fortunate than others (statement 2, mean score=2.92). 
Volunteering made them feel important as they could contribute to those who were not as 
unfortunate as them.  In addition, participating in volunteering activities also seemed to be 
some kind of escapism for any bad feelings that the respondents might have. This can be seen 
in statement 1 (mean score=2.80). This is in line with Astin and Sax’s (1998) study that found 
the respondents were strongly committed to helping others and serving their communities. 
 
The Protective dimension relates to how the respondents tried to protecting their negative 
features in their self. For example, they believed that by participating in volunteering works, 
they could do something for a reason that is important to them (statement 3, mean 
score=3.60) and this made them feel good about themselves (statement 4, mean score=3.20). 
However, the respondents did not really believe that volunteering could help them solve their 
own personal problems or troubles. This can be seen in the lower scores in statements 1 and 
2 (mean scores=2.75 and 2.72 respectively).  
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The Enhancement dimension sees those who participate in volunteering activities as having 
the advantages of developing their knowledge and social skills. The respondents in this study 
believed that the activities had enabled them to learn things through direct and hands-on 
experience (mean score=3.63), and increased their self-esteem (mean score=3.06) and social 
circles (mean score=3.14). However, the respondents did not really feel that they were 
needed (mean score=2.98) as they believed that other volunteers would also be able to 
contribute like them. 
 
The Career dimension of the VFI seemed to have lower scores among the other dimensions. 
The mean scores of all the statements that relate to the career enhancement and career 
option were only between 2.55 and 2.72. This contradicts with Kamaruddin et al.’s (2000) 
study which found that career factor as an important motivation in doing volunteering 
activities. Such conflicting finding, as mentioned earlier might relate to the age and career 
stability factors of the respondents. Thus, they might have less of a need to volunteer in order 
to enhance their resumes, build social networks, or explore new careers. 
 
The Social dimension shows that volunteering works can be influenced by people around you. 
The analysis indicates that the respondents in this study were motivated to take part in the 
volunteering activities because of their social contacts. They might join because their friends 
participated in the activities, or because they felt that other people would like them to 
participate as well. This supports Freeman’s (1997) finding that respondents would join as 
volunteer if they had been asked to do so rather than joining their own. 
 
The analysis of Relative Importance Index for the motivation factors is shown in Table 3. It 
shows the ranking of all statements from the VFI.  

 
Table 3 
Relative Importance Index for Motivation Factor 

No Motivation Statement RII Rank 

1 Doing volunteer work relieves me of some of the guilt over being 
more fortunate than others. 

1.4030 1 

2 I feel it is important to help others. 0.9523 2 

3 Volunteering allows me to gain a new perspective on things. 0.9250 3 

4 I am concerned with those less fortunate than myself. 0.9220 4 

5 I feel compassion towards people in need. 0.9205 5 

6 I am genuinely concerned about the particular group I am serving. 0.9091 6 

7 Volunteering lets me learn things through direct, hand-on 
experience. 

0.9068 7 

8 I can do something for a cause that is important to me. 0.8992 8 

9 Volunteering is part of religious deeds 0.8909 9 

10 I can learn how to deal with a variety of people. 0.8871 10 

11 Volunteering strengthens my relationship to my religion 0.8864 11 

12 I can explore my own strengths. 0.8773 12 

13 I can learn more about the cause for which I am working. 0.8735 13 

14 It is a way to attain reward from God 0.8667 14 

15 I feel volunteering is a religious duty. 0.8621 15 

16 Volunteering is a way for me to help the natural environment. 0.8606 16 
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17 I volunteered because my religion tells me to do so 0.8356 17 

18 Volunteering makes me feel better about myself. 0.8008 18 

19 Volunteering is a way to make new friends. 0.7848 19 

20 People I know share an interest in community service. 0.7674 20 

21 Volunteering increases my self-esteem. 0.7644 21 

22 Volunteering is an important activity to the people I know best. 0.7455 22 

23 Volunteering makes me feel needed. 0.7447 23 

24 My friends volunteer 0.7197 24 

25 No matter how bad I've been feeling, volunteering helps me to 
forget about it. 

0.7008 25 

26 Volunteering makes me feel important. 0.6939 26 

27 Others with whom I am close place a high value on community 
service. 

0.6917 27 

28 Volunteering is a good escape from my own troubles. 0.6886 28 

29 Volunteering helps me to work through my own personal 
problems. 

0.6811 29 

30 I can make new contacts that might help my business or career. 0.6803 30 

31 Volunteering experiences will look good on my resume. 0.6515 31 

32 Volunteering will help me to succeed in my chosen profession. 0.6492 32 

33 Volunteering allows me to explore different career options. 0.6379 33 

34 People I'm close to want me to volunteer. 0.6136 34 

 
Constraints to Volunteerism  
The constraints variables in this study were categorized under three dimensions of the Leisure 
Constraint Model: Structure, Intrapersonal and Interpersonal. The analysis is shown in Table 
4 below. 
 
Table 4 
Constraints to Volunteerism  

No Volunteer Function Inventory Dimension Mean 

1 Structure 1.94 

2 Intrapersonal 1.90 

3 Interpersonal 1.77 

 
As can be seen from Table 4, the highest constraints faced by the respondents were under 
the Structure dimension (mean score=1.94). This is followed by constraints under the 
Intrapersonal dimension (mean score=1.90) and Interpersonal dimension (mean score=1.77).    

 
Table 5 shows the detailed assessment of each of the constraints dimensions. The score on 
each of the questionnaire statements were able to indicate constraints that could hinder the 
respondents from participating in volunteering activities. 
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Table 5 
Constraints to Volunteering Activities 

Leisure Constraint Model: Structure 

No Statement Mean 

1 I do not need the merit (of volunteering) for my work 1.83 

2 I do not have transportation to volunteer sites 1.64 

3 I do not have the necessary skills 1.74 

4 I have no time to volunteer 1.99 

5 I do not have enough energy to volunteer 2.13 

6 I have a limited budget 2.33 

Leisure Constraint Model: Intrapersonal 

No Statement Mean 

1 I do not feel safe at volunteer sites 1.64 

2 I think it will negatively affect my work 1.57 

3 I have too many other commitments 2.48 

4 I have an injury, handicap or ill health 1.62 

5 I am unaware of opportunities to volunteer 2.21 

Leisure Constraint Model: Interpersonal 

No Statement Mean 

1 I have no one to volunteer with 1.81 

2 My family does not volunteer 1.64 

3 My friends do not volunteer 1.69 

4 No one has asked me to volunteer 1.72 

5 I do not know anyone that volunteers 1.99 

 
The analysis indicates that the Structure constraints hindered the respondents from 
participating actively in the volunteering activities. The respondents reported constraints of 
budget (mean score=2.33), energy (mean score=2.13) and time (mean score=1.99) as the 
factors that limit their participation. This supports earlier studies that reported the most 
common objection to volunteering was that it consumed time and energy (Astin & Sax, 1998). 
Gage (2009) and Martinez and McMullin (2004) also found that structural constraints were 
the most influential decision for the respondents not to be active in volunteering works. Other 
constraints found in the present study include not having the necessary skills needed for the 
activities and not having facilities like transportation. This supports earlier findings by Shaw 
et al. (1991) that constraints to participation in volunteering services were lack of time 
because of work, no facilities nearby and low energy. Another constraints that exerts 
influence on volunteering is also related to the career stability of the respondents, that they 
did not need the merit of volunteering for their work (mean score=1.83)  
  
It was also reported that constraints under the Intrapersonal dimension were the reasons for 
inactive participation among the respondents.  The analysis shows that competing 
commitments had the greatest effect on the decision not to volunteer. This is in line with 
Martinez and McMullin’s (2004) finding that suggested commitments could influence decision 
not to participate in the volunteering works. Other constraints were related to personal 
problem like unawareness of the opportunities to volunteer (mean score=2.21), not feeling 
safe at the sites (mean score=1.64), having injury and health problems (mean score=1.62), 
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and thinking that the volunteering activities would negatively affect their work (mean 
score=1.57). Forster et al. (2015) in their study also presented the major constraints in doing 
volunteering activities which included unmeet respondents’ expectations and insufficient 
opportunity. 
 
The Interpersonal constraints involve social support from people around them. The analysis 
shows that the respondents’ participation in the volunteering activities was determined by 
the involvement of family members and friends in the activities.  This is shown in statements 
1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 (mean scores=1.81, 1.64, 1.69, 1.72 and 1.99 respectively), in the Interpersonal 
constraints dimension. This is in line with previous studies that some people desired a social 
setting in which to interact with other people, thus needed the support of people around 
them in order to volunteer (Wickham and Graefe, 1998). 

 
The analysis of Relative Importance Index for the constraint factors is shown in Table 6. It 
shows the ranking of all statements from the constraint variables.  

 
Table 6 
Relative Importance Index for Constraint Factors 

No Constraint Statement RII Rank 

1  I have too many other commitments. 0.620 1 

2  I have a limited budget. 0.583 2 

3  I am unaware of opportunities to volunteer. 0.553 3 

4  I do not have enough energy to volunteer. 0.533 4 

5  I do not know anyone that volunteers 0.498 5 

6  I have no time to volunteer. 0.498 6 

7  I do not need the merit (of volunteering) for my work. 0.458 7 

8  I have no one to volunteer with. 0.452 8 

9  I do not have the necessary skills. 0.434 9 

10  No one has asked me to volunteer. 0.430 10 

11  My friends do not volunteer. 0.423 11 

12  I do not feel safe at volunteer sites. 0.411 12 

13  I do not have transportation to volunteer sites. 0.411 13 

14  My family does not volunteer. 0.410 14 

15  I have an injury, handicap, or ill health. 0.404 15 

16  I think it will negatively affect my work. 0.393 16 

 
Conclusion 
As universities have expanding focus to become socially integrated with local and global 
community, their social character has also changed profoundly. They acknowledge 'their open 
obligation regarding advancing social value and a comprehensive society' (EUA, 2007, p. 2). 
Thus, the social responsibility works are evolving in every aspect in these higher learning 
institutions. However, as mentioned earlier, the social responsibility works are based on 
volunteerism. In this study, the Volunteer Function Inventory and the Three-Dimensional 
constraints framework have shown the motivations and constraints to volunteerism among 
the academics. The analysis has shown that both motivations and constraints exert their 
influence in determining whether or not an individual will volunteer. As attested by Burns et 
al. (2005), individual’s motivation to volunteer is a better predictor of future behaviors than 
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current volunteer activities since the extent of one’s current behaviors is often influenced by 
the amount of time an individual has for volunteering.  
 
While volunteerism may be a personal motivation, at times, especially if it is a compulsory 
requirement of the job, volunteer activities are often undertaken by obligation, not free will. 
Thus, in encouraging USR among the academics, institutions should also consider the 
academics’ personal needs while accomplishing the goals of USR. One of the ways is by getting 
recognition from the public and providing volunteers with other social benefits that can 
satisfy their Values motive in doing the voluntary activities. Volunteers participate in various 
programs to give back to their communities, help a cause, or build social networks. Thus, by 
giving them public recognition and providing social benefits can create more incentive to 
overcome Interpersonal constraint. As put forward by Ryan et al. (2001), people may initially 
take part in volunteer programs for altruistic reasons, but they are more likely to stay active 
if they perceive other benefits (such as social benefits) as well. 
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