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Introduction

Concerns about the potential negative impacts of volunteer tourism on host communities continue to surface (e.g. Guttentag , 2009; 2011; Jenkin, 2015), highlighting that monitoring and evaluation of volunteer tourism programmes are ever more important components of sustainable and responsible volunteer tourism management (Taplin, Dredge, Scherrer, 2014). However, despite ongoing concerns about the commercialization of the industry and the risk of volunteer tourist interests being put before those of the local community (Guttentag, 2009; Lyons  & Wearing, 2008b; Tomazos & Cooper, 2012; Vodopivec & Jaffe, 2011), less attention has been paid to the monitoring and evaluation practices of volunteer tourism organisations. Globally, a wide variety of volunteer tourism organisations exist. Organisations may be for-profit or not-for-profit; may or may not engage in multiple partnerships with other organisations; and may operate in one or multiple locations. These different structures, operational arrangements, programmes and markets can operate simultaneously within or across linked organisations, making classification difficult (Callanan & Thomas, 2005; Raymond, 2008; Tourism Research and Marketing, 2008). 

Volunteer tourism organisations potentially play a pivotal role in promoting and upholding good practices within the tourism sector and are expected to meet the needs of a variety of stakeholders including host communities, volunteer tourists and donors, as well as ensure their own survival (Coghlan & Noakes, 2012; McGehee, 2012; Ong, Pearlman & Lockstone-Binney, 2011; Raymond, 2008). However, their monitoring and evaluation practices remain little understood with Wearing and McGehee (2013) noting that the existing literature focuses on monitoring the motivations and experiences of volunteer tourists. The aim of this paper is to identify and critically discuss the challenges and opportunities encountered by volunteer tourism organisations in the monitoring and evaluation of their projects. In doing so the paper focuses on organisations’ engagement with key stakeholders, including host communities, throughout these processes.  The paper is based on the findings of a large international study of volunteer tourism organisations, the value of which is to draw sector-wide observations not possible from one off studies of specific organisations or jurisdictions. A desk study of 192 organisations was undertaken, of which 80 organisations took part in the survey and twenty-nine organisations participated in the interviews. Such understandings will assist organisations in their future monitoring and evaluation efforts and can help in the development of guidance from, for example, international organisations.
Monitoring and evaluation play important roles in the wider project planning and implementation cycle of an organisation and can provide insights into the progress, impacts and outcomes of a programme (e.g. Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007), and can inform evidence-based planning and policy for sustainable development (Meyer, 2012). In this paper, monitoring is considered to be the purposeful checking of how a programme’s activities are progressing and the gathering of information on the various activities taking place within a programme Bartle, 2007()
. Monitoring activities should (but often they do not) feed into evaluation. Evaluation is the process of determining the merit and worth (value) of a programme, serving as a basis for determining if and how a programme needs to be improved or even terminated Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007()
.  This paper posits that monitoring and evaluation can serve as valuable learning tools for organisations Preskill & Torres, 1999()
 in order to ensure that their services or programmes are meeting the needs of their stakeholders Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007()
. However, the non-existent and/or eclectic nature and rigour of monitoring and evaluation practices are often explained by the limited capacities of volunteer organisations to undertake such activities. 
Addressing the focus on uncovering the opportunities and challenges of undertaking monitoring and evaluation, this paper is organised around four central themes arising from the data: 1) attitudes towards monitoring and evaluation, 2) approaches to monitoring and evaluation, 3) the uneven emphasis on stakeholder perspectives and 4) monitoring and evaluation of programme outcomes.  The paper is structured as follows: The literature review explores the challenges and opportunities of monitoring and evaluation, drawing attention to the weaknesses of current monitoring and evaluation practices, the methodology outlines the approach to data collection and analysis and the findings expand on the four central themes outlined above. Finally the discussion and conclusion highlight key findings and current challenges for monitoring and evaluation as well as opportunities for overcoming these challenges.
Monitoring and Evaluation in Volunteer Tourism

Numerous evaluation approaches, underlying concepts and models exist and it is now recognised within evaluation studies that there is no single best method or model for carrying out evaluations Meyer, 2012()
. Indeed, evaluations can be conducted internally or externally Mertens, 2012()
, formally or informally Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007()
 and on a large or small scale Robson, 2000()
. Approaches range from those influenced by the positivist paradigm, and which seek to collect quantifiable data Campbell, 1969(; Mertens & Wilson, 2012)
, to qualitative, critical approaches which recognise the inherently ethical, political, social and contextual factors involved in evaluation processes (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Greene, 2005 & 2012). It is acknowledged however that quantifiable data can also be collected on a range of topics including ethical, political, social and contextual factors. In addition, there are mixed method approaches to evaluation that utilise both qualitative and quantitative methods Bamberger, 2013(; Greene, 2002; Mertens, 2010)
. Choice of evaluation methods will likely be influenced according to the context and purpose of the particular programme being evaluated Bamberger, 2013(; Rog, 2012)
.

Volunteer tourism programmes and organisations vary greatly and so it is unlikely that a 'one size fits all' approach to programme monitoring and evaluation is appropriate (Taplin, Dredge & Scherrer, 2014). Moreover, various political, social and contextual factors are played out in volunteer tourism, such as the potential for unequal power relationships and dependencies between host communities and volunteer tourism organisations and tourists (McGehee, 2012). Approaches to monitoring and evaluation practices reflect these idiosyncrasies, which in turn suggest the importance of qualitative, critical research approaches as a way of deepening an appreciation of the challenges faced by volunteer tourism organisations. Such approaches seek to understand stakeholder perspectives and acknowledge and address power differentials between stakeholders (Greene, 2005; 2012; Mertens, 2012).  Given the highly political, social and contextual nature of volunteer tourism (McGehee, 2012), the authors consider such approaches to be highly appropriate for use in monitoring and evaluating volunteer tourism. However, it is also acknowledged that quantitative and mixed method approaches are also of value within the volunteer tourism context particularly when quantifiable data is required and such data is collected within critical approaches that acknowledge the broader political, social and contextual nature of volunteer tourism Bamberger, 2013()
. 
The impact of volunteer tourism on host communities has been a key concern in recent years, drawing attention from within the industry, academics, the wider public and the media (e.g. Guttentag, 2009; 2011). Concerns include the desires and interests of locals being overlooked, the completion of unsatisfactory work and the reinforcement of dependency and rationalisations of poverty (Guttentag, 2009; Simpson, 2004). The host communities, that in theory should benefit from volunteer tourism (Wearing, 2001), are key stakeholders whose perspectives are considered essential for evaluating the success of a volunteer tourism programme (Comlámh, 2011; Nelson, 2010; Raymond, 2011; The International Ecotourism Society, 2011). Consequently, this research is particularly interested in organisations’ engagement with host communities. In order to promote sustainable volunteer tourism practices, other important stakeholders that organisations should also engage in their monitoring and evaluation activities include the volunteer tourists who often provide the funding, resources or labour force for a project, as well as donor/funding organisations (Barbieri, Santos & Katsube, 2012; Nelson, 2012).

The impact of various partnership arrangements on monitoring and evaluation and which parties (if any) are considered responsible and accountable for various aspects of monitoring and evaluation requires further understanding.  For example, although the umbrella term "volunteer tourism organisation" is commonly used, two broadly defined partnership structures are discussed in the findings of this paper. These are 'Multi-layered Partnerships' and 'Direct Partnerships'. A 'Multi-layered partnership' involves a sending organisation recruiting and sending volunteers to one or more in-country host partner organisations who then work with further partners such as schools, health clinics and community centres, for example (Raymond, 2008). In 'Direct Partnerships' sending organisations partner directly with other locally based organisations or individuals without an intermediary host partner organisation. Through the process of crystallisation, as explained in the methodology, each of the organisations that took part in the research was broadly classified as being in either Direct or Multi-layered partnerships.
Accordingly, how (and if) organisations engage with stakeholders in their monitoring and evaluation activities, and how monitoring and evaluation is managed within different organisational contexts and operational arrangements are of central focus in this paper. 

Methodology

A critical analysis of volunteer organisations was undertaken with data collection focusing on their operational aspects including their partnerships with other organisations and host communities, their aims, missions and values, and also the organisations' programme monitoring and evaluation practices. We choose a critical performative lens to explore the organisation of volunteer tourism because the everyday situated practices of the organisation are often quite different to the structures that are represented in annual reports or on websites. Within this critical framework, qualitatively driven mixed methods were employed. Three stages of data collection took place: 1) a qualitative desk study of secondary data including the websites and formal policy statements and annual reports of organisations in order to develop an understanding of the setting under study and to identify the sample invited to participate in the study; 2) a quantitative online survey to collect descriptive statistics for the purpose of informing and refining interview questions; and 3) qualitative in-depth interviews. In addition to the interviews, participants were asked to share materials and outcomes reports relating to their monitoring and evaluation practices.
It should be noted that in stage two, for the participants in the online survey not wishing to proceed to an interview, they were provided with a basic descriptive report of the survey findings which profiled overall approaches and challenges to monitoring and evaluation. The primary purpose of this feedback was to facilitate participants’ thinking about the issues. While descriptive statistics potentially provide sector-wide insights, the focus of this stage two was to inform stage three, and thus it forms background but is not a focus of the research efforts. Thus, each stage built upon the previous stage and all three stages of data collection contributed to the overall process of crystallisation during the analysis phase (Ellingson, 2009). 
Selecting organisations
The volunteer tourism literature has identified that not only do a variety of different types of organisations, such as commercial tour operators and NGOs (Tourism Research and Marketing, 2008), provide volunteer tourism projects, but that there are also increasingly blurred boundaries between the commercial sector and the non-profit sector as organisations partner together in order to provide volunteer tourism experiences (Keese, 2011; Lyons & Wearing, 2008a, 2008b). Therefore, it was important that the full variety of organisations was represented in this research. Purposive sampling (Bryman, 2008) was employed in order to identify organisations that represent this variety. Specifically, the sample included NGOs, not-for-profit organisations, for-profit-organisations and commercial tour operators. From within this sample, key informants from each organisation were identified and invited to participate in both the survey and the in-depth, semi-structured interviews. This research focused on organisations which met the following criteria for inclusion: (1) The primary focus of the organisation is on offering short term volunteer tourism projects (less than three months) - the rationale for this being that over three months is generally considered 'international volunteering', which is often a more permanent and professionalised form of volunteering (Tourism Research & Marketing, 2008); (2) The organisation is not a government or quasi-government organisation, also because these organisations offer a more formalised and professionalised form of long-term international volunteering.
Organisations were first identified using an existing list of organisations provided in the report by Tourism Research and Marketing (2008). To supplement this data and to account for the growth in volunteer tourism organisations since 2008, an internet search was conducted between April and June 2012 to identify further organisations which met the above criteria. The contact details of organisations meeting the sample criteria were recorded using a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. Internet searches were carried out on Google.com.au, Google.co.nz, Google.com, Google.ca, Google.co.uk using the search terms 'volunteer abroad', 'volunteer programmes', 'volunteer projects', 'gap year volunteer programmes/projects', 'volunteer travel', 'volunteer tourism', 'voluntourism'. Organisations were also identified via searching the following databases: volunteerglobal.com, transitionsabroad.com, gonomad.com, goabroad.com and volunteerinternational.org. A total of 192 organisations were identified as meeting the above inclusion criteria. Of these, representatives from 16 organisations responded to say that they were too busy to participate and there was no response from 64 organisations. Representatives from 112 organisations replied indicating their interest in the research and the survey was sent to those individuals. The survey was completed by 80 participants representing 80 different organisations, capturing 42% of the total sample population. In-depth, semi-structured interviews took place with 31 participants representing 29 different organisations. The researchers did not have any prior affiliations with any volunteer tourism organisations and all of the organisations that met the sample criteria were invited to take part in the research. An overview of the sample is represented in Table 1.
Table 1. Sample Overview. 
<Insert Table 1here>

At the outset of the research, from the author's etic perspective it was unclear as to who within an organisation was the most appropriate to answer the survey and take part in an interview. The process of making contact with key informants required patience and some interaction between staff members in order to determine who was to be invited to take part. This practice is not uncommon in organisational research (Feldman, Bell, & Berger, 2003).

Administering the survey and facilitating in-depth interviews

Due to the wide geographical distribution of the target sample, the survey was conducted using the on-line platform Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT, 2012 version). Online surveying provided a practical and cost effective way to gather descriptive data (Sue & Ritter, 2007).  The survey used both closed and open questions to 1) explore the organisational contexts of volunteer tourism organisations and 2) their programme monitoring and evaluation practices.  The closed survey questions used five-point Likert scales. The in-depth interviews built upon the findings of stages one and two of data collection. Due to the geographical distribution of participants and their personal preference, the majority of interviews (28) took place via Skype. Telephone interviews took place with 2 participants and 2 interviews took place face-to-face. The interviews were semi-structured and focused on furthering understandings of organisations’ attitudes towards monitoring and evaluation and their actual monitoring and evaluation practices. 

Data Analysis

Survey data analysis involved producing descriptive statistics, such as frequency, mean and distribution for the purpose of summarising and providing a broad understanding of the organisational contexts of volunteer tourism organisations and their monitoring and evaluation practices.  The interview data underwent a thematic analysis (Bazely, 2009; Braun & Clarke, 2006). The four themes that emerged are 1) attitudes towards monitoring and evaluation, 2) approaches to monitoring and evaluation, 3) the uneven emphasis on stakeholder perspectives and 4) monitoring and evaluation of programme outcomes. As part of an overall process of crystallisation the survey findings and interview findings also underwent a combined analysis, further supported by the limited evaluation materials provided by participants (Ellingson, 2009). These materials were used primarily to verify what was said in the interviews and to obtain a deeper appreciation of what the participants discussed. 
Findings

In the current context of volunteer tourism, the lack of a clear regulatory framework or overarching professional or industry body means that the majority of volunteer tourism organisations are not required to undertake any form of monitoring and evaluation nor are they accountable to a governing body. Despite this, 97% of the volunteer travel organisations represented in the survey stated that they monitor their volunteer travel programmes and 95% of organisations indicated that they evaluate their programmes. On the surface this finding suggests a high level of voluntary commitment to the monitoring and evaluation of programmes. All of the organisations participating in interviews were engaged in monitoring and evaluation to some extent, which was not surprising as these participants volunteered their participation following completion of the survey. The interviews therefore focused primarily on learning about the monitoring and evaluation processes that take place as opposed to trying to understand why organisations do not conduct monitoring and evaluation. 
Attitudes Towards Monitoring and Evaluation

Interview participants demonstrated overarching agreement that monitoring and evaluation are important to their organisation. However, this did not automatically translate into an interviewee's confidence in the organisation's current monitoring and evaluation practices. Two major themes were present in the interview data: ‘monitoring and evaluation is important’ and ‘monitoring and evaluation is important, BUT...’. The former reflects those participants who place a strong value on monitoring and evaluation, regarding them as worthwhile organisational processes that are integral to the management of their volunteer travel programmes. This theme was present in cases consisting of both for-profit and not-for-profit organisations. For example, when asked how important monitoring and evaluation was to their organisations, Interviewee 24 replied:
It is very important, I think it is extremely important, because if I say it's very important it doesn't really bring the severity of evaluation...because everything related to volunteer travel or tourism in general, we have to work out and make sure that whatever is being done a) is beneficial to the locals b) the locals have really had a good input and c) the volunteers who have come have benefitted in some way... [Interview 24, For-Profit, Direct Partnerships]
In the other group, 'monitoring and evaluation was important, BUT' a qualifying clause was added that indicated a trade-off between competing interests. Participants suggested that although they consider monitoring and evaluation to be important activities, these were not necessarily reflected in their organisation's current processes. They felt that their organisation's monitoring and evaluation practices could be strengthened but perceived a lack of time and resources as organisational impediments to doing so. 

So I think it is important to them, (name of organisation) was founded with the goal of genuinely helping the communities that they work with and that's very important to the founder and to the CEO and to all the staff that work here... but the reality also is that we all have a lot of work to do and day to day stuff can quite easily consume... [Interview 2, Not-For-Profit, Multi-Layered Partnerships]
You want to do more (monitoring and evaluation), you've got plans of what you could be doing, but the reality, especially in developing countries, is that it's very, very difficult really, and certainly without having lots of staff and quite sort of thorough processes...So I think we are very conscious that it's much weaker than what it should be and what we would like it to be. [Interview 16, Not-For-Profit, Multi-Layered Partnerships]
A lack of confidence in current monitoring and evaluation processes is conveyed by these participants and they believe that their organisations could be doing more. For Interviewee 16 in particular, there is a gap between professed importance of monitoring and evaluation and their perspective of the organisation's actual actions. Unlike the participants represented by the theme monitoring and evaluation is important, whose values and interests were reflected in their enthusiasm for monitoring and evaluation and are carried through to their actual monitoring and evaluation practices, monitoring and evaluation activities in these cases represented by the theme monitoring and evaluation is important, but... were notably affected by what was perceived as feasible on a practical level. Organisational impediments such as lack of resources, time and competing interests are readily accepted by these participants as barriers to more thorough processes, who assume this to be the norm for not-for-profit voluntary organisations. 
Approaches to Monitoring and Evaluation: Two Continua

The interviews revealed that the monitoring and evaluation of volunteer travel programmes was mostly done at the discretion of the organisation. Approaches ranged from informal and unstructured to formal and structured processes. Apart from a small number of not-for-profit NGOs who are required to obtain some specific information to meet funding requirements, the majority of organisations were currently in a position where they are able to decide if and how they monitor and evaluate their volunteer travel programmes. In the interviews, the informal nature of monitoring and evaluation emerged as a recurring theme in a third of cases. These participants made the point that their monitoring and evaluation processes were not 'formalised'. The participants referred to not having specific 'forms' to be completed or 'standardised' formats for gathering information. The more informal approach described by participants does not necessarily mean that they are not engaging with monitoring and evaluation, rather monitoring and evaluation for these organisations is an ongoing process of communication through talking to people as opposed to being formalised through the completion of written templates or equivalent. These organisations take an organic approach and have informal, fluid and flexible monitoring and evaluation processes. 
Being as we are small, these systems aren't formal, which means basically, when the volunteers come back we would meet with them on their return, we'll keep in touch with email, we always meet with returned volunteers. We have a conversation with him or her and anything we learn is used to amend our procedures. [Interview 1, Not-For-Profit, Multi-Layered Partnerships]
I don't have a standardised form, maybe I should do, but it's more a telephone conversation or an email or a text, just every now and again, you know, how's Johnny getting on? Any problem? Has he done this or has he done that? Just trying to keep in touch and that's what I probably need to do more of I think. [Interview 23, For-Profit, Multi-Layered Partnerships]
Interpretations and understandings of monitoring and evaluation, and consequently the actual practices of monitoring and evaluation, differed greatly between the organisations. The informal nature of monitoring and evaluation also sits on a continuum, between those organisations at one end actively seeking feedback and information but in a non-standardised way as described above, and those at the other end who take a 'no news is good news' approach, where at times there is an unclear line between engaging with monitoring and evaluation or not. Interviewee 10 explains their active informal monitoring and why more formal monitoring and evaluation processes are not in place:
We don't have a specific template that we have to monitor in a certain way and then we evaluate it in a set way. It's not really possible to do it because our projects are so diverse and we're working in such a large number of areas and country to country the projects are very different... But all of them have quite clear, even though they may not be entirely formal, processes that we can collect the information we need to ensure the projects are going in a direction where they are actually achieving something. [Interview 10, For-Profit, Direct Partnerships]
Interviewee 10 goes on to describe the different areas they regularly collect information on, which involves both quantitative and qualitative data at a number of different levels including the volunteers, community groups and local government agencies. In line with Rog (2012) who argues for a 'context-sensitive' approach to evaluation, taking a non-standardised approach is likely the most appropriate course in this kind of situation given the varied nature of the projects and their contexts. The informal character of evaluation should not necessarily be viewed as an inferior form of monitoring and evaluation to more formalised ones. In contrast, at the other end of the continuum, the informal character of monitoring and evaluation entails organisations taking a less active role. This end of the continuum was best demonstrated by Interviewee 6, who represents a volunteer travel organisation that, at the time of interview, was in the process of ceasing operations.

It was done very much on a friendly basis. I realised that if I was to ask a native person in a country that doesn't have English as a common language to write a report they could only say probably bloody awful or very good, and that wouldn't tell us anything, but by the way that they reacted and asked us for more people like that one or whatever, gave me a clue of what it was all about. When the volunteers came back I always asked them to give us a report, 99% of them were students and they had far too much to do when they got back...I was not prepared to make a song and dance about it. [Interview 6, For-Profit, Multi-Layered Partnerships]
For this participant, monitoring and evaluation was so informal in character that at times it did not happen. Overall, the organisation took a passive role whereby monitoring and evaluation was done on an ad-hoc basis at a minimal level, and sometimes not at all, making the level of their engagement with monitoring and evaluation questionable. Despite the organisation being about to cease operations, given the potential negative impacts that can arise in volunteer tourism (e.g. Guttentag 2009, 2011) it is important that organisations maintain pro-active and responsible practices right through until the end of their volunteer tourism activities. 
The organisations that did take a more pro-active approach to monitoring and evaluation used different methods including informal conversations, workshops and meetings with host community members, stakeholder mapping exercises, interviews and surveys. These methods also existed along a second continuum; at one end of the continuum the methods are employed in a highly structured, standardised way, at the other end they are unstructured. For example, one organisation that takes a more unstructured approach uses a 'mystery shopper' to talk to local people and determine their perspectives on projects. 
Figure 1 conceptualizes a scheme for the broad variety of approaches to monitoring and evaluation uncovered during this research. The horizontal arrow-line represents the continuum of informal-formal approaches to monitoring and evaluation. The vertical arrow-line represents the continuum of unstructured-structured ways in which monitoring and evaluation processes can take place. For organisations with more informal approaches, their monitoring and evaluation practices typically move around, varying from programme to programme and are not fixed within a particular space on the diagram.

<Insert Figure 1here>


Uneven Emphasis on Stakeholder Perspectives

Three core overarching areas of stakeholder feedback in monitoring and evaluation were identified in both the survey and interview findings: 1) volunteer focused monitoring and evaluation, 2) host partner organisation focused monitoring and evaluation and 3) host community focused monitoring and evaluation. Both the survey and the interviews highlighted that the monitoring and evaluation of the volunteers' experience was a major area of focus for all of the organisations and this was the most consistent area of monitoring and evaluation across all of the organisations.

The monitoring of Volunteer Satisfaction was considered 'Extremely important' to organisations by 94% of survey respondents, placing it just above Host Community Satisfaction (90% said Extremely important) and Host Partner Satisfaction (81% said Extremely important). Volunteer Satisfaction was also the most frequently monitored, with 86% of survey respondents selecting that their organisation 'Always' monitored Volunteer Satisfaction. Similarly, the evaluation of Volunteer Satisfaction was considered 'Extremely important' to organisations by 94% of survey respondents and 88% of survey respondents said that their organisation 'Always' sought Volunteer Feedback. The majority of organisations represented in the interviews also engaged in Volunteer Focused Evaluation. 

However, while there is congruence between the importance placed on the monitoring and evaluation of volunteer satisfaction and the frequency this actually happens, this was not the case for other stakeholders. For example, the survey data revealed that despite that the monitoring of Host Partner Organisation/s Satisfaction was considered 'Extremely important' to organisations by 81% of survey respondents, in terms of frequency that this aspect is monitored, there was a decrease to 63% of survey respondents selecting that they 'Always' monitored host partner satisfaction. There was also a decrease in the importance placed on the evaluation of Host Partner Organisation/s satisfaction with 75% of survey respondents indicating that it was 'Extremely important'. In addition, only 58% of respondents said that they 'Always' sought host partner organisation feedback when evaluating programmes. Compared to volunteer focused monitoring and evaluation, engagement with host partner organisation focused monitoring and evaluation was less frequent. The fact that not all organisations are engaged in partnerships with host partner organisations accounts for some of this difference. Overall, the results revealed that the nature of host partner focused monitoring and evaluation was, in most cases, of an ad-hoc, informal character. 

There was also a gap between the importance placed on monitoring and evaluating host community satisfaction and the extent to which participants indicated that it actually takes place. The monitoring of Host Community Satisfaction was considered 'Extremely important' to organisations by 90% of survey respondents, however in terms of frequency that this aspect is monitored, the percentage of respondents that indicated that their organisation 'Always' monitors Host Community Satisfaction was significantly less. Just 54% of survey respondents selected that they 'Always' monitored Host Community Satisfaction. There was a slight decrease in the importance placed on the evaluation of Host Community Satisfaction with 81% of survey respondents indicating that it was 'Extremely important'.  However, just 34% of respondents said that they 'Always' sought Host Community Feedback when evaluating programmes. Compared to both volunteer focused monitoring and evaluation and host partner organisation focused monitoring and evaluation, host community focused monitoring and evaluation was reported as the least frequent. These findings from the survey data are presented below in Figures 2 and 3.

<Insert Figure 2 here>


Figure 2. Importance and Frequency of Monitoring Stakeholder Satisfaction: Percentage of Survey Respondents Selecting 'Extremely Important' and 'Always' (n =80)


<Insert Figure 3 here>
Figure 3. Importance and Frequency of Evaluating Stakeholder Satisfaction: Percentage of Survey Respondents Selecting 'Extremely Important' and 'Always' (n = 80)
Building on the quantitative survey data, the qualitative interview data revealed why varying emphasis was placed on different sets of stakeholder perspectives. Volunteer focused monitoring and evaluation was deemed important to the organisations for different reasons. For commercially oriented organisations, the volunteers were perceived as customers that fund the organisation and thus are important stakeholders to gather feedback from in order to keep up to date with market perspectives on their programmes. For charitable organisations volunteers are perceived as important because they are donors to the organisations' activities, helping to fund or provide labour to their projects. In some cases, for organisations with a more ambiguous orientation that is blurred between commercial and charitable interests, the volunteers are perceived as both customers and donors. 

Volunteers as customers was a recurring theme among representatives of for-profit organisations. For these participants the purpose of volunteer focused monitoring and evaluation is to inform their commercial decision-making. The organisations recognise that the volunteers are not just volunteers but also consumers of a 'product' and that the organisation's existence is dependent on the continued consumption of their products. For Interviewee 31, for example, the feedback from volunteers is used to help decide which projects they will continue to partner with, meaning that their support for a particular project is dependent on its popularity with volunteers and not necessarily based on community priorities.

A lot of that (monitoring and evaluation) comes from the customer, from the volunteer themselves, so when somebody's completed a programme with (name of organisation) they have a post trip questionnaire and feedback form which we encourage them to complete, and we consider all feedback very carefully, everyone's feedback is taken at face value, we look for patterns in feedback... To be honest, we make decisions on future partnerships or continuation of partnerships based on the feedback ratings from volunteers. We have a grading system, 1-10, ten being perfect and one being not so perfect, it works pretty well for us, we can start to take average feedback ratings and we can see patterns and changes from month to month and year to year so that we can then manage that accordingly. [Interview 31, For-Profit, Multi-Layered Partnerships]
Volunteers as donors was a recurring theme among not-for-profit organisations. In this theme volunteer focused monitoring and evaluation is important because the volunteers provide some or all of the funding for the programmes and the organisations' activities. For these organisations, they rely heavily on volunteers for funding.

So basically for about 95% of our income we rely on volunteers, so we're a not-for-profit NGO so our whole projects are volunteer-focused so we have volunteers that pay to go on expeditions with us, they basically fund the company pretty much. [Interview 22, Not-For-Profit, Direct Partnerships]
In contrast to volunteers as customers as exemplified by Interviewee 31's comments, Interviewee 30(representing a not-for-profit, community development-focused NGO) took a very different view on evaluating the feedback from volunteer tourists. Unlike Interviewee 31 where the organisation is market driven, utilising market trends to determine the organisations volunteer tourism activities, Interviewee 30 represents an organisation that is driven by the needs of the community. They still recognise the importance of the volunteers in that they are donors and supporters of the organisation. However, the difference is that their main focus is first and foremost as a development organisation and the needs of the host community are placed above meeting market demands. Their support for projects is not contingent on popularity with volunteer tourists, demonstrating very different values and interests to Interviewee 31.
As I said, our volunteer programmes are not really centred around the volunteer, they're centred around the local needs and we very much tell people that from the start. If someone says ooh well I expected better food – which would actually be unlikely because our food's pretty good  – but then I would say well no, that's not what it's about but if they say I was concerned that this project that we're doing is not actually necessary then that would raise serious alarm bells. [Interview 30, Not-For-Profit, Direct Partnerships]
Volunteers as donors and customers was a theme that emerged from organisations displaying more ambiguous profit statuses, such as for-profit organisations which have their own charity or for-profit organisations that do not actually make a profit and perceive themselves to be more akin to a not-for-profit organisation in terms of values and interests. Interviewee 9 highlights the importance of monitoring and evaluating the delicate balance between meeting the needs of both the local communities and the volunteer tourists.
I think it (monitoring and evaluation) is really important, definitely, because there are two sides with this business, there is the fact that the aim is to improve these people's livelihoods, like child welfare and sustainable community development, it is about making the lives of these people better and so we need to make sure that who we're partnering with, and the volunteers that we're giving them, that that is getting better, but because it's a business structure we have to make sure that our volunteers are happy and that they're going to build our name by having an amazing time and coming back! So monitoring and evaluation are definitely important. [Interview 9, For-Profit, Multi-Layered Partnerships]
As highlighted by Interviewee 9, and discussed by Coghlan and Noakes (2012), volunteer tourism organisations manage multiple stakeholder relationships. Organisations must navigate a fine line between ensuring that they are meeting the priorities of, and attracting, the volunteer tourists who fund their operations without becoming so commercialised that the needs of the host communities and beneficiaries become secondary to the volunteers, or even overlooked altogether. Interviewees 9 and 30 acknowledge both the communities and the volunteers as important stakeholders to include in monitoring and evaluation. In contrast, Interviewee 31 represents an organisation in which its commercialised organisational context drives not only what is deemed important to monitor and evaluate, but also how the information is used.
Monitoring and Evaluation of Programme Outcomes
To determine the impacts of a programme it is important to monitor and evaluate programme outcomes (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Survey participants were asked  how important their organisation considers the monitoring of programme outcomes and 67% indicated that this was 'Extremely Important', which was significantly lower than the importance of monitoring the three other areas of focus (volunteer focused, host partner organisation focused and host community focused). In addition, when asked how often this aspect is monitored, less than half of respondents (47%), said 'Always'. Similar results were found with regards to the importance of evaluating the 'progress of programme in relation to its goals', with 69% selecting that this was considered 'Extremely important'. Feedback from volunteers followed by host partner organisations was most frequently gathered in evaluation activities compared to 'Numerical data (e.g. number of dwellings built, number of students taught)' which 35% of respondents  selected their organisation 'Always' sought. Programme outcomes focused monitoring and evaluation was considered less important and engaged with less frequently than the three other areas of volunteer focused evaluation, host partner focused evaluation and host community focused evaluation. The interviews also found that fewer organisations engaged with this aspect of programme monitoring and evaluation compared to the other areas, with just 11 of the 29 organisations actively monitoring and evaluating programme outcomes.
In addition, operational arrangements also influenced programme outcomes focused monitoring and evaluation. For organisations with programmes in Multi-layered Partnerships, this aspect was considered the responsibility of their host partner organisations.
A continuum of deep to shallow approaches and interpretations 
The main focus of an organisation greatly influenced what programme outcomes the organisation monitored and evaluated. For example, for Interviewee 12 representing an NGO focused primarily on disease prevention, they assess for disease prevalence after the volunteers have visited the community. The organisation represented by Interviewee 21, who runs nutrition and bio-garden programmes, reported that they are required by their funders to collect quantitative data on the nutrition levels of members of the host community. Interviewee 10, whose organisation is engaged with a range of programmes, discussed the different types of information that they monitor and evaluate at the project level, which differs according to the context of each project:
Some of it can be very factual based, for example, we're doing a bilharzia (parasitic disease) treatment programme at the moment in (name of country). So we collect direct data about morbidity, prevalence etc., about the disease and then when we do a repeat testing and treatment we can collect information about how that's improved directly so that's easy for us to see the results of that actual project. What's a little bit harder to see is where we're doing home based care training for example, we're training up local volunteers to give primary and palliative care in the community. It's difficult to see a direct result from that apart from we can assess that the group of volunteers that we're training up that their knowledge is improving and we can assess that as we go along. Feedback comes from them and those groups and pretty much every rural community in the countries we work in has a community based organisation, which is a very good way to tap into the community and find how the community feels the projects are actually going, where things can be improved etc. [Interview 10, For-Profit, Direct Partnerships]
The impact of the ad hoc and informal nature of monitoring and evaluation was also highlighted by Interviewee 10. They discussed how the lack of clear accountability and responsibility for various programmes and projects that they work with, complicate the gathering of data and information, making monitoring and evaluation at the level of programme outcomes difficult. 

...the barrier to that can sometimes actually be getting hold of the right people that you need for various reasons. It's not a hard and fast rule but some people are busy, some people are unfortunately lazy and that can be difficult to get the relevant information in order to monitor or assess a programme or plan a programme or plan improvements to a programme. Quite often in the type of programme we're working in, there's a national level, a district level, then there's an even more local management level and then there's actually the guys who put into effect the programme on the ground. There's quite often inefficient monitoring and reporting processes that actually goes on, so the feedback and information that's fed from one level to the next, no one's really made accountable quite often, or follows up directly. Because there's not often a very good reporting process or a lack of accountability at any real level it can be quite often difficult to get an accurate representation of how something has gone. [Interview 10, For-Profit, Direct Partnerships]
Despite the barriers that the complex organisational environments of volunteer tourism pose to monitoring and evaluation, Interviewee 10's organisation continues to gather and value this information for use in developing and improving the programmes, learning from the findings of their monitoring and evaluation activities and demonstrating a commitment to monitoring and evaluation. Despite the issues the organisation can face in obtaining the information they seek, the organisation demonstrates a deeper understanding of monitoring and evaluation and are committed in their approach to obtaining meaningful information from key stakeholders. In contrast to the approach outlined above by Interviewee 10, much less rigorous approaches to programme outcomes focused monitoring and evaluation were discussed by some organisations. Interview 3 represents an organisation which exemplifies shallow interpretations and approaches to monitoring and evaluation.
I guess we don't do a lot of programme evaluation. Our most successful programme is probably our school in (country), we're taking the children and teaching them their ABCs and working through it. I guess the indicator of success of that programme are how desperate people are to get their kids into that programme. So we also do you know, what I mentioned before about taking their English level before and measuring it later on, that has been a good idea, but it really only works if they have some sort of English ability to start with, and a lot of kids in our school are zero. So it is what it is, they can't help but improve. Someone from the local people actually raised a very challenging question for us, we were teaching students that were 8,9 and 10 and he saw our programmes and he said to us you are wasting your time and these children, these people just aren't going to learn, you're wasting your time, and you know, that's not the kind of thing you want to hear from someone but I think in some sense he was correct and so it was one of the reasons we shifted our focus to the younger children...We did do some tests with them, we'd show them the letter A, we'd twist it around, turn it upside down and get them to try and work out what it was, so I guess there wasn't very good monitoring, I guess is the short answer. [Interview 3, Not-For-Profit, Direct Partnerships]
A further example of this shallow approach to monitoring was demonstrated by one organisation who explained how they measured 'positive impact' on communities by the number of volunteers that they were sending. The organisation relies on the life politics of volunteer tourists to achieve positive impacts for communities while the political dimensions of development and global inequality are overlooked (Butcher & Smith, 2010; 2015). There is limited consideration of the potential for negative impacts and instead a neo-colonial assumption exists that just the presence of a volunteer equates to a positive impact on the local people (Palacios, 2010):
...our mission is to  positively impact 20 million people by 2020, so the idea is if they go on a programme to an orphanage and there is 25 people at the orphanage, which we know are part of the programme, that for us counts as positively impacting 25 people, and then that is all being calculated and added up, the theory is then that by 2020 that should add up to 20 million people that are connected and hopefully impacted in a positive way by someone at (name of organisation), by one of our participants...[Interview 15, For-Profit, Multi-Layered Partnerships]
This uncritical approach to monitoring and evaluation demonstrated by Interview 15 was not uncommon. Overall, across the sample obtained for this research, few organisations engaged in critical approaches to monitoring and evaluation that focus on improving programmes from a host community perspective. Instead, there was an overarching lack of depth and effort to evaluate the programme outcomes of volunteer tourism programmes and shallow interpretations of monitoring and evaluation were apparent. 

Conclusion

Interpretations by volunteer tourism organisations of what constitutes monitoring and evaluation, and the different ways and extent to which they engage with the monitoring and evaluation of their programmes, varies greatly from no or minimal engagement to in-depth approaches. This is despite the vast majority of organisations professing monitoring and evaluation to be important. While most organisations engage with monitoring and evaluation in one way or another, this research demonstrates that for an organisation to say that it engages in 'monitoring and evaluation' can actually mean very little and there is both a need and opportunity for greater attention to defining, educating and disseminating information to organisations as a means of capacity building and facilitating improved practices. 

Competing organisational interests also impact on monitoring and evaluation and it was identified that many participants readily accept a lack of time and resources as barriers to these activities. This finding suggests that the large majority of organisations in this research had not embraced nor incorporated into their business model a more sophisticated understanding of the value produced by their own operations. They tended to conceptualise economic value and social value as separate and, in a ‘business as usual’ approach, economic or financial value tended to be prioritised over social value. Thus, it was possible to explain away or excuse their lack of evaluation and monitoring because financial sustainability was prioritised and social benefit was an “add-on” and not integrated into the value proposition of the volunteer tourism organisation’s raison d’etre. 
Contemporary thinking emerging in areas such as social entrepreneurship and impact investing suggest that volunteer organisations can simultaneously produce social, economic and environmental value (Anner, 2016; Emerson, 2003; Nicholls, 2009). Conceptualising the value delivered from the organisation’s activities in a more sophisticated way, where economic and social value are composite (instead of competing) values allows operators to place at the centre of their business model both social and economic concerns. Delivering this blended value entails a different unified approach, a new cultural mindset, where social value is not traded off against financial value. It also requires more sophisticated ways of monitoring and evaluating impact than currently exist. Social audits and new ways of measuring value such as Bhutan’s “gross national happiness index” are examples (Emerson, 2013). However the inherent contradiction of a blended social-economic value proposition and its potential application in volunteer organisations requires more research attention.

The premise of volunteer tourism, both in the literature and as expressed by the large majority of volunteer tourism organizations themselves, is that it is supposed to benefit local communities through social, economic and/or environmental gains. The lack of sophistication in evaluating and monitoring the value produced by  volunteer organisations, combined with the underlying neo-colonial assumption that any interaction between volunteers and host community produces a positive effect, as well as the current lack of regulatory requirements, culminates in little incentive or pressure for organisations to conceptualise the value they deliver in a more sophisticated way, or to prioritise monitoring and evaluation of that value. 

Some of the organisations surveyed also demonstrate a lack of knowledge about the potential negative impacts of volunteer tourism. The findings highlight that self-regulation cannot be relied upon to ensure monitoring and evaluation takes place. Indeed, some form of regulatory approach may be needed to encourage greater engagement with monitoring and evaluation.

Market-based interest dominated the focus of programme monitoring and evaluation for the majority of organisations, including both for-profit and not-for-profit organisations. The volunteer tourists are the stakeholders who currently receive the most attention in monitoring and evaluation and it was found that most organisations (by their own admission) are not sufficiently engaging with the host communities. There appears to be a separation between organisation's professed purpose and practices and their actual practices and actions which may be explained in the way in which the value being produced by the volunteer organisation is divided between social and economic, as explained above. However, there were some exceptions to this and a small number of both for-profit and not-for-profit organisations were engaged in in-depth approaches to host partner organisation and host community focused monitoring and evaluation. We posit that these organisations adopted a blended value proposition where economic and social benefits were not bifurcated but were entangled and delivered as a holistic approach. Considering Guba and Lincoln’s (1989) argument that evaluation processes can disempower and marginalise stakeholders when they are not consulted appropriately, there is a danger that the current dominance of volunteer focused monitoring and evaluation facilitates the marginalisation of host communities. 

Finally, this research has highlighted that the monitoring and evaluation of programme outcomes currently receives the least amount of attention from organisations. Few organisations indicated their engagement with assessing the actual impacts and outcomes of their programmes on communities and other stakeholders. This is a highly important finding as it identifies an overlooked area of practice that has potentially negative implications for responsible and sustainable tourism management. This finding supports and goes beyond current concerns within the literature that there is a lack of knowledge and understanding of the potential impacts of volunteer tourism (e.g. Guttentag, 2009; Power, 2007). 
This research has contributed to bridging the gap in understanding with respect to how, and indeed if, volunteer tourism organisations monitor and evaluate their programmes. It demonstrates that key challenges are a lack of knowledge of impacts on host communities from within academia, and also a lack of engagement from volunteer tourism organisations in determining the outcomes of their programmes and their impacts on host communities. Given the potential for negative impacts, as outlined previously (e.g. Guttentag, 2009), these issues remain of concern and are flagged as areas warranting further attention within the industry. Increasing and encouraging educational opportunities within the volunteer tourism sector that are focused on improving the monitoring and evaluation of programme outcomes from a more critical and action-oriented perspective could facilitate organisational learning (Preskill & Torress, 1999) and programme development (Meyer, 2012; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007) which in turn may increase opportunities to enhance the volunteer tourism experience for both volunteers and communities.
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC \s 1 �1�. Approaches to Monitoring and Evaluation: Two Continua. 








� Is it a lack of sophistication if companies are not set up to work as you want them to? They have a different purpose than to prioritise social gain. 


�The very premise of Volunteer Tourism is that it is supposed to benefit communities that host volunteer tourism (these gains are not necessarily tied to social benefit because our view is that social, economic and environmental benefits are interrelated), therefore we see monitoring and evaluation as central to helping facilitate promoting positive outcomes for communities.
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