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Abstract

This research introduced two new orientations describing how individuals engage in a cause: to serve the cause or to serve
oneself through the cause. Study 1 (N=435) validated a new measure of the orientations to Serve and to Serve Oneself.
Studies 2 (N=343) and 3 (prospective design, N=178) investigated the personal and organizational consequences of these
orientations as well as the role of passion for a cause as their determinant. Harmonious passion mostly led to the orienta-
tion to Serve, whereas obsessive passion led to the orientation to Serve Oneself. In turn the orientation to Serve positively
predicted adaptive personal (e.g., well-being) and organizational outcomes in both studies. Conversely, the orientation to
Serve Oneself positively predicted counter productive organizational outcomes and limited adaptive personal outcome. In
sum, the findings identify two novel orientations that characterize individuals’ involvement in a cause, along with their
determinants and consequences. Our results emphasize the personal and organisational implications of these orientations

and stress the need to further investigate their impact.
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We do not go into politics to serve ourselves, but to
serve [the people].

— René Lévesque, former Premier of the Province of
Québec, Canada.

This quote by Former Premier Lévesque reflects a profound
distinction in how individuals engage in the promotion of
a cause. It highlights two fundamentally different orienta-
tions: One where individuals are driven by a desire to serve
a greater purpose, without expectation of external rewards,
and another where personal gain (e.g., recognition, status, or
tangible rewards) becomes the primary reason for involve-
ment. Although some research has looked at the concept
of “serving” (e.g., servant leadership; Greenleaf, 2003), no
studies have yet measured individuals’ orientations toward
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serving a greater purpose (e.g., a cause) or serving them-
selves. It is important to better understand how individuals
engage in a cause, as this may have beneficial or deleterious
personal and organizational consequences. For instance, as
a proxy for an orientation toward serving the cause, valu-
ing others’ welfare has been shown to facilitate organiza-
tional citizenship behaviors (Arthaud-Day et al., 2012)
and is associated with fewer counterproductive behaviors
(Hafidz, 2012), ultimately benefiting both the members
of the organization and the cause. In contrast, similar to
an orientation focused on serving one’s own benefit, past
research has shown that valuing power (e.g., social status,
prestige, control, or dominance; Schwartz, 2012) and hedo-
nism (i.e., pleasure or gratification for oneself, Schwartz,
2012) is positively related to counterproductive behaviors
(e.g., theft, misuse of time, resources, and information;
Hafidz, 2012), which are harmful for both the organization
and the cause. These findings underscore the need to gain
a deeper understanding of the components that shape these
two serving orientations, such as the distinction between a
desire to benefit the cause and advancing its growth versus
seeking personal rewards and pursuing one’s own goals and
progress. It also stresses the importance to investigate the
distinct implications of these two orientations. As such, it
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raises the question: Does an orientation toward serving the
cause lead to adaptive outcomes both at the individual (e.g.,
well-being) and organizational (e.g., organizational citizen-
ship behaviors) levels, while an orientation toward serv-
ing oneself result in personal benefits but in more limited,
perhaps even detrimental, effects for the organization (e.g.,
counterproductive behaviors)? This is an issue addressed in
the present research.

Beyond the nature and outcomes of the serving orien-
tations, what factors drive individuals to serve the cause,
or conversely, to serve their own interests through their
involvement in the cause? We propose that an answer to
this question lies in the Dualistic Model of Passion (Valle-
rand, 2015). Research has consistently shown that individu-
als who promote a cause are typically passionate about it
(between 82.4% and 96.4% of individuals in past samples;
Gousse-Lessard et al., 2013; St-Louis et al., 2016), and that
the type of passion they have, whether harmonious or obses-
sive, significantly influence how they engage in the cause
(e.g., Bélanger et al., 2019). We suggest that harmonious
and obsessive passions, due to their respective prosocial and
ego-invested natures, could foster these two orientations.

Overall, the present research draws on two cross-sec-
tional studies and one prospective study to (1) develop and
validate a scale measuring the orientations to serve and to
serve oneself, (2) examine the distinct personal (e.g., psy-
chological well-being) and organizational (e.g., workplace
behaviors) consequences of these two orientations, and (3)
investigate the role of passion as a potential determinant of
these orientations.

The orientations to serve and to serve
oneself

The notion of serving others, as opposed to serving one-
self, is deeply rooted in the Judeo-Christian heritage with
over 1,300 references to serve, servant, and service in the
Bible (Greenleaf, 2003). However, despite the prevalence
of these concepts, the search of terms such as “serve”, “ser-
vant”, “service”, and “servanthood” reveals a gap in the sci-
entific literature: no research in psychology has specifically
addressed individuals’ orientations toward serving a greater
purpose, such as a cause, versus serving oneself through
engagement in that cause. Considering the gaps in the sci-
entific literature mentioned above, we propose a novel con-
ceptualization on the way individuals engage in activities,
such as promoting a cause. Specifically, we introduce two
distinct orientations: to Serve and to Serve Oneself. With
respect to the Serve orientation, the Cambridge Dictionary
(n.d.) defines “to serve” as “to provide with something that

is needed”. We propose that individuals with an orientation
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“to serve” an activity, such as a cause, prioritize the needs
of that activity over their own. They engage in tasks and
responsibilities without expecting any personal rewards,
focusing solely on the growth of the cause. This orientation
is inherently altruistic, as it is directed toward the interests
of others or the cause one is promoting (Batson & Shaw,
1991). While individuals with this orientation may experi-
ence personal benefits through their involvement, their pri-
mary focus remains on the development and functioning of
the activity.

The second orientation is directed toward serving oneself
and deriving personal benefits from the involvement in the
cause. The Cambridge Dictionary (n.d.) defines “to serve
oneself” as something that “is good or helpful for you”.
Thus, this orientation is more instrumental and egoistic, as
individuals engage in the activity, such as a cause, primarily
to enhance their own welfare (Batson & Shaw, 1991). Indi-
viduals with this orientation will continue their involvement
in the cause to the extent that it provides personal gains and
rewards (e.g., recognition, respect, higher status) and/or
leads to the achievement of their personal goals or progress
within the activity or cause. It is important to note that the
orientations to Serve and to Serve Oneself are not oppo-
sites. Rather, they are best conceptualized as orthogonal,
existing along two distinct continua. As such, both orienta-
tions coexist within an individual, to varying degrees. For
instance, one may be highly invested in the cause and act in
ways that promote its growth, while also seeking praise and
recognition (high levels of both orientations). In contrast,
another individual might act selflessly while being reluc-
tant to receive praise, driven solely by a desire to advance
the cause (high level of the serve orientation, low level of
the serve oneself orientation). Conversely, some may focus
primarily on the recognition and personal benefits they can
gain from their involvement, being willing to do whatever it
takes to obtain those rewards, with little or limited concern
for the cause itself (high level of the serve oneself orienta-
tion, low level of the serve orientation).

Serving orientations’ implications

By shaping how individuals engage in the promotion of
a cause, the serving orientations may have a substantial
impact on people’s functioning at the personal and interper-
sonal levels. At the personal level, these orientations may
influence individuals’ psychological well-being. Research
has shown that engaging in prosocial activities, such as vol-
unteering, is associated with the satisfaction of psychologi-
cal needs and a sense of being able to give, which in turn
foster psychological well-being (Martela & Ryan, 2015).
In contrast, studies have also shown that pursuing extrinsic
aspirations is either negatively associated with or unrelated
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to psychological well-being (Kasser & Ryan, 2001). Thus,
the Serve orientation is expected to be more strongly asso-
ciated with psychological well-being than the Serve One-
self orientation. As such, individuals with an orientation to
Serve Oneself may experience some benefits from promot-
ing a cause and satisfying psychological needs, but these
psychological benefits may be tempered by the pursuit of
external contingencies.

At the interpersonal level, these orientations may also
influence how individuals interact and behave with others.
As previously mentioned, studies have shown that valuing
others’ welfare is positively associated with organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCB; Arthaud-Day et al., 2012),
which are extra-role behaviors that facilitate the effective
functioning of an organization and help its members (Pod-
sakoff et al., 1990). Therefore, the orientation to Serve is
expected to fuel prosocial and altruistic motivations and to
foster engagement in prosocial behaviors (e.g., helping col-
leagues) aimed at advancing the cause, whereas the orienta-
tion to Serve Oneself is expected to be less strongly related
(or even unrelated) to these motivations and behaviors.
Additionally, research has found that valuing others’ wel-
fare is associated with fewer counterproductive behaviors
(Hafidz, 2012), defined as deviant actions that harm the
organization and its members (Bennett & Robinson, 2000).
In contrast, findings have shown that valuing power and
hedonism is positively related to these negative behaviors
(Hafidz, 2012). Thus, the orientation to Serve is expected
to prevent counterproductive behaviors, while the orienta-
tion to Serve Oneself is likely to promote such maladap-
tive behaviors in the pursuit of personal gains. Overall,
no research has investigated the consequences of serving
orientations, limiting our understanding of their impact on
individuals’ functioning both personally and interpersonally
(e.g., within organizations).

Comparisons with other constructs

The construct of serving orientations is conceptually related
to some other constructs. One of the most closely related
is servant leadership (Greenleaf, 2003). Servant lead-
ers are individuals who consciously aspire and choose to
lead others, but they do so in an altruistic manner, with the
primary goal of serving their followers and helping them
grow (Greenleaf, 2003). These individuals possess leader-
ship traits such as persuasion, which is the ability to con-
vince others and build consensus, and conceptualization,
which refers to providing a clear vision to their subordi-
nates (Spears, 2010). These leaders also exhibit prosocial
qualities such as high levels of empathy and active listening
skills, which enable them to understand their subordinates’
needs and empower them accordingly. Research has shown

that while servant leadership characteristics are typically
displayed by individuals in formal leadership roles, they
can also be observed in those holding informal leadership
positions. For instance, Sousa and Van Dierendonck (2016)
found that these characteristics are present at the team level
by aggregating mean scores of servant leadership across
groups of peers. Although the concept of servant leader-
ship is valuable and insightful, it differs from the serving
orientations in two major aspects. First, servant leadership
focuses on leading others. In contrast, the two serving ori-
entations focus on an individual’s tendency to serve (others
or oneself) regardless of hierarchical positions or leadership
traits. Second, the concept of servant leadership addresses
only the orientation to serve others, without accounting for
the more ego-invested inclination to serve oneself (i.e., to
seek personal benefit). In this sense, serving orientations are
broader in scope, as they encompass both the tendencies to
serve others and to serve oneself, irrespective of leadership
tendencies.

The serving orientations also share similarities with four
social value orientations, namely cooperation, equality, com-
petition, and individualism (e.g., Messick & McClintock,
1968; Van Lange et al., 2007). These orientations shape
social interactions and represent stable preferences for cer-
tain patterns of outcomes for oneself and others (Messick
& McClintock, 1968). Mostly examined in the context of
experimental games, they differ significantly from the serv-
ing orientations. The cooperative orientation focuses on
working with others toward common goals and maximiz-
ing joint outcomes (Argyle, 2013; Messick & McClintock,
1968), while the equality orientation is defined as a focus on
reducing unfairness by minimizing the absolute differences
between one’s own and others’ outcomes (Van Lange et al.,
2007). In contrast, the competitive orientation focuses on
maximizing one’s own gains and minimizing those of oth-
ers, while the individualistic orientation refers to a focus on
maximizing one’s own outcomes with little concern for oth-
ers’ welfare (Gill & Deeter, 1988; Messick & McClintock,
1968). The serving orientations differ from these four ori-
entations in several ways. First, the serving orientations are
oriented towards supporting others, or oneself, in achieving
desired objectives. In contrast, the social value orientations
focus on how individuals weigh their own and others’ out-
comes in interdependent situations (e.g., maximizing or min-
imizing the difference in outcomes; Messick & McClintock,
1968). The inclination to serve or support is not reflected in
the social value orientations. Second, the Serve orientation
is detached of one’s personal outcomes and associated with
a sense of selflessness. This is not the case with the coop-
erative and equality orientations which are concerned about
optimizing collective benefits or achieving a fairer balance
of resources. Finally, a key aspect of the serving orientations
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is the idea of contributing to the growth or the development
of the activity, ideology, or cause one is serving. This is
not the case with the social value orientations, which are
uniquely focused on the balance between oneself and oth-
ers with respect to finite sets of outcomes. Overall, serving
orientations conceptually differ from these other constructs,
thereby highlighting their unique value.

Passion for a cause as a determinant of the
“Serving Orientations”

Passion is defined as a strong inclination toward a self-
defining activity (e.g., a cause), that one loves, finds impor-
tant and meaningful, and to which one dedicates significant
time and energy (Vallerand et al., 2003). The Dualistic
Model of Passion (Vallerand, 2015) posits that there are two
types of passion: harmonious and obsessive. Harmonious
passion (HP) results from an autonomous internalization of
the beloved activity into one’s identity. With HP, individu-
als engage in the activity freely, without external or inter-
nal contingencies (Vallerand, 2015), driven solely by their
love for the activity. Moreover, engagement in the activity
is well-balanced in people’s lives. For instance, individu-
als invest time in the cause without neglecting themselves
and other aspects of their lives (St-Louis et al., 2016). Con-
versely, obsessive passion (OP) emerges from a controlled
internalization of the beloved activity into the self (Valle-
rand, 2015). OP is characterized by an uncontrollable and
all-consuming urge to engage in the passionate activity,
which leads to conflicts with other areas of life. Individu-
als with an OP experience internal and/or external pressures
to engage in the activity due to contingencies attached to
it (e.g., self-esteem, social acceptance), which results in a
defensive engagement in the activity. Previous research has
shown that HP is associated with positive outcomes, such as
subjective well-being, positive affect, and flow, whereas OP
is related to some adaptive outcomes (e.g., performance),
but mostly maladaptive outcomes, such as negative affect
and rumination (Vallerand, 2015).

As previously mentioned, passion influences the nature
of one’s engagement in a cause (e.g., Bélanger et al., 2019;
St-Louis et al., 2016). Therefore, we propose that passion
should be one of the key determinants of the serving ori-
entations. Research has shown that HP is more prosocially
oriented, being positively associated with the quality of the
relationships between team members (Philippe et al., 2010),
team cohesion (Philippe et al., 2014), helping behaviors
(Ho et al., 2018), and organizational citizenship behaviors
(Qadeer et al., 2016). Conversely, studies have demon-
strated the more ego-invested character of OP (Vallerand,
2015). As such, OP has been positively associated with
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self-enhancement and hubristic pride (i.e., self-aggrandized
self-views; Bureau et al., 2013), incivility when one’s ego
is threatened (Birkeland & Nerstad, 2016), and immoral
behaviors that benefit oneself (e.g., cheating; Bureau et al.,
2013). In light of these findings, HP should foster an ori-
entation to Serve due to its altruistic nature. Conversely,
because of its more defensive and ego-invested nature, OP
should foster the orientation to Serve Oneself.

The present research

This research aimed to achieve three objectives. The first
objective was to validate a two-factor scale measuring
both orientations to Serve and to Serve Oneself. This was
done in Study 1. The second objective was to investigate
the personal and organizational consequences of both serv-
ing orientations. The personal outcome examined was psy-
chological well-being (e.g., life satisfaction, happiness,
and meaning in life), while the organizational outcomes
included organizational citizenship behaviors and counter-
productive work behaviors. Finally, the third objective was
to explore the role of passion, harmonious and obsessive
passions, as a determinant of the orientations to Serve and to
Serve Oneself. These last two objectives were addressed in
Studies 2 and 3, the latter which used a prospective design.
Overall, it was hypothesized that HP would be mostly posi-
tively related to the orientation to Serve, while OP would
be positively associated with the Serve Oneself orienta-
tion. In turn, the orientation to Serve would be positively
related to adaptive personal (psychological well-being) and
organizational outcomes (i.e., citizenship behaviors), and
negatively related to maladaptive organizational outcomes
(counterproductive work behaviors). Conversely, the orien-
tation to Serve Oneself would be positively associated with
limited personal outcomes (psychological well-being) and
maladaptive organizational outcomes (counterproductive
work behaviors).

Study 1

The aim of Study 1 was to test the validity of the new Serv-
ing Orientation Scale, developed to measure both the ori-
entations to Serve and to Serve Oneself. The psychometric
properties of this scale were evaluated in four different
ways. First, the descriptive characteristics (means and stan-
dard deviations) of the items were examined to assess their
variability. Second, both an exploratory factor analysis and
a confirmatory factor analysis were conducted to examine
the scale’s structure. Third, Cronbach’s alphas for each sub-
scale were computed to assess their internal consistency.
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Fourth, a correlational analysis was conducted to establish
the convergent and divergent validity of each subscale. We
hypothesized that we would obtain overall empirical sup-
port for a two-factor scale assessing both orientations.

Method
Participants and procedures

Participants included 435 individuals promoting a cause
(51.95% women, M age=36.26 years, SD=11.45), recruited
through Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) in February
2020. The majority were from the United States (96.32%;
3.68% from Canada or the United Kingdom). The percent-
ages of participants engaged in each type of cause across all
three studies are displayed in Table S1 of the supplementary
materials. On average, participants were involved in their
cause for 7.57 h per week (SD=10.94) and had been pro-
moting their cause for 8.19 years (SD=28.28). Participants
provided informed consent and completed the 15-minute
survey in exchange for monetary compensation (US$1.50),
in line with Chandler and Shapiro’s (2016) recommenda-
tions of US$0.10 per estimated minute. Participants in Stud-
ies 2 and 3 (at both Time 1 and Time 2) received the same
compensation, as the estimated completion time for all sur-
veys was 15 min. Participants first answered demographic
questions and items related to their cause. Then, they com-
pleted the Serving Orientation Scale, and the scales used
for the validation, including measures of social value ori-
entations toward individualism, competition, cooperation,
and equality, as well as a measure of individuals’ desire
to contribute to society. In all three studies, we addressed
potential bias related to homogeneity of MTurk participants
by using approved MTurk participants. Studies have shown
that these participants reliably replicate classic psychologi-
cal effects (Hauser et al., 2022).We also used one mandatory
open-ended item asking participants to identify the cause
they were promoting, to ensure they were indeed promot-
ing a cause. Participants in all three studies also completed
three attention-check items (e.g., “For this item, please
select “Slightly disagree’ ) to verify they were attentive
while completing the survey. Items were all presented in a
fixed order. Finally, since there is no straightforward method
for conducting power analyses for factor and path analyses,
we followed researchers’ recommendations to use a mini-
mum sample size of 150 participants (Anderson & Gerbing,
1988).

Measures

For all scales presented in this article (unless otherwise
noted), participants indicated their degree of agreement with

each item using a 7-point Likert scale (1 =do not agree at all
to 7=very strongly agree). Furthermore, a mean score was
calculated for each subscale of each scale, with higher mean
scores indicating higher levels of the assessed variables.

Orientations to Serve and to Serve Oneself Nine items were
initially created for each subscale. These items were then
reviewed by an expert (the second author), who helped
refine them by eliminating redundancy and ensuring that
each item measured only the intended construct. From this
initial pool, five items were selected for each subscale to
assess the two orientations: to Serve (e.g., “I generally serve
the cause willingly with no expectation of rewards”) and to
Serve Oneself (e.g., “The cause is a way for me to attain my
own personal goals”). All items are presented in Table 1.
The validation of the scale is provided below in the Results
section.

Social Value Orientations The correlations between both
serving orientation subscales and the four social value
orientation subscales (individualism, competition, coop-
eration, and equality) were examined to establish the con-
vergent and divergent validity of the Serving Orientation
Scale. The Social Value Orientations (SVO) Scale consists
of four 6-item subscales assessing individualism (e.g., “T am
generally only concerned about my own costs and benefits
when I make a decision”; a= 0.95), competition (e.g., “In

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and factor loadings from the EFA of the
serving orientation scale (Study 1)

Items M Factor
(SD) 1 2
4.1 am willing to serve the cause even 5.73 086 —0.09
though I may not get any benefits from it.  (1.32)
(83)
1. I express genuine enjoyment in serving 5.67  0.83  —0.01
the cause. (S1) (1.16)
2. I generally serve the cause willingly 5.68 0.84 —0.06

with no expectation of rewards. (S2) (1.32)
6. It is important to me to help the cause 5.72 0.82 0.11

grow. (S4) (1.26)

9.1 am willing to invest time and energy ~ 5.51 0.74 —-0.02
in the cause, regardless of what I could (1.47)

personally get out of it. (S5)

8. I’'m willing to get involved in activi- 377 -0.10 0.88
ties related to my cause as long as I get (2.00)

benefits from it. (SO4)

7. I’m using the cause to get as many 3.65 -0.04 0.79
personal gains as possible. (SO3) (2.08)

10. I'm willing to put time and energy in ~ 3.88  —0.09 0.76

my cause as long as it benefits me. (SO5)  (2.06)
5. Through the cause, I get what I want for 4.62 032 0.58
me. (SO2) (1.75)
3. The cause is a way for me to attainmy  4.71 035  0.56
own personal goals. (SO1) (1.73)
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general, I am concerned with maximizing my own payoff
relative to that of others”; o= 0.93"), cooperation (“I believe
that one should always try to cooperate whenever possible”;
0=0.83), and equality (“I always try to create situations
where people are treated fairly”; 0=0.90). All items are pre-
sented in Paquette (2023). They are based on previous litera-
ture and scales on SVO (Argyle, 2013; Gill & Deeter, 1988;
Messick & McClintock, 1968; Van Lange et al., 2007).

Contribution to Society The correlations between both serv-
ing orientation subscales and the Contribution to Society
subscale (Chénard-Poirier et al., 2023) were also examined
to establish convergent and divergent validity. Three items
from the Contribution to Society subscale were adapted to
assess participants’ desire to positively contribute to the
community through their cause (e.g., “I have a positive
impact on my community or society through my work on
my cause”; a.=0.85).

Results and discussion

In all three studies, we handle missing data with full infor-
mation maximum likelihood (FIML). By allowing missing
responses to be conditioned on all variables included in the
model, FIML produces unbiased parameter estimates, mak-
ing it especially well-suited for addressing attrition in lon-
gitudinal studies.

To validate the Serving Orientation Scale, we first exam-
ined the descriptive characteristics of each item. Inspection
of the means and standard deviations revealed that there
were no floor effects (items with means that were too low),
no ceiling effects (items with means that were too high), and
that the item values were neither too clustered around the
mean nor too spread out. For the descriptive characteristics
of all items, see Table 1.

Second, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with maxi-
mum likelihood (ML) extraction and oblimin rotation was
performed using Mplus version 8.6 (Muthén & Muthén,
1998-2017) on half of the sample (N=217), randomly
selected, to examine the structure of the Serving Orientation
Scale. An oblimin rotation was chosen because it allows
for correlations between factors without any drawback if
the factors are uncorrelated (as was the case here, r= 0.04,
p< .584). Four models, ranging from one to four factors,
were tested. A parallel analysis, the scree plot, and the Kai-
ser’s criterion (eigenvalues greater than 1; see Field, 2009)
all supported a two-factor solution as the best fit for the
data. Additionally, a comparison of the Bayesian Informa-
tion Criteria (BIC) values across the four models indicated
that the two-factor solution had the lowest BIC, making it
the most probable model. The BIC was used instead of the
Akaike Information Criterion because it is considered more

@ Springer

conservative (Dziak et al., 2020). The two factors identified
accounted for 62.53% of the variance (Factor 1=33.92%;
Factor 2=28.61%) and represent the “Serve” and “Serve
Oneself” subscales, respectively. The factor loadings from
the EFA with the two-factor solution are presented in
Table 1. Fit indices of the four tested models are presented
in Table S2 of the supplementary materials. The two-factor
model was replicated using a CFA conducted on the other
half of the sample (N=218). A maximum likelihood estima-
tor with robust standard errors (MLR) was used due to slight
skewness in one item. Additionally, correlations between the
uniquenesses of items with similar wording were included
(i.e., between items 1 and 2 from the Serve Oneself sub-
scale). Goodness-of-fit of the models was assessed using the
following fit indices: the chi-square test, where a non-signif-
icant p-value suggests an acceptable fit, the Comparative Fit
Index (CFI) and the Tucker—Lewis Index (TLI), with values
equal to or greater than 0.90 indicating of a good fit, as well
as the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR),
with values equal to or below 0.08 suggesting an adequate
fit. The two-factor model indicated an adequate fit to the
data, x2=42.705, df=33, p=.120; RMSEA=0.037 [0.000,
0.065]; CF1=0.987; TLI=0.983; SRMR =0.062. The stan-
dardized results are presented in Fig. 1. Importantly, the
structure of the scale was also tested, and replicated, through
CFAs in Studies 2 and 3, further confirming the two-factor
structure.

Third, Cronbach’s alphas were calculated for the overall
sample (N=435). The results indicated excellent internal
consistency for both the Serve subscale (a=0.88) and the
Serve Oneself subscale (a=0.88). Finally, a correlational
analysis was conducted to establish the convergent and
divergent validity of the Serve and Serve Oneself subscales
(see Table 2 for the correlations between all variables). The
results showed that the two subscales were unrelated to
each other. In addition, the Serve subscale was positively
correlated with the Cooperation SVO, Equality SVO, and
Contribution to Society, with correlations ranging from 0.46
to 0.62. Although a correlation of 0.62 may appear high, it
indicates that only 38% of the variance is shared between
the Serve and Equality orientations (R°=0.38). The Serve
subscale was also slightly negatively related to the Individu-
alism SVO (r=-0.18, p< .001), and unrelated to the Com-
petition SVO (r=-0.01, p= .885). In contrast, the Serve
Oneself subscale was positively correlated with both the
Individualism SVO (r= 0.65, p<.001) and the Competition
SVO (r= 0.66, p< .001), meaning it shared between 42%
and 44% of variance with these variables. The Serve One-
self subscale was also slightly positively correlated with the
Cooperation SVO (r= 0.20, p=.002). This latter correlation
is theoretically consistent, as individuals pursuing personal
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Fig. 1 Standardized Results of
the Confirmatory Factor Analysis
of Study 1

.04

Serve Oneself

637
S1 S2 S3 sS4 S5 so1 || so2||so3||so4||sos
4077

Notes. S = Serve orientation items. SO = Serve Oneself orientation items.

#xp < 001,
Table 2 Descriptive statistics and correlations for study variables (Study 1)
Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Serve 5.66 (1.08) —
2. Serve Oneself 4.12 (1.58) 0.06 —
3. Individualism SVO 3.17 (1.80) -0.18"™" 0.65™ —
4. Competition SVO 4.41 (1.63) -0.01 0.66™" 071" —
5. Cooperation SVO 5.57 (0.94) 0.56™ 0.20™ 0.02 0.19" —
6. Equality SVO 5.91 (1.00) 0.62" 0.02 -0.24™" -0.03 0.43™ —
7. Contribution to Society 5.36 (1.23) 0.46™" -0.07 -0.26™" -0.11 0.44™ 025"

N=435. SVO=Social value orientations.
*p<.05. **p<01. *** p<.001.

goals may also collaborate with others to achieve them. The
Serve Oneself subscale was also unrelated to the Equal-
ity SVO and Contribution to Society (rs=0.02 and —0.07,
p>.05, respectively).

In sum, the results of Study 1 supported the validity of
the Serving Orientation Scale. We examined the items’
descriptive characteristics (means and standard deviations)
and assessed the scale’s structure through an EFA and a
CFA. The factor analyses revealed and confirmed that the
scale consists of two distinct dimensions. Furthermore,
Cronbach’s alphas for the two subscales indicated excel-
lent internal consistency. Finally, a correlational analysis
showed that the two subscales were appropriately related
to relevant variables and unrelated to irrelevant constructs,
thus establishing the convergent and divergent validity of
each subscale.

Study 2

Study 1 provided support for the validity of the Serving Ori-
entation Scale. The purpose of Study 2 was to investigate
the personal (psychological well-being) and organizational

(citizenship and counterproductive work behaviors) impli-
cations of the serving orientation, as well as the role of the
two types of passion as their determinants. It was hypoth-
esized that HP would be positively related to the orientation
to Serve, whereas OP would be positively related to the ori-
entation to Serve Oneself. In turn, the orientation to Serve
would be positively related to psychological well-being and
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB), and negatively
related to counterproductive work behaviors (CWB). Con-
versely, the orientation to Serve Oneself would be positively
associated with CWB, and to a lesser degree, to psychologi-
cal well-being, while being unrelated to OCB.

Method
Participants and procedures

Participants included 343 American workers from non-
profit organizations promoting a cause (51.60% women;
M age=39.35 years, SD=12.30) recruited via MTurk in
March 2022. On average, they spent 18.14 h per week
(SD=15.29) working for their cause and had been
involved for 5.44 years (SD=5.43). Overall, 90.09% of
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participants were deemed passionate, as indicated by mean
scores at or above the midpoint (4) on the 7-point Passion
Criteria subscale (assessing the love and importance of
the activity, the time spent doing it, and whether it is
considered a passion and a part of oneself; Vallerand,
2015). Participants first completed demographic questions
and items related to their involvement in the cause. Next,
they completed the Passion Scale (Vallerand et al., 2003),
the Serving Orientation Scale, and additional scales
assessing well-being (life satisfaction; Diener et al.,
1985), OCB (Podsakoff et al., 1990), and CWB (Bennett
& Robinson, 2000).

Measures

Serving Orientations The Serve (5 items, a=0.84) and
Serve Oneself (5 items, a=0.86) subscales demonstrated
good internal consistency. A CFA confirmed the two-
dimensional structure of the Serving Orientation Scale,
¥ =64.202, df=30, p<.001; RMSEA=0.058 [0.038, 0.077];
CFI1=0.967; TLI=0.950; SRMR=0.067.

Passion for a Cause Participants completed the Passion
Scale adapted for a passion for a cause (St-Louis et al.,
2016). This scale includes three subscales assessing HP
(6-item subscale; e.g., “My cause is in harmony with the
other activities in my life”; a=0.89), OP (6-item subscale;
e.g., “My cause is the only thing that really turns me on”;
0=0.91), and the Passion Criteria (5-item subscale; e.g.,
“My cause is important for me”; a=0.87).

Psychological Well-Being Psychological well-being was
measured using the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener
et al., 1985). This scale consists of five items (e.g., “So
far I have gotten the important things I want in life”;
a=0.93).

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors The scale developed
by Podsakoff et al. (1990) was used to measure participants’
overall OCB. This scale consists of 23 items, such as “I

obey company rules and regulations even when no one is
watching” (a=0.90). Participants indicated the extent to
which they agreed with each statement about their behav-
iors at work over the past year.

Counterproductive Work Behaviors The 19-item scale
developed by Bennett and Robinson (2000) was used to
assess participants’ overall CWB. An example item is
“I have taken property from work without permission”
(0=0.97). Participants indicated how often they engaged in
these behaviors at work over the past year using a 7-point
Likert scale (1 =never to 7=daily).

Results and discussion

Descriptive statistics and correlations between all variables
are displayed in Table 3. The model was tested using path
analysis with MLR conducted in Mplus software (version
8.6; Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017).

Paths were drawn based on the hypotheses presented
above, and, consistent with past research (Birkeland &
Nerstad, 2016; Ho et al., 2018; Qadeer et al., 2016), we
included direct paths from passion (HP and OP) to work-
place behaviors (OCB and CWB). Covariances among HP
and OP, among the serving orientations, and among the out-
come variables were estimated. Results indicated that this
model had a good fit to the data, x> = 5.598 df=4, p=.231;
RMSEA=0.034 [0.000, 0.094]; CFI=0.997; TLI=0.986;
SRMR=0.023. The standardized solutions are presented in
Fig. 2. The results indicated that HP was positively associ-
ated with the orientation to Serve and, to a lesser extent,
with the orientation to Serve Oneself, whereas OP was posi-
tively related to the orientation to Serve Oneself. In turn, the
orientation to Serve was positively related to well-being and
OCB, and negatively associated with CWB. On the other
hand, the orientation to Serve Oneself was positively related
to well-being and to CWB, and unrelated to OCB. Addi-
tionally, HP was directly and positively related to OCB and
negatively related to CWB, while the opposite pattern of
relations was observed with OP.

Table 3 Descriptive statistics and correlations for study variables (Study 2)

Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. HP 5.46 (1.05) —

2.0P 3.22 (1.61) 021" —

3. Serve 5.45(1.10) 0.65™" 021" —

4. Serve Oneself 4.00 (1.54) 021" 0.48"™" 0.11" —

5.0CB 5.41 (0.79) 0.50™"" -0.22"" 0.50""" -0.06 —

6. CWB 1.76 (1.16) -0.24™" 035" -0.23"" 0.22™" -047"" —

7. Well-Being 4.98 (1.44) 030" 0.18" 0.34™" 0.23™" 033" -0.07

HP=harmonious passion for a cause; OP=obsessive passion for a cause; OCB =organizational citizenship behaviors; CWB = counterproduc-

tive work behaviors.
*p<.05. **p<01. *** p<.001.
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Fig. 2 Results of the Path Analy-
sis of Study 2

Harmonious
Passion

Obsessive
Passion

Well-Being
R?=.15

0ocCB
R?=.44

CWB
R?=.26

Serve
Oneself

Notes. Standardized path coefficients are presented. For clarity concerns, non-significant paths
and covariance between error terms are not shown. OCB = organizational citizenship behaviors.
CWB = counterproductive work behaviors.

*p <.05. ¥**p < .001.

Using bootstrapping (10,000 samples, with 95% bias-
corrected confidence intervals [Cls]), indirect effects
were examined to test the mediating role of the serving
orientations in the relations between passion and the
outcomes. Unstandardized results indicated that the
orientation to Serve mediated the relations between
HP and well-being (6=0.29, 95% CI=0.19 to 0.40,
p<.001), between HP and OCB (=0.18, 95% CI=0.12
to 0.25, p<.001), and between HP and CWB (b=-0.13,
95% CI=-0.20 to —0.06, p=.001). On the other hand,
the orientation to Serve Oneself mediated the relations
between OP and well-being (6=0.08, 95% CI=0.04 to
0.12, p=.001) and between OP and CWB (6=0.03, 95%
CI=0.01 to 0.06, p=.028). It also marginally mediated
the relations between HP and well-being (b=0.03, 95%
CI=0.00 to 0.07, p=.087). However, the orientation to
Serve Oneself did not mediate the relation between HP and
CWB (h=0.012, 95% CI=0.00 to 0.04, p=.136).

In sum, the results of Study 2 showed that HP was pos-
itively related to the orientation to Serve and, to a lesser
extent, to the orientation to Serve Oneself, whereas OP was
only positively related to the orientation to Serve Oneself.
In turn, the orientation to Serve was positively related to
psychological well-being and OCB, and negatively related
to CWB. Conversely, the orientation to Serve Oneself was
positively associated with well-being and marginally with
CWB. These results suggest two pathways to well-being:
one through serving the cause and the other through serving
oneself. Although both pathways were significant, the for-
mer was stronger. Furthermore, despite the egoistic nature
of the orientation to Serve Oneself, it was only marginally
related to CWB.

Study 3

There were three main objectives to Study 3. First, we aimed
to replicate the results of Study 2 over time using a prospec-
tive design. Second, we sought to test whether an additional
mediator could explain part of the unexplained variance
in the relations between passion and work behaviors (e.g.,
between OP and CWB). A potential mediator is moral dis-
engagement, defined as a set of psychological mechanisms
that deactivate moral self-regulatory processes (Bandura et
al., 1996). Past research has shown that OP facilitates moral
disengagement, while HP prevents it (Bélanger et al., 2019).
Moreover, prior findings have shown that moral disengage-
ment is positively related to CWB (Seriki et al., 2020) and
negatively to OCB (Ogunfowora et al., 2022). Therefore,
moral disengagement appears to be a potential and distinct
mediator of these relations. Finally, we also included addi-
tional personal outcomes by examining personal gains that
one might derive from engagement in the cause. To measure
these personal benefits, we focused on extrinsic rewards,
defined as positive outcomes that are separable from the
activity itself (e.g., social recognition, respect, financial
rewards, and higher status; Ryan & Deci, 2017).

It was hypothesized that T1 HP would positively pre-
dict T2 orientation to Serve, whereas T1 OP would posi-
tively predict T2 orientation to Serve Oneself. In line with
prior research (Bélanger et al., 2019), it was also expected
that T1 OP would positively predict T2 moral disengage-
ment, while the opposite relation would be observed with
T1 HP. Over time, T2 orientation to Serve was expected
to predict increases in psychological well-being and OCB,
as well as decreases in CWB, while being unrelated to the
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attainment of extrinsic rewards. In contrast, T2 orienta-
tion to Serve Oneself was expected to predict increases in
extrinsic rewards and, to a lesser extent, in well-being and
CWB, while being unrelated to OCB. Finally, moral disen-
gagement was expected to predict increases in CWB and
the attainment in extrinsic rewards, and, consistent with
previous research (Aftab & Malik, 2021; Ogunfowora et
al., 2022), it would also predict decreases in psychological
well-being and OCB.

Method
Participants and procedures

Participants were American workers from non-profit orga-
nizations promoting a cause, who were invited to com-
plete baseline and follow-up online questionnaires over a
6-month period via MTurk (May and October 2022). Par-
ticipants’ responses to both surveys were paired using their
MTurk IDs, which were stored in a protected and separate
file to preserve anonymity. Of the 351 workers who par-
ticipate at Time 1, 178 completed the follow-up survey at
Time 2 (51% response rate). Participants (53.93% women)
had a mean age of 40.02 years (SD=12.59). On average,
they were involved in their cause for 20.85 h per week
(SD=15.76) and had been promoting their cause for 6.80
years (SD=6.37). Overall, 91.01% of participants were
deemed passionate. A multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) indicated no significant differences between
participants who completed only the baseline questionnaire
and those who took part in both phases of the study, Wilk’s
A =0.970, F(9, 340)=1.178, p=.308.

Measures

The questionnaire at Time 1 included the same demographic
and cause-related questions as in Studies 1 and 2, along
with the following scales: the Passion Scale (HP a=0.88,
OP 0=0.87; Vallerand et al., 2003), the OCB scale (T1:
0=0.81, T2: a=0.84; Podsakoff et al., 1990), the CWB scale
(T1: 0=0.94, T2: 0=0.95; Bennett & Robinson, 2000), as
well as scales assessing extrinsic rewards in the workplace
and psychological well-being (see the description below for
both scales). To reduce the length of the questionnaire, we
used shortened versions of the behavioral measures (OCB
and CWB scales). For each scale, the five most relevant
items with the highest loadings in Study 2 were retained.
The questionnaire at Time 2 included the Serving Orienta-
tion Scale (Serve subscale 0.=0.83, Serve Oneself subscale
a=0.90), the Moral Disengagement Scale (see the descrip-
tion below), and the outcome measures. The results from
the CFA confirmed that the Serving Orientation Scale had
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two dimensions corresponding to the Serve and Serve One-
self subscales: y>=57.211, df=30, p=.002; RMSEA=0.073
[0.044, 0.102]; CFI1=0.958; TLI=0.937; SRMR=0.077.

Moral Disengagement The Moral Disengagement Scale,
developed by Bandura et al. (1996), consists of eight sub-
scales, each corresponding to a psychological mechanism
that leads to moral disengagement (e.g., advantageous com-
parison, diffusion of responsibility). This scale was adapted
to our research context, as it was originally developed to
measure moral disengagement in elementary school stu-
dents. To minimize the length of the questionnaire, one item
from each subscale was selected based on its appropriate-
ness and relevance, as evaluated by two experts. Examples
of items are “It is alright to lie to keep your friends out of
trouble” and “Teasing someone does not really hurt them”
(T2: 0=0.91).

ExtrinsicRewards To measure the extrinsic rewards derived
from participants’ workplace, we elaborated five items based
on extrinsic outcomes identified in scales assessing extrin-
sic motivation at work (e.g., Gagné et al., 2015). All items
began with the prompt “Working for my organization and
promoting my cause allow me” and included the following
items: “to get others’ approval (e.g., supervisor, colleagues,

EEINNT3

family, clients)”, “to get respect from others (e.g., supervi-
sor, colleagues, family, clients)”, “to get financial rewards”,
“to climb the corporate ladder”, and “to get a higher profes-

sional status” (T1 and T2: a=0.88).

Psychological Well-Being The psychological well-being
score was derived from two items of the Presence subscale
of the Meaning in Life Questionnaire (Steger et al., 2006)
and two modified items from the Subjective Happiness
Scale (Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999). The latter two items
were adapted to ensure that all four items used the same
rating scale. The four items include “I understand my life’s
meaning”, “My life has a clear sense of purpose”, “Com-
pared with most of my peers, I consider myself happier”,
and “I am generally happy” (T1: 0=0.92; T2: a=0.91).

Results and discussion

Descriptive statistics and correlations among all variables
are presented in Table 4. A path analysis using MLR was
conducted in Mplus to test the proposed model, with paths
drawn according to the hypotheses outlined above. To assess
changes in the outcome variables, residual scores were com-
puted by regressing the T2 dependent variables onto their
corresponding T1 scores. Covariances among T1 variables,
among the mediators, and among T2 outcome variables
were also estimated.
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Fig. 3 Results of the Path Analy- Time 1 Time 2 (6 months later) Residuals
sis of Study 3
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Notes. Standardized path coefticients are presented. For clarity concerns, non-significant paths
and covariance between error terms are not shown. OCB = organizational citizenship behaviors;
CWB = counterproductive work behaviors.

* p <.05.*¥*¥*%p < .001.
General discussion

The overall goal of this research was to introduce two new
orientations reflecting how individuals engage in a cause: to
serve the cause or to serve oneself through the cause. The first
objective of this research was to develop and validate the Serv-
ing Orientation Scale. Factor analysis results from Studies 1
to 3, confirmed that the scale comprised two distinct factors
corresponding to the Serve and Serve Oneself orientations.
The scale also demonstrated excellent internal consistency
and strong evidence of both convergent and divergent validity.
The second and third objectives were to examine the personal
and organizational outcomes associated with the serving ori-
entations, as well as to investigate the role of harmonious and
obsessive passions as their determinants. Results of Studies 2
and 3 revealed that HP was positively related to the orienta-
tion to Serve, whereas OP was positively associated with the
orientation to Serve Oneself. Additionally, HP was also weakly
related to the orientation to Serve Oneself (in Study 2 only).
In turn, the orientation to Serve was positively associated with
adaptive personal (psychological well-being) and organiza-
tional outcomes (OCB), and with increases in both outcomes
over time. This orientation was also negatively associated with
a maladaptive organizational outcome (CWB, only in Study
2). In contrast, the orientation to Serve Oneself was positively
associated with increases in CWB and attainment of extrinsic
rewards, and unrelated to OCB. It was also positively weakly
associated with well-being and increases in this outcome over
time. Additionally, the results of Study 3 uncovered that the
effects of the Serve Oneself orientation are not due to moral
disengagement and are, at least in part, extrinsically motivated.
Opverall, these findings have several important implications.

@ Springer

Two ways to engage in a cause: to serve the cause
and to serve oneself

A first implication of the present research is the introduction
of'a new conceptualization of how people engage in a cause:
the orientations to Serve and to Serve Oneself. The results
of Study 1 showed that the orientations to Serve and to
Serve Oneself are valid and distinct constructs for describ-
ing these two distinct types of engagement. The Serve ori-
entation reflects a focus (a) on prioritizing the benefit of the
cause itself, without expecting any personal rewards, and
(b) on advancing the cause’s growth. In contrast, the Serve
Oneself orientation portrays a more instrumental approach,
where individuals engage in the cause primarily to (a) gain
personal benefits (e.g., recognition, respect, higher status),
and (b) achieve their own goals and progress. These orienta-
tions are relevant constructs that require further attention, as
they represent valid portrayals of different styles of engag-
ing in a number of causes such as politics, the environment,
education, health, humanitarian aid, and many others. Fur-
thermore, these orientations also have different personal
and organizational consequences and are related to different
determinants. We turn to these issues next.

Consequences of the orientations to serve and to
serve oneself

A second implication of the present research is that the two
serving orientations are distinctly associated with personal
and organizational outcomes, with the orientation to Serve
being more adaptive than the orientation to Serve One-
self. At the personal level, the results of Studies 2 and 3
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revealed that the orientation to Serve was positively related
to psychological well-being, including increases in well-
being over time. These finding are consistent with previous
research showing that the sense of being able to give to oth-
ers promotes psychological well-being (Martela & Ryan,
2015). In addition, the orientation to Serve was unrelated
to increases in extrinsic rewards, confirming its altruistic
nature and indicating that it is not primarily oriented toward
attaining personal gains.

In contrast, the orientation to Serve Oneself was most
strongly related to increases in extrinsic rewards (e.g.,
higher status, financial rewards) over time. This is consis-
tent with its definition, which posits that individuals with
this orientation are primarily involved in the cause to gain
personal benefits. The orientation to Serve Oneself was also
positively associated with limited levels of psychological
well-being, including modest increases in well-being over
time. Individuals with this orientation may experience some
well-being from the personal benefits (e.g., recognition)
they derive from their involvement in the cause. However,
because these personal benefits may be contingent on indi-
viduals’ self-esteem, their well-being may be compromised
if these rewards are not attained. Moreover, these external
rewards may prompt individuals to engage in upward social
comparison, leading them to feel that they will never attain
the same level of extrinsic achievement as others (Niemiec et
al., 2009), which could undermine their well-being. There-
fore, the present research reveals that psychological well-
being can stem from two pathways when individuals are
involved in a cause: through serving the cause and through
serving oneself via involvement in the cause. However, the
pathway of serving the cause is significantly stronger than
the pathway of serving oneself. Future research is needed
to examine whether these two orientations are differentially
related to different forms of well-being (e.g., hedonistic and
eudemonic well-being).

At the organizational level, individuals with an orienta-
tion to Serve were more willing to engage in OCB, such as
assisting their colleagues and contributing to the effective
functioning of the organization. Moreover, these behav-
iors increased over time. These results are in line with the
altruistic nature of the orientation to Serve, its focus on the
cause’s growth, and findings showing that valuing others’
welfare is positively related to OCB (Arthaud-Day et al.,
2012). Additionally, as shown in Study 2, the orientation to
Serve is also associated with fewer instances of counterpro-
ductive behaviors that could harm their colleagues and their
organization. These findings align with the results of Hafidz
(2012), which demonstrated that valuing others’ welfare
reduces such behaviors.

In contrast, the orientation to Serve Oneself was
unrelated to OCB. However, it was marginally related

to CWB in Study 2, and it was associated with increases
in CWB over time in Study 3. These results align with
previous research showing that valuing power and
hedonism is positively associated with CWB (Hafidz,
2012). Individuals with an orientation to Serve Oneself
may engage in CWB to secure personal gain and/or
further their goal attainment. It is important to underscore
that the effects of the orientation to Serve Oneself on
CWB does not appear to be due to a lack of morality. As
seen in Study 3, the relation between the Serve Oneself
orientation and CWB took place while controlling for
moral disengagement. In fact, both the orientation to
Serve Oneself and moral disengagement were associated
with CWB and extrinsic rewards. However, CWB were
more strongly fuelled by moral disengagement, whereas
extrinsic rewards were more strongly fuelled by the
orientation to Serve Oneself. These findings are important
because they show that, although the orientation to
Serve Oneself may at times lead to immoral acts, it is
fundamentally ego-invested in nature.

The orientations to Serve and Serve Oneself are novel
constructs that warrant further investigations. Future stud-
ies could examine how these orientations affect people’s
health, job performance, turnover intentions, and inter-
personal relationships. For example, would individuals
with a strong Serve orientation risk their health in order
to serve the cause? Similarly, would those with a high
Serve Oneself orientation reduce their job performance,
or even leave their job, if they do not quickly perceived
personal gains? Finally, might individuals with a high
Serve Oneself orientation engage in negative interper-
sonal behaviors, such as bullying a colleague, if that col-
league were receiving more attention and promotions than
them? These are all important questions that require fur-
ther examination. Future research could also investigate
the contextual factors that might moderate the effects of
the serving orientations. Organizational context, such as
culture (e.g., cooperative vs. competitive environments),
climate (e.g., ethical vs. unethical), and leadership styles
(e.g., transformational vs. transactional), may influence
how these orientations manifest themselves (for relations
between these variables and proxies of the serving orien-
tations, see Serenko & Choo, 2020; Taylor & Curtis, 2018;
Zhu & Akhtar, 2014). For instance, could a competitive
culture, an unethical climate, or a transactional leadership
style exacerbate the relation between the orientation to
Serve Oneself and immoral behaviors, whereas a coop-
erative culture, an ethical climate, or a transformational
leadership style might mitigate it? Overall, these research
directions highlight the need for a deeper understanding
of the orientations to Serve and Serve Oneself and their
potential implications.
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Passion as a determinant of the orientations to
serve and serve oneself

A third implication pertains to the role of passion as an
antecedent of both the orientations to Serve and to Serve
Oneself. Our findings revealed that HP positively predicted
the orientation to Serve. This result is consistent with pre-
vious studies highlighting the prosocial nature of HP (e.g.,
Ho et al., 2018; Philippe et al., 2010; Philippe et al., 2014).
Individuals with predominant HP may find it more natural
to serve the cause without expecting extrinsic rewards, as
external and internal contingencies are not associated with
their engagement in the cause. However, aligning with the
more balanced nature of HP, individuals do not completely
forget themselves when promoting the cause, as HP was also
slightly positively related to the Serve Oneself orientation in
Study 2 only. This suggests that, at times, their involvement
in the cause may be balanced between serving the cause and
pursuing personal benefits. Although HP primarily predicts
the orientation to Serve, future research should nevertheless
focus on determining when HP may orient people toward
the Serve Oneself orientation.

Conversely, OP only positively predicted the orienta-
tion to Serve Oneself. This result is consistent with previ-
ous studies that underscore the more ego-involved nature
of OP (Birkeland & Nerstad, 2016; Bureau et al., 2013;),
as well as findings showing that individuals with predomi-
nant OP engage in activities for the contingencies attached
to them (Vallerand, 2015). Thus, these individuals are pri-
marily involved to gain personal benefits, such as social
recognition and higher status, rather than to support the
cause’s growth. They are willing to promote the cause as
long as they perceive personal gain and progress from their
involvement. In addition, as revealed by Study 3, individu-
als with an OP are prone to moral disengagement, which
facilitates engagement in dubious behaviors, thereby repro-
ducing past findings (see Bélanger et al., 2019). Overall, our
results uncovered that the orientations to Serve and Serve
Oneself are distinctly rooted in passion and devoid of moral
implications.

Limitations

This research presents some limitations that need to be
acknowledged. First, the conclusions regarding directional-
ity and causality are limited by the prospective design used
in Study 3. Future studies measuring all variables at three or
more time points could provide a clearer understanding of
the temporal relations between our model variables. Second,
all variables were self-reported, which could introduce com-
mon method bias and social desirability effects, as partici-
pants may have attempted to present themselves in a more
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favorable light. As such, some of the assessed variables (e.g.,
serving orientations, OCB, and CWB) may have been partic-
ularly susceptible to social desirability bias. Future research
aiming to replicate the present findings should consider using
objective and informant measures to diversify the sources of
information and enhance the accuracy of the data. A third
limitation pertains to the generalizability of our results.
These findings were obtained with workers from non-profit
organizations, and participants were recruited via the MTurk
platform. While MTurk users may differ from the general
U.S. population on some demographic variables (e.g., age,
education, incomes; Hargittai & Shaw, 2020), research
shows that using approved MTurk participants, as we did,
can counter these biases (Hauser et al., 2022). Furthermore,
we conducted data screening, utilizing open-ended questions
and attention check items, to ensure data quality. Future
research could attempt to replicate these findings using dif-
ferent samples to enhance external validity. For example,
studies could include participants from various organiza-
tional contexts, such as political or corporate organizations,
and recruit participants directly in these organizations.

Practical implications and conclusion

Our results highlight the importance for organizations to
consider their employees’ orientation (to Serve or to Serve
Oneself) when they work for a cause. Based on our find-
ings, organizations are advised to create work environment
promoting a HP as the latter fosters an orientation to Serve
which leads to benefits at both the employee (e.g., well-
being) and organizational (e.g., OCB) levels. Research has
shown that work environments supporting employees’ need
for autonomy (i.c., to feel at the origin of one’s decisions,
Ryan & Deci, 2017) facilitate the development of a HP (Val-
lerand, 2015). Thus, organizations who wish to encourage
a HP, and in turn the orientation to Serve, could provide
their employees with opportunities to make decisions and
to exercise control over the tasks to be done. Furthermore,
with some of their psychological needs satisfied, workers
may also be less tempted to use their involvement at work to
their own benefit and develop a Serve Oneself orientation.

In conclusion, the present research has identified two
distinct orientations for engaging in a cause: the orienta-
tion to Serve, which focuses on promoting the cause, and
the orientation to Serve Oneself through the cause, which
seeks mostly personal gains. These orientations are differ-
entially rooted in harmonious and obsessive passions, with
the orientation to Serve leading to more adaptive personal
and organizational outcomes. Future research is needed to
deepen our understanding of the orientations to Serve and
to Serve Oneself, as well as their short-term and long-term
implications.



Current Psychology (2026) 45:75

Page 150f 16 75

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary
material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-025-08760-5.

Data availability Since we are not authorized to share the data in a
public repository due to ethical constraints, the data are available from
the authors upon request. However, our analysis scripts are available
in an open science repository (https://osf.io/thg3v/?view_only=fa3ad7
90a02946a39529a98cb157b9ca).

Declarations

Robert J. Vallerand has received research grants from the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council (no. 435-2015-1237), the
Fonds de Recherche Québécois - Société et Cultures (no. 2021-SE3-
283171), and the Canada Research Chairs program (no. 950-230793).
The authors have no relevant financial or non-financial interests to
disclose. This study was performed in line with the principles of the
Declaration of Helsinki. It has received the ethic approval from the
Comité institutionnel d’éthique de la recherche avec des étres humains
of the Université du Québec a Montréal (no. 2020-2601). Informed
consent was obtained from all individual participants included in the
study. Data supporting the findings of this research are available from
the corresponding author upon request. All authors contributed to the
study conceptualization and methodology, project administration,
and writing (review and editing). Data curation, investigation, formal
analysis, visualization, and writing (original draft) were performed by
Virginie Paquette. Resources, supervision, and funding acquisition
were performed by Robert J. Vallerand. Correspondence concerning
this article should be addressed to Virginie Paquette (ORCID 0000-
0001-8416-7606), Department of Human Resources Management,
Université du Québec a Trois-Riviéres, 3351 Bd des Forges, Trois-
Rivieres, QC, Canada, G8Z 4M3. E-mail: virg.paquette@hotmail.com.

Ethical approval Ethical approval was obtained from the research
ethics board of the second author’s institution (details will be provided
following the evaluation process).

Conflicts of interest The authors declare no conflicts of interest and
confirm that the study complies with ethical standards.

References

Aftab, S. R., & Malik, J. A. (2021). Mediating role of moral disengage-
ment between emotional manipulation and psychological well-
being: Does age matter? Behavioral Sciences, 11(9), 117. https://
doi.org/10.3390/bs11090117

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation model-
ing in practice: A review and recommended two-step approach.
Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411-423. https://doi.org/10.1037
/0033-2909.103.3.411

Argyle, M. (2013). Cooperation: The basis of sociability. Routledge.

Arthaud-Day, M. L., Rode, J. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2012). Direct and
contextual effects of individual values on organizational citizen-
ship behavior in teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(4),
792-807. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027352

Bandura, A., Barbaranelli, C., Caprara, G. V., & Pastorelli, C. (1996).
Mechanisms of moral disengagement in the exercise of moral
agency. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(2),
364-374. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.2.364

Batson, C. D., & Shaw, L. L. (1991). Evidence for altruism: Toward
a pluralism of prosocial motives. Psychological Inquiry, 2(2),
107-122. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965p1i0202 _1

Bélanger, J. J., Schumpe, B. M., Nociti, N., Moyano, M., Dandeneau,
S., Chamberland, P. E., & Vallerand, R. J. (2019). Passion and

moral disengagement: Different pathways to political activism.
Journal of Personality, 87(6), 1234-1249. https://doi.org/10.111
1/jopy.12470

Bennett, R. J., & Robinson, S. L. (2000). Development of a measure
of workplace deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(3),
349-360. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.3.349

Birkeland, 1. K., & Nerstad, C. (2016). Incivility is (not) the very
essence of love: Passion for work and incivility instigation. Jour-
nal of Occupational Health Psychology, 21(1), 77-90. https://doi
.0rg/10.1037/a0039389

Bureau, J. S., Vallerand, R. J., Ntoumanis, N., & Lafreniere, M. A. K.
(2013). On passion and moral behavior in achievement settings:
The mediating role of pride. Motivation and Emotion, 37(1), 121—
133. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-012-9292-7

Cambridge Dictionary. (n.d.). Serve. In online Cambridge Dictionary.
Retrieved August 10 (2022). from https://dictionary.cambridge.or
g/dictionary/english/serve

Chandler, J., & Shapiro, D. (2016). Conducting clinical research using
crowdsourced convenience samples. Annual Review of Clinical
Psychology, 12(1), 53-81. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinp
sy-021815-093623

Chénard-Poirier, L. A., Vallerand, R. J., Verner-Filion, J., Houlfort, N.,
Forest, J., & Rinfret, N. (2023). Optimal functioning in society: A
conceptualization, a measure, and a look at determinants. Journal
of Happiness Studies, 24(2), 857-892. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1
0902-023-00617-7

Diener, E. D., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985).
The Satisfaction with Life Scale. Journal of Personality
Assessment, 49, 71-75. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa
4901 _13

Dziak, J. J., Coffman, D. L., Lanza, S. T., Li, R., & Jermiin, L. S.
(2020). Sensitivity and specificity of information criteria. Brief-
ings in Bioinformatics, 21(2), 553-565. https://doi.org/10.1093/
bib/bbz016

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). SAGE
Publications Limited.

Gagné, M., Forest, J., Vansteenkiste, M., Crevier-Braud, L., den Van
Broeck, A., Aspeli, A. K., Bellerose, J., Benabou, C., Chemolli,
E., Giintert, S. T., Halvari, H., Indiyastuti, D. L., Johnson, P. A.,
Molstad, M. H., Naudin, M., Ndao, A., Olafsen, A. H., Roussel,
P., Wang, Z., & Westbye, C. (2015). The Multidimensional Work
Motivation Scale: Validation evidence in seven languages and
nine countries. Furopean Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 24(2), 178-196. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.
2013.877892

Gill, D. L., & Deeter, T. E. (1988). Development of the sport orienta-
tion questionnaire. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport,
59(3), 191-202. https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1988.106055
04

Gousse-Lessard, A. S., Vallerand, R. J., Carbonneau, N., & Lafreniére,
M. A. K. (2013). The role of passion in mainstream and radical
behaviors: A look at environmental activism. Journal of Environ-
mental Psychology, 35, 18-29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2
013.03.003

Greenleaf, R. K. (2003). The servant-leader within: A transformative
path. Paulist.

Hafidz, S. W. M. (2012). Individual differences as antecedents of
counterproductive work behaviour. Asian Social Science, 8(13),
220-226. https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v8n13p220

Hargittai, E., & Shaw, A. (2020). Comparing internet experiences and
prosociality in Amazon Mechanical Turk and population-based
survey samples. Socius: Sociological Research for a Dynamic
World. https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023119889834

Hauser, D. J., Moss, A. J., Rosenzweig, C., Jaffe, S. N., Robin-
son, J., & Litman, L. (2022). Evaluating CloudResearch’s
Approved Group as a solution for problematic data quality on

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12470
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12470
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.3.349
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039389
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039389
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-012-9292-7
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/serve
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/serve
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-021815-093623
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-021815-093623
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-023-00617-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-023-00617-7
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13
https://doi.org/10.1093/bib/bbz016
https://doi.org/10.1093/bib/bbz016
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2013.877892
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2013.877892
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1988.10605504
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1988.10605504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.03.003
https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v8n13p220
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023119889834
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-025-08760-5
https://osf.io/fhg3v/?view_only=fa3ad790a02946a395a9a98cb157b9ca
https://osf.io/fhg3v/?view_only=fa3ad790a02946a395a9a98cb157b9ca
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs11090117
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs11090117
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027352
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.2.364
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0202_1

75 Page 16 of 16

Current Psychology (2026) 45:75

MTurk. Behavior Research Methods, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.
3758/s13428-022-01999

Ho, V. T,, Kong, D. T., Lee, C. H., Dubreuil, P., & Forest, J. (2018).
Promoting harmonious work passion among unmotivated
employees: A two-nation investigation of the compensatory func-
tion of cooperative psychological climate. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 106, 112-125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.01.0
05

Kasser, T., & Ryan, R. M. (2001). Be careful what you wish for:
Optimal functioning and the relative attainment of intrinsic and
extrinsic goals. In P. Schmuck & K. M. Sheldon (Eds.), Life goals
and well-being: Towards a positive psychology of human striving
(pp- 116-131). Hogrefe & Huber.

Lyubomirsky, S., & Lepper, H. S. (1999). A measure of subjective
happiness: Preliminary reliability and construct validation. Socia/
Indicators Research, 46(2), 137-155. https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1
006824100041

Martela, F., & Ryan, R. M. (2015). The benefits of benevolence: Basic
psychological needs, beneficence, and the enhancement of well-
being. Journal of Personality, 84(6), 750-764. https://doi.org/10
1111/jopy.12215

Messick, D. M., & McClintock, C. G. (1968). Motivational bases of
choice in experimental games. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 4(1), 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(68)9
0046-2

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2017). Mplus User's Guide.
Eighth Edition. Muthén & Muthén.

Niemiec, C. P,, Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2009). The path taken:
Consequences of attaining intrinsic and extrinsic aspirations in
post-college life. Journal of Research in Personality, 43(3), 291—
306. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2008.09.001

Ogunfowora, B. T., Nguyen, V. Q., Steel, P., & Hwang, C. C. (2022). A
meta-analytic investigation of the antecedents, theoretical corre-
lates, and consequences of moral disengagement at work. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 107(5), 746-775. https://doi.org/10.1037
/apl0000912

Paquette, V. (2023). Passion pour une cause: Analyse des con-
séquences personnelles, organisationnelles et intergroupes [Doc-
toral thesis, Université du Québec a Montréal]. Archipel. https://
archipel.uqam.ca/16449/

Philippe, F. L., Vallerand, R. J., Houlfort, N., Lavigne, G. L., & Dona-
hue, E. G. (2010). Passion for an activity and quality of interper-

sonal relationships: The mediating role of emotions. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 98(6), 917-932. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0018017

Philippe, R. A., Lafreniére, M.-A K., Paquet, Y., & Hauw, D. (2014).
Passion for ski mountaineering and relationship quality: The
mediating role of team cohesion. International Journal of Sport
Psychology, 45(5), 469-486. https://doi.org/10.7352/1JSP2014.4

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. H., & Fetter, R.
(1990). Transformational leader behaviors and their effects on
followers’ trust in leader, satisfaction, and organizational citizen-
ship behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 1(2), 107—142. https://
doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7

Qadeer, F., Ahmad, A., Hameed, 1., & Mahmood, S. (2016). Link-
ing passion to organizational citizenship behavior and employee
performance: The mediating role of work engagement. Paki-
stan Journal of Commerce and Social Sciences (PJCSS), 10(2),
316-334.

@ Springer

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2017). Self-determination theory: Basic
psychological needs in motivation, development, and wellness.
Guilford. https://doi.org/10.1521/978.14625/28806

Schwartz, S. H. (2012). An overview of the Schwartz Theory of Basic
Values. Online Readings in Psychology and Culture, 2(1). https:/
/doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1116

Serenko, A., & Choo, C. W. (2020). Knowledge sabotage as an extreme
form of counterproductive knowledge behavior: The role of nar-
cissism, Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and competitiveness.
Journal of Knowledge Management, 24(9), 2299-2325. https://d
oi.org/10.1108/JKM-06-2020-0416

Seriki, O. K., Nath, P., Ingene, C. A., & Evans, K. R. (2020). How com-
plexity impacts salesperson counterproductive behavior: The medi-
ating role of moral disengagement. Journal of Business Research,
107, 324-335. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.10.060

Sousa, M., & Van Dierendonck, D. (2016). Introducing a short mea-
sure of shared servant leadership impacting team performance
through team behavioral integration. Frontiers in psychology, 6,
2002. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.02002

Spears, L. C. (2010). Character and servant leadership: Ten character-
istics of effective, caring leaders. The Journal of Virtues & Lead-
ership, 1(1), 25-30.

St-Louis, A. C., Carbonneau, N., & Vallerand, R. J. (2016). Passion for
a cause: How it affects health and subjective well-being. Journal
of Personality, 84(3), 263-276. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12157

Steger, M. F., Frazier, P., Oishi, S., & Kaler, M. (2006). The meaning in
life questionnaire: Assessing the presence of and search for mean-
ing in life. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 53(1), 80-93. http
s://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.53.1.80

Taylor, E. Z., & Curtis, M. B. (2018). Mentoring: A path to prosocial
behavior. Journal of Business Ethics, 152(4), 1133—1148. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3325-1

Vallerand, R. J. (2015). The psychology of passion: A dualistic model.
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/978
0199777600.001.0001

Vallerand, R. J., Blanchard, C. M., Mageau, G. A., Koestner, R.,
Ratelle, C., Léonard, M., Gagné, M., & Marsolais, J. (2003). Les
passions de I’dme: On obsessive and harmonious passion. [The
soul’s passions: On obsessive and harmonious passion]. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 756—767. https://doi.or
2/10.1037/0022-3514.85.4.756

Van Lange, P. A., Bekkers, R., Schuyt, T. N., & Vugt, M. V. (2007).
From games to giving: Social value orientation predicts donations
to noble causes. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 29(4),
375-384. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530701665223

Zhu, Y., & Akhtar, S. (2014). How transformational leadership influ-
ences follower helping behavior: The role of trust and prosocial
motivation. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(3), 373-392.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1884

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of
such publishing agreement and applicable law.


https://doi.org/10.1521/978.14625/28806
https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1116
https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1116
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-06-2020-0416
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-06-2020-0416
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.10.060
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.02002
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12157
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.53.1.80
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.53.1.80
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3325-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3325-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199777600.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199777600.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.4.756
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.4.756
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530701665223
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1884
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1884
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-022-01999
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-022-01999
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1006824100041
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1006824100041
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12215
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12215
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(68)90046-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(68)90046-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2008.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000912
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000912
https://archipel.uqam.ca/16449/
https://archipel.uqam.ca/16449/
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018017
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018017
https://doi.org/10.7352/IJSP2014.4
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7

	﻿To serve the cause or to serve oneself: The role of passion and serving orientations in personal and organizational outcomes
	﻿Abstract
	﻿The orientations to serve and to serve oneself
	﻿Serving orientations’ implications
	﻿Comparisons with other constructs

	﻿Passion for a cause as a determinant of the “Serving Orientations”
	﻿The present research
	﻿Study 1
	﻿Method
	﻿Participants and procedures
	﻿Measures


	﻿Results and discussion
	﻿Study 2


