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ABSTRACT
This paper explores the connection between three Fundamental Moral Orientations (FMOs) and three outcome orientations for people working in the Turkish hotel industry. Specifically, the study aims to investigate the relationships between the FMOs of selfishness, self-fullness, and selflessness, and the outcome orientations of serving personal, customer, and organizational interests. Additionally, the study examines whether gender influences either the outcome orientations of hotel personnel or the FMO/outcome relationships. Based on data from 682 surveys, the FMO/outcome relationships and gender differences in those relationships are tested with correlation analysis, and gender effects and gender differences in the outcome orientations are explored with the t-test and analysis of variance, respectively. The correlation results suggests that selfishness is more closely associated with serving personal interests, selflessness with serving organizational interests, and self-fullness with serving customer interests. The outcome-orientation results suggest a hierarchy of importance such that the most important orientation is toward serving customers’ interests and the least important is serving personal interests, whereas serving organizational interests appears to fall between the other two outcome orientations. Moreover, some gender effects and/or gender differences exist in each set of results.  The mutual theoretical implications of the FMO/outcome relationship results and the outcome orientation results are discussed, as are potential managerial implications for the Turkish hotel industry. 
THE BASIC RESEARCH PROBLEM
In an article exploring the linkages among Fundamental Moral Orientations (FMOs), stewardship, and personal and organizational outcomes, McCuddy (2005) argued that different moral orientations would, through stewardship decisions and actions, lead to different configurations of personal and organizational (or community-related) outcomes. Although the above argument was made in developing a model that helps explain stewardship decisions and actions, it is a logical argument that can be applied to all human decisions and actions. This broader context is emphasized in the present paper.

We would expect that moral orientations would be linked not only to people’s decisions and actions, but also to their realization of personal and community outcomes. The present paper explores the connection between the Fundamental Moral Orientations of people working in the hotel industry in Turkey and the extent to which they are oriented toward serving personal, customer, and organizational interests. In addition, this paper seeks to ascertain whether gender influences (a) the outcome orientations of hotel personnel and (b) the FMO/outcome relationship.
FUNDAMENTAL MORAL ORIENTATIONS

Three Fundamental Moral Orientations (FMOs) ( selfishness, selflessness, and self-fullness ( underlie people’s decisions and actions. The moral orientation of selfishness involves pursuing one’s self-interest and seeking to maximize one’s utility. Selfishness exists in a variety of degrees. In the most extreme form of selfishness, self-interest is pursued to the exclusion of others’ interests. This extreme form of selfishness brings about the unbridled pursuit of greed and the uncaring exploitation of other individuals, communities, institutions, and natural resources. In its less extreme forms, selfishness involves making decisions and taking actions that provide a person with satisfaction, joy, and happiness in the conduct of one’s life. Selfishness, as a moral orientation, also involves people’s efforts to fully develop the talents and capabilities with which they are endowed. Another socially acceptable form of selfishness involves decisions and actions that are intended to ensure one’s personal physical survival.

The moral orientation of selflessness is the polar opposite of selfishness; it involves sharing for the common good. Like selfishness, selflessness exists in varying degrees, ranging from helping other individuals in small ways, to contributions to or involvement in volunteer or community organizations, to substantial contributions to or involvement in charitable organizations and community/public activism, to total dedication to serving others. Selflessness, in its most extreme form, would be purely altruistic (McCuddy, 2006).

Self-fullness occupies the middle range between selfishness and selflessness; it involves the simultaneous pursuit of reasonable self-interest and reasonable concern for the common good. Self-fullness can be characterized as completely utilizing one’s talents in fulfilling one’s personal needs/desires and, relatively simultaneously, effectively serving the various communities of which one is a part. As such, it reflects the pursuit of one’s self-interest while serving others, and it is a moral orientation that reconciles selfishness with selflessness. It realistically recognizes the needs of human beings to make decisions and take actions that reflect both self-interest and service to others, rather than one or the other exclusively. Self-fullness is a “both/and” moral orientation rather than an “either/or” moral orientation. 

Figure 1 illustrates how the moral orientations of selfishness, self-fullness, and selflessness are interconnected. Each moral orientation represents a category encompassing several possible decisions and actions that are consistent with the relative emphasis placed on the pursuit of self-interest versus community interest. Selfishness emphasizes self-interest to the exclusion of community interest whereas selflessness reflects the exact opposite orientation. Self-fullness is a mid-range category that balances both sets of interests. 

Figure 1: Continuum of fundamental moral orientations
[Insert Figure 1 Here]
FMOS AND OUTCOMES

The theoretical model developed in the McCuddy (2005) article proposed that the three FMOs, through their impact on stewardship, would eventually result in a variety of personal and organizational (or community) outcomes but that the mix of outcomes would vary across the FMOs and their associated stewardship types. Specifically, it was hypothesized that: 
· People who embrace the FMO of selfishness will make decisions and take actions that result in many beneficial personal outcomes but virtually no beneficial community outcomes. 

· People who embrace the FMO of self-fullness will make decisions and take actions that result in many beneficial personal outcomes and many beneficial community outcomes.

· People who embrace the FMO of selflessness will make decisions and take actions that may result in some beneficial personal outcomes and will result in many beneficial community outcomes. 

FUNDAMENTAL MORAL ORIENTATIONS AND GENDER

Over the years many studies have explored the connection between gender and a variety of ethical attitudes and behaviors, without reaching any definitive conclusions. Some studies reported no gender differences in ethical beliefs, perceptions, decisions, or actions (e.g., Cohen, Plant, & Sharp, 1998; McCuddy & Peery, 1996; McDonald & Pak, 1996; Robin & Babin, 1997; & Sims, 1999). Other studies found significant gender differences and they have usually indicated that women are more likely than men to behave ethically, to identify questionable acts as being unethical, or to have stronger intentions to act ethically ( particularly in the workplace (e.g., Beu, Buckley, & Harvey, 2003; Collins, 2000; Dawson, 1997; Elm, Kennedy, & Lawton, 2001; Loe, Ferrell, & Mansfield, 2000; Mason & Mudrack, 1996; & Smith & Oakley, 1997). Some studies have found mixed results within the same database, with the existence of a gender effect depending on the ethical variables being investigated (e.g., Roxas & Stoneback, 2004; & Valentine & Rittenberg, 2007).

The mixed results regarding gender differences may be due to the situation-specific nature of ethical attitudes and behaviors (Dawson, 1995; & Hoffman, 1998). The mixed results may also be due to the multiple meanings embedded in the gender concept. For instance, McCabe, Ingram, and Dato-on (2006) found that when gender is treated as a biological variable, no gender differences exist in ethical perceptions; however, when gender is treated as a multidimensional social-psychological construct, gender differences in ethical perceptions do occur. Although mixed findings continue to surface regarding gender differences in dealing with ethical dilemmas, research is beginning to hone in on the reasons for those differences. When these explanatory factors are taken into account, there seems to be mounting evidence that men and women do differ with regard to their moral reasoning and ethical decisions and actions.

Gilligan (1982) argues that men and women have fundamental differences in their cognitive moral development. She asserts that women base their moral decisions and actions on an “ethic of care” whereas men base theirs’ on an “ethic of justice.” Gilligan suggests that women view ethical dilemmas from the perspective of empathy and compassion; men, on the other hand, approach ethical dilemmas through the lens of rights, justice, and fairness. Some research has supported Gilligan’s gender differentiation in moral reasoning (e.g., Johnston, 1985; & Peter & Gallup, 1994). However, other research has indicated that men and women use both the care and justice ethics in resolving ethical dilemmas ( and sometimes with no difference between the two genders in terms of the frequency of use (Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988; Rothbart, Hanley, & Albert, 1986; Thoma, 1986; Walker, 1984, 1986; & Walker, deVries, & Trevethan, 1987). Still other research suggests that women rely on an ethic of justice in resolving ethical dilemmas in the workplace (Hopkins & Bilimoria, 2004). Thus, the precise relationship between gender and moral reasoning remains in dispute.

A recent study by McCuddy, Pinar, Birkan, and Kozak (2008) produced some interesting results regarding gender differences in FMOs. Collectively, the findings of this study revealed that the self-full moral orientation was very strong for both men and women. However, each gender tended to describe itself more positively and the opposite gender more negatively. A plausible explanation for this tendency is that being characterized as selfless is clearly more positive ( and socially desirable ( whereas being described as selfish is quite the opposite. Thus, these findings are consistent with the predictions of the Similarity-Attraction Paradigm (Byrne, 1971; Byrne & Neuman, 1992; & Graves & Powell, 1995); Social Identity Theory (Tajfel, 1982; & Tajfel & Turner, 1986); and Self-Categorization Theory (Turner, 1982, 1985), all of which predict that each gender would provide a more positive characterization of its own gender than of the opposite gender.

Another important conclusion of the McCuddy, Pinar, Birkan, and Kozak (2008) study was that both men and women recognize the value of avoiding extreme selfishness or extreme selflessness in the contemporary business world. Balancing the pursuit of self-interest with serving the needs of the broader community seems to be the most viable moral orientation. Going too far in one direction or the other could have detrimental effects, both short term and long term, and for women as well as men.

FMOS, OUTCOMES, AND GENDER: SOME EXPECTED RELATIONSHIPS 
Based on the preceding discussion, we would logically expect that people who embrace an FMO skewed in the direction of selfishness may be more inclined to serve their own personal interests, whereas those whose FMO tends toward selflessness may be more inclined to serve others’ interests (in the context of the present paper, others’ interests are represented by customers’ interests and organizational interests in the Turkish hotel industry). We would also expect that those individuals who seek to embrace the self-fullness FMO (i.e., who seek to balance self-interest and community interest in their moral decisions and actions), may also be more inclined to balance the pursuit of personal outcomes and organizational (or community-related) outcomes. These two fundamental theoretical propositions, in conjunction with the measurement methodology used in the present paper, leads to the following specific research questions:

RQ1a: Will a selfishness orientation be associated with serving personal interests while a selflessness orientation is associated with serving organizational interests?
RQ1b: Will the relationship that is revealed in RQ1a differ between men and women?
RQ2a: Will a selfishness orientation be associated with serving personal interests while a selflessness orientation is associated with serving customers’ interests?
RQ2b: Will the relationship that is revealed in RQ2a differ between men and women?
RQ3a: How will the selfishness orientation and the selflessness orientation be linked to serving customers’ interests and organizational interests, given that both are other-directed (or community-related) outcomes?

RQ3b: Will the relationship that is revealed in RQ3a differ between men and women?


In addition to the linkages between FMOs and outcomes, we are also interested in exploring gender differences in preferences for the outcome pairs. Specifically, we ask the following research questions:

RQ4:  Will men and women differ with respect to their orientation toward serving personal interests versus serving the organization’s interests?

RQ5:  Will men and women differ with respect to their orientation toward serving personal interests versus serving customers’ interests?

RQ6:  Will men and women differ with respect to their orientation toward serving customers’ interests versus serving the organization’s interests?

METHODOLOGY

To generate data for addressing the basic research questions, a survey instrument was developed that included two questions designed to determine the orientation of men and women with respect to selfishness versus selflessness, and six questions about the perceived orientations of men and women with respect to three pairs of outcomes. Specifically, the survey instrument asked the respondents to rate men and women on the selfishness/selflessness continuum (see question 1 for males and question 2 for females in Appendix A). These questions were measured on a semantic differential scale with values ranging from -5 to +5, where a score of “-5 = definitely selfish,” a score of “0 = equally likely,” and a score of “+5 = definitely selfless.” On the actual instrument, the negative and positive signs were omitted in order to eliminate any potential confusion and/or response bias in association with negative numbers. The questionnaire also asked the respondents about the perceived orientations of men and women with respect to three pairs of outcomes: customer versus organizational, personal versus organizational, and personal versus customer. These paired outcomes were set up on a semantic differential scale with values ranging from -5 to +5. In the first pair of outcomes, “-5 = definitely customer” and “+5 = definitely organizational” (in Appendix A see questions 3 and 6, respectively, for males and females). In the second pair, “-5 = definitely personal” and “+5 = definitely organizational” (in Appendix A see questions 4 and 7, respectively, for males and females). In the third pair, “-5 = definitely personal” and “+5 = definitely customer” (in Appendix A see questions 5 and 8, respectively, for males and females). For questions 3 to 8, a score of “0 = equally likely.” 
We developed the research instrument by drawing on our expertise regarding the theoretical nature of the Fundamental Moral Orientations (McCuddy, 2005, 2006) and our experience with gender research (Pinar, Nisolle, & McCuddy, 2007a, 2007b). After the instrument was developed, it was pre-tested with respondents who are similar to the target population. This process further improved the wording and meaning of the survey questions. The questionnaire, which was originally developed in English, was translated into Turkish and later back-translated into English to avoid translation errors (Ball, McCulloch, Frantz, Geringer, & Minor, 2002), and to make sure that the intended meaning of the questions was maintained. The Turkish version of the survey was further pre-tested in two stages. In the first stage, the survey instrument was given to three experts who were managers at a major international chain hotel in Ankara, Turkey. These experts independently evaluated each of the survey questions and made recommendations that improved the Turkish version of the survey questions and further strengthened the face validity of the constructs. In the second stage, the survey instrument was pre-tested with a sample of 20 hotel personnel at different ranks in Ankara, Turkey. These respondents were deliberately selected from different ranks of the hotel personnel in order to get feedback to determine whether the survey questions were understood as they were intended. These pretests of the English and Turkish versions of the questionnaire provided useful input for improving the survey questions and for establishing the face validity of the constructs (Churchill, 1979; Churchill & Iacobucci, 2005; & Narver & Slater, 1990). Demographic data, such as gender, age, education level, years worked in the industry and current position, rank/position in the organization, and department in which employed, were collected as well. 

Sampling 
The above described survey instrument was administered to hotel personnel in Turkey. For this study, two groups of hotels were selected. The first group of hotels is located in the resort town of Marmaris, one of the major tourist destinations located on the Southwest coast of Turkey. From this town, 30 hotels were selected as sample organizations. Of these, 24 hotels agreed to collaborate in undertaking the survey in their facilities. In terms of the standard hotel classification system, these hotels can be characterized as follows: five-star hotels (6 hotels), four-star hotels (16 hotels), and three-star hotels (2 hotels). The questionnaire forms were distributed with the assistance of two interviewers who requested each human resource manager to encourage the participation of their employees in the survey. Questionnaires were collected at the end of the day in which they were distributed. During the data collection process, particular attention was paid to increasing the proportion of respondents representing various occupations (e.g., front office, housekeeping, food and beverage, accounting, etc.) out of the total population. The data collection period lasted approximately two weeks in June 2007. Out of 1,802 employees affiliated with the sample hotel businesses, 620 usable questionnaire forms were received, representing a response rate of 34%.
The second sample group represents major international chain hotels, which are located primarily in the two large Turkish cities of Istanbul and Ankara. Since these chain hotels have become a part of the hotel industry in Turkey, we felt that they should also be included to fully portray the Turkish hotel industry in the study. In Istanbul and Ankara, there are a total of 21 major chain hotels and we randomly selected ten of these chain hotels. The managers of the hotels were contacted and the purpose of the research was explained to them in order to get their cooperation and support for the study. Of the ten hotels we contacted, four hotel managers agreed to administer the survey to their personnel. The survey instruments were sent to the hotel managers who were asked to randomly distribute the surveys to about 25-30 personnel at different ranks or positions in the hotels. We received 68 completed surveys from 4 hotels, but only 62 of them were useable. The samples from the two groups of hotels gave us a total of 682 completed surveys that were used for analysis.

Respondent Profiles 
Selected demographic profiles of the respondents show that 65% of them are men and 35% are women. A distribution of the respondents’ educational levels indicates that 20.6% of them have a high school diploma, 46.5% have a 2-year college education, 17.2% have a college degree, and 15.7% have a graduate degree (masters, Ph.D., or post-Ph.D.). The fact that a large percentage of the sample has a 2-year college education probably reflects the existence in Turkey of 2-year college programs that are geared toward educating students for employment in the tourism and hotel industries. Concerning the age of the respondents, 45.9% of them are 18-25 years old, 37.9% are between 26-35 years old, and 16.2% are 36 years old or older. The data for the organizational rank (or position) of the respondents show that 11.0% of the hotel personnel are upper managers, 28.9% are middle managers, and 60.1% are contact personnel. The respondents have been working an average of 7.9 years in the hotel industry and 3.5 years in their current organization. 

RESULTS
FMOs, Outcome Orientations, and Gender
In order to address research questions RQ1a through RQ3b, a correlation analysis was performed on the two FMO questions (Q1-Q2) and the six outcome-orientation questions (Q3-Q8). The significance of a given correlation coefficient identifies the existence of a linkage between the selfishness/selflessness continuum and the outcome orientation measures, whereas the sign of the correlation indicates the direction of that linkage. The results of the correlation analysis are presented in Table 1. A comparison of significance and direction of the correlations for men and women indicates whether a gender effect exists in the sample.
Table 1: Pearson correlation coefficients for relationships of fundamental moral orientations with personal, customer, and organizational outcome orientations among personnel in the Turkish hotel industry
[Insert Table 1 Here]

Addressing RQ1a and RQ1b: correlating the FMO continuum with orientation toward personal interests versus the organization’s interests
 RQ1a asks the question, “Will a selfishness orientation be associated with serving personal interests while a selflessness orientation is associated with serving organizational interests?” RQ1b asks, “Will the relationship that is revealed in RQ1a differ between men and women?” With regard to RQ1a,the significant direct (or positive) relationships found between Q1 and Q4 (for males, p < .01) and between Q2and Q7 (for females, p < .01) indicates that an orientation toward selfishness is associated with serving personal interests, whereas an orientation toward selflessness is associated with serving organizational interests. Thus, as expected based on the FMO paradigm, the movement from selfishness toward selflessness is related to a shift from a self-serving outcome orientation to an other-directed (or community-related) outcome orientation. Since both correlations are positive, no gender difference exists with regard to this relationship (RQ1b). 
Addressing RQ2a and RQ2b: correlating the FMO continuum with orientation toward personal interests versus customers’ interests
RQ2a poses the question, “Will a selfishness orientation be associated with serving personal interests while a selflessness orientation is associated with serving customers’ interests?” RQ2b asks, “Will the relationship that is revealed in RQ2a differ between men and women?” With respect to RQ2a, the significant direct (or positive) relationship between Q1 and Q5 (for males, p < .01) indicates that an orientation toward selfishness is associated with serving personal interests, whereas an orientation toward selflessness is associated with serving customers’ interests. However, the correlation between Q2 and Q8 (for females) is not statistically significant. Consequently, a gender difference exists for the relationship between the selfishness versus selflessness moral orientations and the personal versus customer outcome orientations. For males, increasing selflessness tracks with a stronger customer orientation, but this relationship does not hold true for females (RQ2b). 
Addressing RQ3a and RQ3b: correlating the FMO continuum with orientation toward customers’ interests versus the organization’s interests
RQ3a asks, “How will the selfishness orientation and the selflessness orientation be linked to serving customers’ interests and organizational interests, given that both are other-directed (or community-related) outcomes?” RQ3b asks, “Will the relationship that is revealed in RQ3a differ between men and women?” For RQ3a, the significant direct (or positive) relationships shown between Q1 and Q3 (for males, p < .05) and between Q2 and Q6 (for females, p < .10) indicate that an orientation toward selfishness is associated with serving customer interests, whereas an orientation toward selflessness is associated with serving organizational interests. Perhaps this reflects the recognition that, in the hotel industry in Turkey, one’s personal well-being is directly influenced by how well customers are served. Thus, it stands to reason that the selfishness moral orientation and the customer outcome orientation track together. With respect to RQ3b, no gender difference exists for the relationship between the selfishness versus selflessness moral orientations and the customer versus organizational outcome orientations. 
Gender and Outcome Orientations 
The research questions RQ4, RQ5, and RQ6 were addressed with four statistical tests performed on the sample means: (a) a one-sample t-test for all respondents (i.e., males and females taken together), (b) a one-sample t-test for just male respondents, (c) a one-sample t-test for just female respondents, and (d) a two-sample t-test comparing males to females. For each of the one-sample t-tests the mean test value was equal to zero (0). The t-significance (or p-value) shows whether men or women are perceived to be significantly more likely to be oriented toward customer versus organizational outcomes, personal versus organizational outcomes, and personal versus customer outcomes. A significant difference from 0 would indicate the existence of a gender effect on the outcome orientations. Also, since the scale used in the study ranged from “-5 to +5” with “0 = equally likely,” the sign of the arithmetic mean indicates the direction of any gender effect in favor of customer, organizational, or personal outcome orientations. In addition to the one-sample t-tests, a two-sample t-test of means was used to examine whether or not the perceptions of male and female personnel differed from each other with respect to the three sets of outcome comparisons. The t-significance (or p-value) indicates whether a significant gender difference exists between men and women regarding their perceptions of the comparative outcome orientations. Table 2 presents the t-test results that pertain to research questions RQ4, RQ5, and RQ6. 
Table 2: Perceptions of the gender effect and gender difference in outcome orientations among personnel in the Turkish hotel industry
[Insert Table 2 Here]

Addressing RQ4: gender effect and gender difference in personal interests versus the organization’s interests
RQ4 asks the question, “Will men and women differ with respect to their orientation toward serving personal interests versus serving the organization’s interests?” In examining all of the respondents taken together, we find that both males (Q4, M = 0.24) and females (Q7, M = 0.35) are perceived as being oriented more toward organizational outcomes than toward personal outcomes (p < .05 for males and p < .01 for females).  However, when the data are segregated into male and female subsamples, different results are found. Male respondents perceive their own gender to be significantly more oriented toward organizational outcomes than toward personal outcomes (Q4, M = 0.52, p < .001), but they view the opposite gender as being equally likely to serve their own interests and the organization’s interests (Q7, M = 0.02, p > .10). Conversely, female respondents perceive themselves as being significantly more oriented toward organizational outcomes than personal outcomes (Q7, M = 0.96, p < .001), but they perceive males as being no more likely to embrace organizational outcomes than personal outcomes (Q4, M= -0.27, p > .10). In comparing the two subsamples to each other, males perceive their own gender as more organizationally oriented than females do (Q4, M = 0.52 for males and M = -0.27 for females,  p < .001); likewise, females perceive their own gender as more organizationally oriented than personally oriented (Q7, M = 0.02 for males and M = 0.96 for females,  p < .001). On balance, these results clearly demonstrate the existence of both a gender effect and gender difference for the respondents’ orientations toward serving personal interests versus serving the organization’s interests.
Addressing RQ5: gender effect and gender difference in personal interests versus customers’ interests
RQ5 poses the question, “Will men and women differ with respect to their orientation toward serving personal interests versus serving customers’ interests?” The one-sample t-test for all of the respondents reveals that both males (Q5, M = 0.22) and females (Q8, M = 0.45) are perceived as being more customer oriented than personally oriented (p < .05 for males and p < .001 for females). Dividing the data into male and female subsamples produces different results, however. Male respondents perceive males to be significantly more oriented toward customer outcomes than toward personal outcomes (Q5, M = 0.33; p < .01), but they view the females to be equally likely to serve their own interests and the customer’s interests (Q8, M = 0.15, p > .10). In contrast, female respondents perceive females as having a stronger customer orientation than personal orientation (Q8, M = 1.01, p < .001); females also perceive males as being equally likely to embrace a personal orientation or a customer orientation (Q5, M= 0.01, p > .10). In comparatively analyzing the male and female subsamples, no significant difference exists between the genders in terms of perceptions of males’ personal versus customer orientations (Q5, M = 0.33 for males and M = 0.01 for females, p > .10); females, however, perceived their own gender as more customer oriented than personally oriented (Q8, M = 0.15 for males and M = 1.01 for females, p < .001). These results parallel those found with respect to RQ4, with one exception ( that being the insignificant difference for the two-sample test on the perceived male orientation.  In summary, the results for RQ5 demonstrate the existence of a gender effect and  gender difference for people’s orientation toward serving personal interests versus serving the customers’ interests.
Addressing RQ6: gender effect and gender difference in customers’ interests versus the organization’s interests
RQ6 poses the question, “Will men and women differ with respect to their orientation toward serving customers’ interests versus serving the organization’s interests?” The one-sample t-test for all of the respondents demonstrates that both males (Q3, M = -0.81) and females (Q6, M =     -0.30) are perceived as being more oriented toward serving customers’ interests than serving the organizations’ interests (p < .001 for males and p < .01 for females). In the male subsample, both males (Q3, M = -0.83; p < .001) and females (Q6, M = -0.40; p < .01) are perceived to be significantly more oriented toward customer outcomes than toward organizational outcomes. In the female subsample, males are perceived to be more customer oriented than organizationally oriented (Q3, M = -0.79, p < .001), whereas females are perceived to be equally oriented toward customers’ interests and the organization’s interests (Q6, M = -0.11, p > .10). The two-sample comparison of male and female respondents reveals no significant difference between genders in terms of perceptions of males’ customer versus organizational orientations (Q3, M = -0.83 for males and M = -0.79 for females, p > .10), or for perceptions of females’ customer versus organizational orientations (Q6, M = -0.40 for males and M = -0.11 for females, p > .10). These results show a definite gender effect (or bias) with respect to the Q6 results but not the Q3 results. A gender effect is revealed in the female subsample regarding the two genders’ orientations toward serving customers’ interests versus serving the organization’s interests. No gender difference exists in the two-sample comparison.
CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH
This exploratory research in the hotel industry in Turkey rests on two main goals. One goal was to examine the relationships between (a) the Fundamental Moral Orientations of selfishness, self-fullness, and selflessness and (b) the outcome orientations of serving personal, customer, or organizational interests. A second goal was to ascertain whether or not gender influences (a) the outcome orientations of hotel personnel and (b) the FMO/outcome relationships. In light of these objectives, we developed several research questions to guide our investigation. 
Conclusions and Implications Regarding the Correlation Results
The results of correlation analysis reported in Table 1 show significant correlations between the FMO continuum and the various outcome orientations. Specifically, the significant positive correlations between the selfishness versus selflessness FMO continuum and the personal versus organizational outcome orientations indicates that an orientation toward selfishness is associated with serving personal interests, and an orientation toward selflessness is associated with serving organizational interests. This relationship holds for perceptions regarding both male and female personnel; thus there is no gender effect on this relationship. However, a gender effect does exist with the relationship between the FMO continuum and the personal versus customer outcome orientations; a significant positive correlation exists for the male personnel whereas the correlation for female personnel is not significant. The positive correlation for the male personnel indicates that selfishness is linked with serving personal interests and selflessness is connected to serving customers’ interests. The insignificant correlation for the female personnel implies that, for women in the Turkish hotel industry, the Fundamental Moral Orientation does not differentiate between serving personal interests and customers’ interests. The FMO appears to matter for male personnel but not for female personnel in serving personal versus customers’ interests; indeed, female personnel may balance personal interests and customers’ interests regardless of their Fundamental Moral Orientation. Finally, the significant positive correlation between the selfishness versus selflessness continuum and serving the customers’ interests versus organizational interests for both male and female personnel indicates that: (1) an orientation toward the selfishness end of the continuum is related to serving customers’ interests, and (2) an orientation toward the selflessness end is associated with serving the organization’s interests. Since a positive relationship exists for both male and female personnel, a gender bias does not exist in this relationship. These relationships are summarized in Table 3.  
Table 3: Summary of results for RQ1a through RQ3b, captured in terms of outcomes related to the selfishness/selflessness continuum

[Insert Table 3 Here]

There are several implications of the results summary in Table 3. First, the results collectively show a tendency for selfish males and females to be somewhat more oriented toward pursuing self-serving outcomes while selfless males and females are more oriented toward seeking other-directed outcomes. Second, when male personnel have an opportunity to serve personal interests as opposed to either organizational or customer’s interests, selfish men will pursue personal-oriented outcomes whereas selfless men will pursue other-directed (i.e., organizational or customer) outcomes. Third, when female personnel have an opportunity to serve personal interests or organizational interests, selfish women will seek personal outcomes and selfless women will pursue organizational outcomes. However, when women have the opportunity to serve either personal interests or customers’ interests, their selfish or selfless orientations have no impact, and they seem to balance both outcome orientations. Fourth, in serving either customer or organizational outcomes, selfish men and women adopt a customer orientation whereas selfless men and women embrace an organizational orientation. This suggests both genders in the Turkish hotel industry likely recognize that their personal well-being is directly related to how well the customers’ interests are being served ( even before serving the organization’s interests. Since the long-term survival and well-being of hotels depends on how well customers are served, the selfish FMO/customer orientation connection could contribute to, or even be essential for, organizational success. 
These findings could help Turkish hotel managers in training, energizing and inspiring, and rewarding their personnel. Since selfishness is associated with serving the interests of customers, this could be utilized in increasing customer satisfaction. Having a strong customer orientation should increase the frequency and quality of interaction between customers and personnel, which in turn could lead to higher customer satisfaction and loyalty in the hotel industry. Given that increasing levels of customer satisfaction can be linked to customer loyalty and profits (Hekett, Sasser, & Schlesinger, 1997; Reichheld, 2003; Zeithaml, Bitner, & Gremler, 2006) ( which is particularly strong when customers are very satisfied (Menezenes & Serbis, 1991) ( hotels that are successful in serving the interests of customers would have a competitive advantage over others whose personnel are less customer-oriented. 
The summary pattern of results shown in Table 3 suggests that personnel in the Turkish hotel industry recognize the need for balancing the pursuit of self-interest and other-directed (or community-related) interests. All of the personal outcome relationships are connected to the selfishness FMO and all of the organizational outcome relationships are linked to the selflessness FMO, whereas the customer outcome relationships are split between the selfish and selfless ends of the continuum. As noted in the preceding paragraph, the respondents seemed to implicitly recognize the importance of customers is furthering both the organization’s success and their own personal success. Put another way, personnel in the Turkish hotel industry seem to recognize the need for embracing and acting upon the self-fullness moral orientation. This is consistent with the argument made elsewhere (McCuddy, 2005) that self-fullness is the most promising Fundamental Moral Orientation for advancing a variety of personal interests and other-directed (or community-related) interests. 
Conclusions and Implications Regarding the t-test Results
The analysis of the gender effect on the outcome orientations provides some interesting insights, which are summarized in Table 4 in of relative strength of the comparative outcome orientations. For the personal interests versus organizational interests comparisons, the results for all respondents show that both male and female personnel are perceived as being significantly more oriented toward organizational outcomes than toward personal outcomes. This suggests that serving organizational outcomes is a priority for both genders. However, the separate analysis for each gender showed that both genders perceive their gender as being more oriented toward serving organizational outcomes than serving personal outcomes, and the opposite gender as being equally oriented to serving both personal and organizational outcomes. This suggests an existence of gender bias wherein each gender views its own gender as being more concerned about the organization’s well-being than its own personal well-being. This gender bias is also confirmed by the significant differences from the comparisons of the two sub-samples. 

Table 4: Summary of results for RQ4, RQ5, and RQ6, captured in terms of strength of outcome orientation
[Insert Table 4 Here]

An identical pattern of results is revealed for the personal outcomes versus customer outcomes comparisons (see Table 4). Both male and female personnel are perceived as being more oriented toward serving the customers’ interests than toward serving personal interests, which in the hotel industry ( in Turkey or elsewhere ( is an admirable quality. The separate analysis for male and female respondents indicates that each group perceives its own gender to be significantly more customer-oriented than personally-oriented and the other gender to be equally interested in serving their personal interests and the customers’ interests. The comparison of male and female respondents shows that the female respondents’ perception is significantly stronger than the perception of male respondents. 


The pattern of gender effect results for the customers’ interests versus organization’s interests comparisons (see Table 4) show that both male and female personnel are perceived to be significantly more oriented toward serving customer interests than organizational interests. This perception is identical for the entire sample and the male sub-sample. In the female sub-sample, men are viewed as being more customer-oriented than organization-oriented and women are perceived as being equally oriented toward both other-directed outcomes. These findings suggest a common feeling among Turkish hotel personnel that, regardless of their gender, serving the customers seems to be the utmost priority. There might be an understanding among the hotel personnel that organizations cannot survive without having well-served customers. Also, the importance of serving customers’ interests is supported by our results showing that hotel personnel view serving the customers’ interests as being significantly more important than serving personal interests. 
The above findings suggest a hierarchy of importance in the perceived outcome orientations of Turkish hotel personnel. As shown in Table 4, personal interests always fall in the weaker outcome orientation category, customers’ interests always are in the stronger outcome orientation category, and organizational interests are split between the weaker and stronger categories. Clearly, serving customers’ interests is the most important outcome orientation, followed by serving the organization’s interests, with serving personal interests being the last priority. The top priority of serving customers’ interests appears to be an important bridge to the self-fullness FMO. Satisfying customers is the means by which personnel in the Turkish hotel industry can both create a successful organization and satisfy their own interests in the workplace. Again, we see evidence supporting the notion that self-fullness in the most promising Fundamental Moral Orientation for advancing a variety of personal interests and other-directed (or community-related) interests ( and that focusing on customer satisfaction is the means for accomplishing it in the Turkish hotel industry.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Our results and conclusions must be put in the context of the potential limitations of the study and directions for future research. This study was conducted in a service industry with a very high level of customer contact. Would the same or similar results and conclusions occur in manufacturing businesses where there isn’t as much customer contact as in the hotel industry? Would the same or similar results be realized in other types of service industries?  Future research on the questions considered in this paper should be conducted in different manufacturing environments as well as in service environments other than the hotel industry. In addition, this study of the hotel industry needs to be replicated in countries other than Turkey to enhance the generalizability of the results and conclusions. Extending the research to manufacturing and other service industries in additional countries is needed as well. Perhaps the bottom line is that the research questions examined in this article hold considerable potential for further empirical exploration.
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APPENDIX A: PERSONAL BEHAVIORAL ORIENTATION SURVEY
The following questions deal with fundamental behavioral orientations of the personnel. Please give us your opinion regarding the following questions.

1. Generally, how do you rate male personnel on the following scale? 

 Definitely Selfish    5       4          3          2         1          0          1          2          3          4       5    Definitely Selfless




                                    Equally likely

2. Generally, how do you rate female personnel on the following scale? 
 Definitely Selfish    5       4          3          2        1          0          1          2          3          4       5    Definitely Selfless



                                    Equally likely

People may differ in their orientation toward serving the organization’s interests, the customers’ interests, and their own personal interests. Please give us your opinion regarding the following questions.

3. How do you rate the male personnel’s orientation on the following scale?

Definitely Customer   5        4        3        2        1        0        1        2        3        4        5    Definitely Organizational




                                Equally likely

4. Please rate the male personnel’s orientation on the following scale.

Definitely Personal    5        4        3        2        1         0         1        2        3        4       5    Definitely Organizational




                                Equally likely

5. Please rate the male personnel’s orientation on the following scale.

Definitely Personal    5        4        3        2        1        0        1        2        3        4        5    Definitely Customer




                                Equally likely

6. How do you rate the female personnel’s orientation on the following scale?

Definitely Customer    5        4        3        2        1        0        1        2        3        4        5    Definitely Organizational




                                 Equally likely

7. Please rate the female personnel’s orientation on the following scale.

Definitely Personal    5        4        3        2        1        0        1        2        3        4        5    Definitely Organizational




                                Equally likely

8. Please rate the female personnel’s orientation on the following scale.

Definitely Personal    5        4        3        2        1        0        1        2        3        4         5     Definitely Customer




                                Equally likely

Please describe yourself by answering the following questions:

9. Which are you?    Male _____   Female _____

10. Which of the following best describes your age?  a. 18-25 ____      b.  26-35 _____   c.  36 and above _____

11. Your education?  a. High school _____    b.  2 – year college _____   c. College  _____    d. Graduate  _____  

12. How many years have you worked? _____  years

13. How many years have you worked in this organization/company?  _____  years


14. Which of the following best describes your position in this company?

a. VP or upper manager ____     b.  Middle manager _____      c. Contact person ______

15.   The department you work in is:  a. Food and beverage ____    b. Rooms department (housekeeping, front desk, or technical services) ____    c.  Accounting or purchasing ____   d. Marketing and PR ____     e. Other ____
Table 1: Pearson correlation coefficients for relationships of fundamental moral orientations with personal, customer, and organizational outcome orientations among personnel in the Turkish hotel industry
	Research Questions
	Outcome

Orientations
	Q1:

Male Personnel

(Selfish vs. Selfless)
	Q2:

Female Personnel

(Selfish vs. Selfless)

	RQ1a and RQ1b
	Q4: Male Personnel

(Personal vs.

Organization) 
	0.191***
	NR 

	
	Q7: Female Personnel

(Personal vs.

Organization) 
	NR
	0.206***

	RQ2a and RQ2b
	Q5: Male Personnel

(Personal vs.

Customer) 
	0.220***
	NR

	
	Q8: Female Personnel

(Personal vs.

Customer) 
	NR
	-0.006 

	RQ3a and RQ3b
	Q3: Male Personnel

(Customer vs.

Organization) 
	0.096**
	NR

	
	Q6: Female Personnel

(Customer vs.

Organization) 
	NR
	0.066*

	Significance of correlations, two-tail test:  * p < .10;  ** p < .05; *** p < .01

NR = correlation is not relevant.

Scale, Q1 & Q2: Definitely Selfish   -5   -4   -3   -2   -1   0    1    2    3    4    5   Definitely Selfless
Scale, Q4 & Q7: Definitely Personal  -5   -4   -3   -2   -1   0    1    2    3    4    5   Definitely Organizational
Scale, Q5 & Q8: Definitely Personal   -5   -4   -3   -2   -1   0    1    2    3    4    5   Definitely Customer

Scale, Q3 & Q6: Definitely Customer   -5   -4   -3   -2   -1   0    1    2    3    4    5   Definitely Organizational


Table 2: Perceptions of the gender effect and gender difference in outcome orientations among personnel in the Turkish hotel industry
	 Outcome

Orientations
	One-Sample Test for 

All Respondents 

(n = 682)
	One-Sample Test for Male Respondents 

(n = 443)
	One-Sample Test for Female Respondents  

(n = 239)
	Two-Sample Test Comparing Male vs. Female Respondents

	
	Mean
	St. Dev.
	p-sign.
	Mean
	St. Dev.
	p-sign.
	Mean
	St. Dev.
	p-sign.
	p-sign.

	

	Results for RQ4:

	Q4: Please rate the male personnel’s orientation on the following scale.
	0.24
	2.69
	0.018
	0.52
	2.70
	0.000
	-0.27
	2.59
	0.112
	0.000

	Q7: Please rate the female personnel’s orientation on the following scale.
	0.35
	2.82
	0.001
	0.02
	2.82
	0.892
	0.96
	2.72
	0.000
	0.000

	Scale: Definitely Personal  -5   -4   -3   -2   -1   0    1    2    3    4    5   Definitely Organizational

	

	Results for RQ5a:

	Q5: Please rate the male personnel’s orientation on the following scale.
	0.22
	2.65
	0.031
	0.33
	2.65
	0.009
	0.01
	2.63
	0.961
	0.126

	Q8: Please rate the female personnel’s orientation on the following scale.
	0.45
	2.71
	0.000
	0.15
	2.74
	0.235
	1.01
	2.6
	0.000
	0.000

	Scale: Definitely Personal   -5   -4   -3   -2   -1   0    1    2    3    4    5   Definitely Customer

	

	Results for RQ6:

	Q3: How do you rate the male personnel’s orientation on the following scale?
	-0.81
	2.67
	0.000
	-0.83
	2.70
	0.000
	-0.79
	2.62
	0.000
	0.864

	Q6: How do you rate the female personnel’s orientation on the following scale?
	-0.30
	2.56
	0.002
	-0.40
	2.56
	0.001
	-0.11
	2.48
	0.483
	0.158

	Scale: Definitely Customer   -5   -4   -3   -2   -1   0    1    2    3    4    5   Definitely Organizational


Table 3: Summary of results for RQ1a through RQ3b, 
captured in terms of outcomes related to the
selfishness/selflessness continuum
	Research

Questions
	Gender 
	Selfishness FMO
	Selflessness FMO

	

	RQ1a and RQ1b
	Males
	P
	O

	
	Females
	P
	O

	

	RQ2a and RQ2b
	Males
	P
	C

	
	Females
	(
	(

	

	RQ3a and RQ3b
	Males
	C
	O

	
	Females
	C
	O

	C = Customer Outcome Orientation 
O = Organizational Outcome Orientation

P = Personal Outcome Orientation


Table 4: Summary of results for RQ4, RQ5, and RQ6, captured in 
terms of strength of outcome orientation
	Research

Questions
	Gender Comparisons
	Weaker

Orientation
	Stronger

Orientation

	

	RQ4
	All view of Males
	P
	O

	
	All view of Females
	P
	O

	
	Males view of Males
	P
	O

	
	Males view of Females
	(
	(

	
	Females view of Females
	P
	O

	
	Females view of Males
	(
	(

	

	RQ5
	All view of Males
	P
	C

	
	All view of Females
	P
	C

	
	Males view of Males
	P
	C

	
	Males view of Females
	(
	(

	
	Females view of Females
	P
	C

	
	Females view of Males
	(
	(

	

	RQ6
	All view of Males
	O
	C

	
	All view of Females
	O
	C

	
	Males view of Males
	O
	C

	
	Males view of Females
	O
	C

	
	Females view of Females
	(
	(

	
	Females view of Males
	O
	C

	C = Customer Outcome Orientation
O = Organizational Outcome Orientation
P = Personal Outcome Orientation


Figure 1: Continuum of fundamental moral orientations

Selfishness                             Self-fullness                               Selflessness

(((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((






�  This section of the paper is taken from McCuddy (2005) wherein he developed the Fundamental Moral Orientation (FMO) paradigm. In that work, the label Fundamental Moral Alternatives was used. 
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