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Validation  
of short scales measuring  

functional and dysfunctional 
variants of power and  

affiliation motives 

Abstract 

Previous research has distinguished between different variants of the 
need for influence (power motive) and the desire for positive relati-
onships (affiliation motive) with different consequences for social in-
teractions. However, we know of no scales that would allow a separat 
measurement of each variant. This study introduces and validates 
short scales measuring different variants of power and affiliation mo-
tives assumed to have positive (functional variants) or negative (dys-
functional variants) consequences for social interactions. Analyses of 
data from a field survey (N = 961) and a longitudinal survey (N = 
35) indicate that all motive variants are unidimensional and tempo-
rally stable. Comparisons between one- and two-dimensional measu-

The research presented in this dissertation was supervised and supported by Nina Keith.  

Please cite this dissertation as follows: 
Wolff, C. (2019). On the role of power and affiliation motives for leadership and selfishness in men and 

women (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from tuprints.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/8711/

http://tuprints.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/8711/
http://tuprints.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/8711/


!30 Chapter 2

rement models using exploratory structural equation modeling pro-
vide support for the distinction between functional and dysfunctional 
variants of each motive. For both motives, a two-dimensional model 
(distinguishing between functional and dysfunctional variants) fits 
the data substantially better than a model without this distinction. 
Furthermore, the four motive variants show meaningful relationships 
with other motives (achievement motive, need for closure) and per-
sonality characteristics (Big Five, fairness, dark triad). These scales 
are short (4 items per scale) which is associated with suboptimal re-
liabilities. We recommend using these scales only for research pur-
poses. These scales enable testing assumptions from research on lea-
dership and social psychology. 

 

otivation plays an important role in work-related contexts (Kanfer et 
al., 2017) because it determines in what direction people invest their 
efforts and whether they experience fulfillment. Motivation depends 

on basic psychological needs which we refer to as motives. We define motives as 
being stable preferences for particular classes of states or activities. Motives af-
fect, for example, which goals individuals set (Dweck, 2017). Goals, in turn, in-
fluence everyday behavior (McCabe & Fleeson, 2016). 

Two particular motives are in the focus of research on leadership (McClel-
land & Burnham, 1976, 2003, 2008). These are the power motive on the one hand 
(i.e., a desire to achieve or maintain the ability to influence or control other 
people; Winter, 1973; McClelland, 1975) and the affiliation motive on the other 
hand (i.e., a desire to establish or maintain warm and friendly relationships with 
other people; Atkinson et al., 1954; French & Chadwick, 1956). Winter (1991) 
refers to power and affiliation as the two major dimensions of human social be-
havior. 

Leadership scholars originally assumed that good leaders ought to have a 
high power motive and a low affiliation motive (McClelland & Burnham, 1976). 
However, new forms of organizations have emerged over time (Spangler et al., 
2014) which place new demands on leaders. Theorists propose that leadership 
roles in modern organizations comprise more interpersonal aspects which requi-
re a high affiliation motive in leaders (Spangler et al., 2014). As a consequence, 
theoretical assumptions and empirical findings of different research groups con-
tradict each other. Older studies argue that leaders should have a low affiliation 
motive (McClelland & Burnham 1976; McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982) whereas 
more recent studies propose that leaders should have a high affiliation motive 
(Spangler et al., 2014; Steinmann et al., 2015, 2016).  

M
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It would be interesting to test these competing propositions against each 
other. However, it is not easily possible to measure power and affiliation motives 
exactly how they are conceptualized in the respective studies (McClelland & 
Burnham 1976; McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982; Spangler et al., 2014; Steinmann 
et al., 2015; cf. Chapter 1). 

For this reason, the present study introduces and validates self-report scales 
measuring power and affiliation motives as close to their conceptualization in 
the literature as possible. Before these scales can be used in Chapters 3 to 5, we 
will examine some of their basic characteristics in this Chapter. This includes an 
examination of their psychometric properties and their nomological network.  

Drawbacks of previous measurements of 
variants of power and affiliation motives 

To understand the reason for the present study, it is important to know that re-
search on leadership has rarely considered power and affiliation motives to be 
unidimensional constructs. Instead, researchers proposed that motives may oc-
cur in different variants (Winter, 1967; McClelland, 1970). However, leadership 
scholars rarely measured these different variants directly. Instead, they measured 
motive variants (e.g., a personalized power motive) using the combination of a 
general motive (usually the power motive) with another variable (most often 
activity inhibition; McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982). They combined multiple va-
riables through different forms of dichotomization (McClelland & Boyatzis, 
1982; Winter & Barenbaum, 1985; Winter, 1991; Jacobs & McClelland, 1994), 
difference values (Cornelius & Lane, 1984), statistical interaction terms (Spang-
ler & House, 1991) or did not describe their approach (McClelland & Burnham, 
1976). This approach started with the power motive and was later adapted to 
the affiliation motive (cf. Langens, 2010) by using a three-way interaction bet-
ween the affiliation motive, activity inhibition, and the power motive (Stein-
mann et al., 2015).  

We believe that this approach to measuring motive variants has some draw-
backs. First, researchers have used different moderator variables (compare 
McClelland, 1970, vs. Winter & Barenbaum, 1985, vs. Burnham, 1997) which 
has been criticized from a theoretical perspective (Winter, 1991). Doing so may 
have prevented a clear conceptualization of the theoretically proposed motive 
variants (Locke, 2012). Second, researchers combined multiple variables using 
different techniques which can result in different results (Howard, 2013). This 
complicates the integration of findings across studies (compare McClelland & 
Burnham, 1976, vs. McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982, vs. Cornelius & Lane, 1984, 
vs. Spangler & House, 1991, vs. Jacobs & McClelland, 1994, vs. Steinmann et al., 
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2015; also see Table 1.5 in Chapter 1). Third, interaction terms often yield only 
small effect sizes (Aguinis et al., 2005). This sets high demands on sample sizes 
(particularly in field studies; McClelland & Judd, 1993) and may result in false 
rejections of moderation hypotheses (Dawson & Richter, 2006). Finally, it may 
be challenging to interpret complex interactions and their combination in multi-
ple regression analysis (e.g., Steinmann et al., 2016) as compared to simple main 
effects. 

Direct measurement of variants of  
power and affiliation motives 

We believe that many of these drawbacks can be avoided by using direct measu-
res of the conceptualized motive variants (McClelland, 1970) rather than using 
combinations of several variables. For the power motive, researchers have done 
so at least once (Magee & Langner, 2008; also see Jacobs & McClelland, 1994). 
Magee and Langner measured two different variants of the power motive which 
will be discussed below in more detail. More specifically, they measured variants 
of the implicit power motive. Implicit motives cannot be assessed through self-
report measures because people are thought to be unaware of their implicit mo-
tives (McClelland et al., 1989; Brunstein, 2018). 

Measurement of implicit motives has a long tradition and provides important 
information (McClelland, 1987; Smith et al., 1992; Brunstein & Schultheiss, 
2010). Modern coding systems enable objective analyses of the fantasy stories 
that are typically used when measuring implicit motives (e.g., Winter, 1994; for 
more information, cf. Column 7 in Table 1.5 in Chapter 1). The resulting measu-
res are reliable (Schultheiss, 2008) and predict some aspects of organizational 
behavior to a similar extent as explicit motives do (Collins et al., 2004) which are 
measured using questionnaires. Theorists propose that implicit and explicit mo-
tives belong to different motivational systems operating relatively independent 
of each other (McClelland et al., 1989; Köllner & Schultheiss, 2014; Hagemeyer 
et al., 2016; Hofer & Hagemeyer, 2018; Brunstein, 2018). None of both systems 
is considered to be superior to the other (Hofer & Hagemeyer, 2018). 

The present study focuses on providing a direct measure of the theoretically 
proposed variants of the power motive (McClelland, 1970) and the affiliation 
motive (Spangler et a., 2014). One way to achieve this goal would be the deve-
lopment of a coding system distinguishing between two variants of the implicit 
affiliation motive. Another way is the development of self-report scales that are 
able to distinguish between different variants of explicit power and affiliation mo-
tives. We choose the second approach for the present study. Self-report scales 
require only a short amount of time for completion and can be analyzed automa-
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tically without the need for expert coders. Self-report measures have also been 
shown to be useful for predicting future behavior (Greenwald et al., 2009). The 
existing propositions on the role of motives for leadership (McClelland, 1970; 
McClelland & Burnham, 1976; Spangler et al., 2014; Steinmann et al., 2015) 
were not limited to implicit motives. To the best of our knowledge, their assump-
tions have only been tested with regard to implicit motives. This may be due to a 
lack of measures that are able to distinguish between variants of explicit motives. 
By introducing and validating such measures in the present study, we strive to 
enable future research to test the existing propositions with regard to the explicit 
motivational system. 

The duality of the power motive 

Distinguishing between a socialized and a personalized 
power motive 

The possession of power always goes along with some discretion in its executi-
on. Each individual has to decide for which purposes they wield their power. 
Even Plato had already distinguished between two main purposes for which 
power can be used (Williamson, 2008). On the one hand, power can (and 
should) be used to promote changes that benefit the general public. On the 
other hand, power carries the risk to be abused to satisfy a personal appetite for 
wealth and honor (Williamson, 2008). 

Psychologists have later came back to Plato’s differentiation within the 
power motive (McClelland, 1970). They introduced the distinction between a 
socialized and a personalized power motive which were assumed to mutually ex-
clude each other to some degree (Winter, 1967). The socialized power motive 
refers to the desire to wield influence on behalf of others (McClelland, 1970). It 
is characterized by an ambivalent attitude towards power, by self-doubt, and by 
being considerate of other people. Individuals with a strong socialized power 
motive are assumed to strive for strengthening others. They wish to inspire 
others’ confidence in the achievement of shared goals by providing them with a 
compelling vision (McClelland, 1970).  

The personalized power motive, in contrast, refers to the desire to wield 
power in order to reach or demonstrate superiority over others. Interpersonal 
situations are assumed to be understood as zero-sum games in which one per-
son’s win reflects another person’s loss (McClelland, 1970). A strong personali-
zed power motive is associated with the belief that people have to be strong in 
order to persist in the perceived competition which is interpreted as a perma-
nent threat. Individuals with a strong personalized power motive compensate for 
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the resulting feeling of weakness by using flawed strategies such as alcohol abu-
se, the accumulation of status symbols, or aggression. Other people are percei-
ved to be less valuable than oneself (McClelland, 1970). 

Positive and negative consequences of power 

It is not only researchers on motivation who are interested in power but also 
scholars from organizational behavior more generally. They propose that the 
possession and/or experience of power can have both positive and negative con-
sequences (Williams, 2014; Sturm & Antonakis, 2015; Winter, 2016). Power can 
be beneficial for the powerholder by resulting in enthusiasm and feelings of en-
ergy which helps in obtaining one’s goals (Keltner et al., 2003; Magee & Smith, 
2013; Guinote, 2017). Power promotes abstract information processing and may 
thereby improve the recognition of higher-order goals (Smith & Trope, 2006) 
even if they are hard to accomplish (Trope & Liberman, 2010). 

Power can also have negative consequences for the powerholder and their 
environment. Power increases automatic information processing (Kelnter et al., 
2003) which is associated with internal attribution of success (Kipnis et al., 
1976) and devaluation of other people (Georgesen & Harris, 1998), their views 
(Galinsky et al., 2006; See et al., 2011), and their interests (Fiske, 1993; Locke & 
Anderson, 2015; Maner & Mead, 2010). 

The negative consequences of power are particularly pronounced in people 
with a tendency to deviate from social norms such those with low activity inhibi-
tion (Brown & Trevino, 2006; Busch, 2018), low relationship orientation (Chen 
et al., 2001), or low moral identity (DeCelles et al., 2012). In these circumstan-
ces, the possession or experience of power leads to self-serving behavior (Wil-
liams, 2014) resembling the conceptualization of the personalized power motive. 

Self-report measures of the power motive 

The existing measures of the power motive do not focus on the distinction bet-
ween two variants of the power motive. A recent study has aggregated several 
existing measures and added some new items (Schönbrodt & Gerstenberg, 
2012). An example item measuring the power motive reads “I like to have the 
final say.” Another study has distinguished between different facets of the power 
motive (Suessenbach et al., 2019) of which some seem to be neutral with regard 
to the duality of the power motive (“I relish opportunities in which I can lead 
others”) whereas others seem to measure a personalized variant of the power 
motive (e.g., “I enjoy bending others to my will” or “I feel sad if nobody recogni-
zes my unique talents and abilities”). 

To the best of our knowledge, there is one study using self-report measures 
to distinguish between socialized and personalized variants of power (Wang & 



!35

Sun, 2016). However, that scale is not supposed to capture a motive. Instead, it 
measures a general orientation with regard to the use of power. Some items refer 
to hypothetical behavior (“I would get others listen to what I say if I had 
power”) or general beliefs (“The meaning of power is to make more people’s life 
better”). 

Against this backdrop, it seems useful to develop scales that are able to dis-
tinguish between socialized and personalized variants of the power motive. We 
will henceforth use the terms functional power motive instead of socialized power 
motive as well as dysfunctional power motive instead of personalized power motive 
in order to achieve a consistent labeling across both power and affiliation moti-
ves. The terms “functional” and “dysfunctional” refer to the theoretically propo-
sed consequences of each motive variant for social interactions (e.g., McClelland, 
1970; McClelland & Burnham, 1976; Weinberger et al., 2010; Spangler et al., 
2014). 

The formal definition of the functional and dysfunctional variants of the 
power motive is closely aligned to McClelland’s (1970) ideas. The functional 
power motive is a striving for desirable forms of influence that are associated 
with taking responsibility and executing power in appropriate ways. The dysfunc-
tional power motive describes a striving for control over other people in order to 
reach personal goals or because the person with a strong dysfunctional power 
motive thinks badly about others. This may be accompanied by a desire to dis-
play one’s own resources (such as expensive possessions) in order to appear 
strong. We expect that both variants of the power motive differ so markedly 
from one another that statistical techniques (factor analysis and model compari-
sons) will detect these differences. 

Hypothesis 1: Within the power motive, a functional variant and a dysfunc-
tional variant can be distinguished from each other. 

The duality of the affiliation motive 

The term “affiliation motive” is used for different constructs because researchers 
seem to disagree about the conceptual core of the affiliation motive (Baker, 
1979; Weinberger et al., 2010). Recent research suggests that individuals with a 
strong affiliation motive are particular likely to derive pleasure from friendly so-
cial interactions (Dufner et al., 2015). Some scholars use the term “affiliation 
motive” in a general way which includes both the need to belong as well as the 
pleasure derived from warm and supportive relationships (Schultheiss et al., 
2009; Winter, 1994; Engeser & Langens, 2010). Others use the term “affiliation 
motive” in a more restricted sense focusing on a need to belong and a fear of re-
jection (McClelland & Burnham, 1976; Chierchia et al., 2018; Hofer & Hage-
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meyer, 2018). In the latter cases, the desire for warm, affectionate, supportive, 
and considerate social interactions is not attributed to the affiliation motive but 
are partially assigned to other motives such as a care motive (Chierchia et al., 
2017, 2018) or an intimacy motive (Hofer & Hagemeyer, 2018; Pöhlmann et al., 
2010; Schönbrodt & Gerstenberg, 2012; Weinberger et al., 2010). A further dis-
tinction was made between approach and avoidance components of the affiliation 
motive (Felfe et al., 2012) with none of these two components focusing on in-
teractions that are considerate or supportive. 

These different conceptions of the affiliation motive interfere with answering 
basic questions on the role of the affiliation motive for leadership (McClelland & 
Burnham, 1976) which are still up to date (Spangler et al., 2014; Steinmann et 
al., 2015, 2016). In order to facilitate future research on the role of the affiliation 
motive for leadership, the present study introduces and validates self-report 
measures capturing the affiliation motive as it was described in McClelland and 
Burnham’s (1976) account of motives and leadership. 

McClelland and Burnham (1976) described the affiliation motive in a negati-
ve light which serves as the conceptual core of the dysfunctional affiliation motive 
in the present dissertation. A main characteristic of this conceptualization is a 
fear of rejection (McClelland & Burnham, 1976). In this variant of the affiliation 
motive, the desire for harmony is so strong that people are motivated to use va-
rious strategies aimed at avoiding rejection. These may include avoiding conflicts 
and telling others what they want to hear.  

Here we introduce a functional affiliation motive as a counterpart to the dys-
functional affiliation motive. We define the functional variant of the affiliation 
motive as comprising the positive aspects mentioned above that can be related 
to the affiliation motive. These include a desire for warm, affectionate, supporti-
ve, and considerate social interactions. Individuals who have this desire are likely 
to value constructive forms of collaboration and prioritize understanding others. 
The present study introduces and validates separate self-report scales measuring 
each of these variants of the affiliation motive. We expect that both variants of 
the affiliation motive differ so markedly from one another that statistical techni-
ques are able to detect these differences.  

Hypothesis 2: Within the affiliation motive, a functional variant and a dys-
functional variant can be distinguished from each other. 
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Approach of the present study 

Psychometric characteristics of the introduced scales 

It is the overall goal of the current study to validate self-report scales measuring 
functional and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motives. More spe-
cifically, we will first examine whether these scales fulfill four basic psycho-
metric properties which are unidimensionality (homogeneity), convergence (correla-
tedness of all items composing a scale), discriminant validity, and stability (retest-
reliability).  

First, it is desirable that each motive variant by itself is unidimensional (inter-
nally consistent/homogenous). This means that a scale does not contain further 
subfacets. Having this characteristic facilitates the interpretation of mean values 
on that scale which are typically calculated across all items. Unidimensionality 
can be interpreted as a sign that the observed indicators reflect the underlying 
construct in a balanced way and that they allow a generalization from the level of 
the measured items to the level of the unmeasured construct (John & Benet-
Martínez, 2000). 

Second, the average correlation between all items of a scale (convergence) is 
another important characteristic of a sale. High values point to redundancy bet-
ween indicators whereas low values are a sign of a high proportion of idiosyncra-
tic error variance which can result in less precise measurements (John & Benet-
Martínez, 2000). Ideal values for this kind of item-level convergence depend on 
the breadth of a construct (Cronbach & Gleser, 1965). The functional and dys-
functional variants of power and affiliation motives conceptualized in this study 
may be rather broad constructs (that are relevant across a large range of situati-
ons) which suggests that values of the correlatedness of all items composing a 
scale fall toward the lower end of the recommended range from .15 to .50 (Clark 
& Watson, 1995).  

Third, scales that measure different constructs should be easy to distinguish 
from each other (discriminant validity; Campbell & Fiske, 1959). This means that 
the items within one motive variant (e.g., the functional power motive) should 
correlate higher with each other than with the items of another motive variant 
(e.g., the dysfunctional power motive or the functional affiliation motive; Hense-
ler et al., 2015). High discriminant validity indicates that a scale captures those 
characteristics that are specific for that particular construct (rather than redun-
dant). Pairwise heterotrait-monotrait ratios (HTMT ratios) allow a direct as-
sessment of this characteristic. These HTMT ratios are estimated by computing 
the ratio of the average correlations of the items between two scales in relation to 
the average correlations of the items within each scale. This ratio should fall sub-
stantially below 1, for instance, at < .90 or < .85 (cf. Henseler et al., 2015). 
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Comparisons of measurement models provide another way to examine dis-
criminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). In our case, we will compare a uni-
dimensional measurement model (in which all items of the power motive load 
on a common factor) to a two-dimensional measurement model (in which the 
items of the functional power motive load on another factor than the items of 
the dysfunctional power motive). We will use this approach to test our hypothe-
ses regarding the distinction between functional and dysfunctional variants wit-
hin both power and affiliation motives.  

To investigate discriminant validity, we will use a recently introduced class of 
measurement models called exploratory structural equation modeling (ESEM; 
Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009). These models are a mixture between exploratory 
and confirmatory factor analyses. On the one hand, ESEM allows a test of struc-
tural hypotheses (such as Hypotheses 1 and 2) by comparing measurement mo-
dels. ESEMs are able to model a hypothesized pattern of loadings and use ortho-
gonal factor rotation. On the other hand, ESEMs relax the strict assumptions of 
confirmatory factor analysis regarding conditional independence of all residuals 
of all items which are often unrealistic (Marsh et al., 2010; McLarnon & Tarraf, 
2017).  

Fourth and finally, all measurements of basic human motives should be stable 
over time (retest-reliability). For instance, individuals with above-average levels 
on the power motive should maintain high levels on the power motive over the 
period of a few months. Even if major changes happened in their lives during 
that period of time, these changes typically should not result in a complete 
change in motives but rather in gradual changes (Gouveia et al., 2015; Denzin-
ger & Brandstätter, 2018). 

Research question 1: Do the introduced scales satisfy basic psychometric 
properties? 

Nomological network of the introduced scales 

Beyond meeting basic psychometric quality standards, it is another important 
characteristic of new scales how they related to other scales that are already 
known. This so called nomological network of a construct describes the observable 
relationships of the focal construct with other constructs (Cronbach & Meehl, 
1955). In order to investigate the nomological net, researchers typically include 
both constructs that are similar to the focal construct as well as those that are 
not similar. It is an indication for a good scale if the relationships between ob-
servable measures reflect the relationships one would theoretically assume at 
the level of constructs.  

On a theoretical level, we expect some of the introduced scales to relate to 
some other motives and personality characteristics. For instance, the dysfunctio-
nal power motive should relate positively with the dark triad personality factors 
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(Machivellianism, psychopathy, and narcissism) whereas the functional power 
motive should not. Instead, the functional power motive should relate positively 
to openness or conscientiousness. As another example, the functional affiliation 
motive should relate positively with fairness whereas the dysfunctional affiliati-
on motive should relate positively with need for closure or neuroticism. 

Research question 2: How do functional and dysfunctional power and affilia-
tion motives relate to other motives? 

Research question 3: How do functional and dysfunctional power and affilia-
tion motives relate to personality characteristics? 

Method 

Samples 

Field survey. Participants are 961 individuals (513 female) with a mean age of 
31 years (SD = 12; cf. Chapter 1, Tables 1.6 and 1.7 for on overview of the use of 
samples throughout this dissertation). Most of them have work experience 
(73%) of, on average, 9 years (SD = 12). Some of the participants hold or held 
(if not working anymore) a professional leadership positions (27%). We recrui-
ted half of the participants through an online platform for micro jobs and the 
other half through local advertisements and social networks. Participants were 
compensated with €2.50 or course credit for an approximate duration of 15 to 
25 min. The final sample size was not based on interim analysis but depended 
on our budget (€2,000 for the final wave of recruiting). 

Longitudinal survey. Participants are 35 individuals (28 female) with a 
mean age of 26 years (SD = 7). Most of them (91%) are students and received 
course credit. The final sample size was not based on interim analysis but de-
pended on the psychology students’ willingness to participate. 

Measures of functional and dysfunctional variants of 
power and affiliation motives 

Functional power motive. We define the functional power motive as the desire 
to wield power in a responsible way and/or to possess power in order contribute 
to society. An example item reads “I enjoy to contribute something through my 
channels of influence that is aligned with the greater good.” 

Dysfunctional power motive. The dysfunctional power motive describes a 
need to achieve or wield power in order to gain superiority over others. A cha-
racteristic item is “It pleases me to have a lot of power and influence, because 
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Table 2.1
Factor loadings of items measuring functional and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliati-
on motives

Item
Power Affiliation

F D F D

Functional power motive
1 It satisfies me to influence others in their actions and attitu-

des so that they discover unexpected capabilities and ac-
complish challenging tasks. 

   .42    .00    .13 −.25

2 It pleases me to take responsibility for a greater cause, even if 
that might involve experiencing setbacks and admitting mis-
takes. 

   .48    .07    .03 −.20

3 I like advancing controversial views, but only if it happens in 
an appropriate way. 

   .49    .12    .58 −.42

4 I enjoy to contribute something through my channels of in-
fluence that is aligned with the greater good. 

   .66    .21    .39    .02

Dysfunctional power motive
1 I enjoy it if others have to obtain my advice or instructions 

before they act. 
   .17    .64    .02    .12

2 It pleases me to have a lot of power and influence, because 
there are many people that you need to keep under con-
trol. 

   .17    .80    .09    .10

3 It is so important for me to reach my personal goals that I 
would use other people for it. 

   .06    .60 −.11    .06

4 It is a nice feeling to demonstrate my social status.    .12    .63 −.21    .32
Functional affiliation motive
1 I wish that people like me for being sympathetic and coope-

rative. 
   .38    .29    .64    .19

2 When I have to make decisions against the will of others, I 
pay close attention not to put myself in the position of an 
outsider. 

   .14 −.04    .36    .23

3 I enjoy to constructively pursue a common goal with other 
people. 

   .15 −.41    .39 −.14

4 Especially when making unpopular decisions, I find it particu-
larly important to be appreciative of those who are affected 
by these decisions. 

   .26    .00    .39 −.02

Dysfunctional affiliation motive
1 I avoid at all costs to engage in conflicts that jeopardize har-

monious togetherness within the group. 
−.20    .03    .21    .54

2 I often worry that others like me less for saying something 
wrong. In these moments I rather fall silent than risk to 
offend with my opinion. 

−.31    .10    .41    .70

3 It is more important to me to approach conflicts construc-
tively rather than sweeping them under the rug only to 
maintain harmony. (reverse coded) 

−.19    .20 −.17    .42

4 It is very important to me to be accepted by others. There-
fore I sometimes say things of which I am not convinced 
that they are right, but that make me look good.

−.17    .25 −.06    .67

Note. F = functional, D = dysfunctional. Coefficients are standardized factor loadings from a four dimensional 
exploratory structural equation model (N = 961). The hypothesized primary loadings are printed in bold. All t 
> 7.90, p < .001.
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there are many people that you need to keep under control.” 
Functional affiliation motive. We define the functional affiliation motive as 

a desire for positive social interactions and for showing sincerity and considera-
tion. One of the items reads “I enjoy to constructively pursue a common goal 
with other people.” 

Dysfunctional affiliation motive. The dysfunctional affiliation motive is 
defined as an exaggerated need to belong associated with fear of rejection. A re-
presentative item reads “It is very important to me to be accepted by others. 
Therefore I sometimes say things of which I am not convinced that they are 
right, but that make me look good.” 

Item development. During item development, we wanted to achieve high 
content validity by keeping the phrasing of all items close to the descriptions of 
the respective motive variants in the literature. When developing items for the 
power motive, we used the descriptions by McClelland (1970), Winter (1973), 
McClelland and Burnham (1976), as well as Magee and Langner (2008). When 
developing items for the affiliation motive, McClelland and Burnham (1976) 
were our main reference. Georg (2014) contributed significantly to item deve-
lopment. The initial item pool consisted of 35 items of which 9 measured the 
functional power motive, 13 measured the dysfunctional power motive, 6 mea-
sured the functional affiliation motive, and 7 measured the dysfunctional affilia-
tion motive. These differences in the number of items per scale reflect differen-
ces in the available literature about these variants. We tolerated a complex phra-
sing of the items as long as it seemed necessary to distinguish between functio-
nal and dysfunctional variants of a motive. 

Item selection. We reduced the number of items from 35 to 16 (4 items per 
scale) in order to retain only those items that contribute most to an unambi-
guous measurement of each motive variant. We used the responses of the first 
201 participants from the field survey and of 111 participants from the laborato-
ry study. Of the resulting sample (N = 312), 53% are female with a mean age of 
26 years (SD = 14). The remaining participants from the field survey and from 
the longitudinal survey only completed the 16 items that were selected. 

During item selection, we strived to optimize our decisions with regard to 
several criteria. These were (a) a high correlation between an item and its scale, 
(b) a relatively low correlation between an item and the other scales—particular-
ly those who measure another variant of same motive or the same functionality 
of another motive, as well as (c) a broad representation of each respective con-
struct in accordance with the description in the literature. 

For example, the application of criterion (b) has resulted in the deletion of 
the item “If someone is well disposed to me, I like to reward that with little so-
methings or favors” which was supposed to measure a dysfunctional affiliation 
motive according to the description by McClelland and Burnham (1976). This 
item had a substantial cross-loading on the dysfunctional power motive. Another 
example is the item “as a member of a group, I like representing it at public 
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events” which we created as an indicator of the functional affiliation motive. Cri-
teria (b) and (c) made us drop this item because it did not fit well enough with a 
narrow definition of the functional affiliation motive. The items that were finally 
selected are presented in Table 2.1. These were translated to English and back 
translated to German. Any discrepancies were resolved through discussion. Ap-
pendix A presents the original German items.  

Measures of other motives 

Achievement motive. We measured the achievement motive using 4 items from 
the business focused inventory of personality; Hossiep et al., 2003). We chose 
those items with the highest factor loadings and a general phrasing, e.g., “even 
after a very good performance, I still seek improvement.” 

Need for closure. We assessed the need for cognitive closure by presenting 
participants with those 4 items from the short version of the need for closure 
scale (Roets & van Hiel, 2011) that had the strongest loading on the scale’s pri-
mary factor. An example item is “I enjoy having a clear and structured mode of 
life.” We translated these items into German language. 

Measures of personality 

Big Five. We measured the Big Five personality traits using the German version 
of the Big Five inventory (BFI-10; Rammstedt et al., 2013) which covers each 
dimension with 2 items, e.g., “I get nervous easily” (neuroticism), “I am outgo-
ing, sociable” (extraversion), “I have an active imagination” (openness), “I am 
generally trusting” (agreeableness), and “I do a thorough job” (conscientious-
ness). 

Fairness. We measured fairness using the 3-item fairness subscale from the 
Honesty/Humility dimension of the HEXACO-60 (Ashton & Lee, 2009). Hexa-
co.org provides a German version of the items. An example item reads “I would 
never accept a bribe, even if it were very large.” 

Dark triad. Machiavellianism and psychopathy were each measured with 3 
items from the German version of the naughty nine (Küfner et al., 2015), e.g., “I 
tend to manipulate others to get my way” and “I tend to lack remorse”, respec-
tively. Narcissism was measured using the German language short version of the 
narcissistic admiration and rivalry questionnaire (Back et al., 2013) which dis-
tinguishes with between two facets of narcissism with 3 items each. These are 
admiration (“I deserve to be seen as a great personality”) and rivalry (“I want 
my rivals to fail”). 

http://hexaco.org
http://hexaco.org
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Procedure 

Both surveys were conducted online. We informed all participants about the 
purpose of each survey. All participants provided informed consent. The institu-
tional review board of the Technische Universität Darmstadt has approved both 
surveys. In both surveys, we measured more variables than we report in this 
chapter of which some will be used in the remaining chapters. If not indicated 
otherwise, all items were answered on 6-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (does 
not apply at all) to 6 (fully applies). We asked the participants to answer the items 
measuring functional and dysfunctional power and affiliation motives with re-
gard to the context of work.  

Field survey. We presented all scales in randomized order. 
Longitudinal survey. Participants completed the scales measuring functio-

nal and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motives four times at in-
tervals of 30 to 32 days. Twelve percent of all values are missing (123 of 140 data 
points are available).  

Results 

All analyses are based on data from the field survey (N = 960 to 961) except for 
the analyses of temporal stability which are based on data from the longitudinal 
survey.  

Table 2.2
Heterotrait-monotrait ratios in pairwise comparisons of functional and dysfunctional variants of 
power and affiliation motives

Motive variant

Heterotrait-monotrait ratios  
of inter-item correlations

1 2 3 4

1 Functional power motive —

2 Dysfunctional power motive    .28   —

3 Functional affiliation motive    .68 −.01   —

4 Dysfunctional affiliation motive −.47    .36    .10 —

Note. Heterotrait-monotrait ratios compare the inter-item correlations between two motive variants to the 
inter-item correlations within each motive variant. N Җ 960-961.
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Psychometric characteristics of the introduced scales 

Unidimensionality. For each motive variant, we examined unidimensionality 
using minimum rank factor analysis (Ten Berge & Kiers, 1991) with the program 
FAKTOR 10 (Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando, 2013). We calculated the ratio of com-
mon variance explained by the first factor compared to all other factors (ECV; 
Ten Berge & Sočan, 2004) which can be interpreted as the closeness of a scale to 
unidimensionality (Sijtsma, 2009). The ECVs are 96% (functional power moti-
ve), 90% (dysfunctional power motive), 78% (functional affiliation motive), and 
89% (dysfunctional affiliation motive). Parallel analyses point to a unidimensio-
nal solution in all cases (Timmerman & Lorenzo-Seva, 2011). These findings 
indicate that each of the four motive variants can be considered as unidimensio-
nal. 

Table 2.3
Fit indices and comparisons between different exploratory structural equation models

Dimensions Factors/interpretation !2 df RMSEA CFI ∆!2 ∆df

Power motive

1 1. Power motive 984.84 20 .224    .60 — —

2 1. Functional power motive 
2. Dysfunctional power motive

55.39 13 .058    .98    627.86 7

Affiliation motive

1 1. Affiliation motive 914.19 20 .216    .58 — —

2 1. Functional affiliation motive  
2. Dysfunctional affiliation motive

53.26 13 .057    .98    593.08 7

Both motives

1 1. Functionality 3708.35 104 .190    .36 — —

2 1. Functionality 
2. Power motive

1530.07 89 .130    .74    1313.58 15

3 1. Functionality 
2. Power motive 
3. Affiliation motive

254.46 75 .050    .97    687.99 14

4 1. Functional power motive 
2. Dysfunctional power motive 
3. Functional affiliation motive  
4. Dysfunctional affiliation motive

166.09 62 .042    .98    84.58 13

Note. df = degrees of freedom, RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation, CFI = comparative fit 
index, ∆!2 = difference test using the function DIFFTEST implemented in Mplus. p < .001 for all !2 and ∆!2-
tests. N = 961.
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Average inter-item correlations. We computed the average correlations 
between all items of each motive variant (item-level convergence) which should 
be between .15 and .50 (Clark & Watson, 1995). Cronbach’s alpha results from 
the combination of test length (4 items per scale) and average inter-item correla-
tions which are rmean = .33, α = .66 (functional power motive), rmean = .41, α = .
74 (dysfunctional power motive), rmean = .23, α = .53 (functional affiliation mo-
tive), and rmean = .34, α  = .67 (dysfunctional affiliation motive). These results 
do not contradict the assumption that all items measure their respective scales 
with an appropriate ratio of independence and redundancy (Cronbach & Gleser, 
1965; Clark & Watson, 1995).  

Discriminant validity. We tested the independence of each of the four mo-
tive variants in relation to the remaining three motive variants. The ratio of the 
correlations of the items of one scale with the items of another scale in compari-
son to the average correlation within each scale represents the hetereotrait-mo-
notrait ratio of correlations (HTMT ratio; Henseler et al., 2015). We find that 
the HTMT ratios for all four motive variants are below the cutoff of .85 (Hense-
ler et al., 2015). Please refer to Table 2.2 for all HTMT ratios. The highest over-
lap is between the functional power motive and the functional affiliation motive 
(.68). The remaining pairwise comparisons yield lower HTMT ratios (|.01| to |.
47|). These findings suggest that the four motive variants can be distinguished 
from each other.  

In order to test Hypotheses 1 and 2, we compared a unidimensional measu-
rement model for each of the motives (in which the items measuring functional 
and dysfunctional variants load on a common factor) to a two-dimensional mea-
surement model (in which the items measuring functional and dysfunctional 
variants load on separate factors). If the two-dimensional model fits the data 
better than the unidimensional model, then both variants can be interpreted as 
being distinguishable from each other. We used Mplus 7.3 to estimate these mo-
dels. The WLSMV estimator accounts for the categorical nature of the items. We 
collapsed across extreme response categories until each response category con-
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Figure 2.1 Temporal stability of scale means of functional and dysfunctional 
power and affiliation motives Displayed are intraclass correlation coefficients 
from monthly measurements over a period of three months. N = 35, 123 of 
140 individual data points, 12% missing.
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tained at least 5% of the responses in order to increase the stability of estimati-
on (Brown & Benedetti, 1977). 

The results show that a two-dimensional model fits the data substantially 
better both for the power motive (∆!2 = 627.86, ∆df = 7, p < .001) as well as for 
the affiliation motive (∆!2 = 593.08, ∆df = 7, p < .001) as compared to a unidi-
mensional solution (cf. Table 2.3 for more information on model fit). These fin-
dings are in line with our hypotheses. Functional and dysfunctional variants can 
be distinguished from each other within both the power motive (Hypothesis 1) 
and the affiliation motive (Hypothesis 2).  

Furthermore, we computed a four-dimensional model with the items of all 
four motive variants. This model fits the data acceptably well, !2(62) = 166.1, p 
< .001, root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .042, comparative 
fit index (CFI) = .98. This model fits better than a three-dimensional solution of 
models with fewer factors (cf. model comparisons in Table 2.3). Table 2.1 pres-
ents factor loadings from the four-dimensional model. Taken together, these 
measurement models indicate that functional and dysfunctional variants of 
power and affiliation can be distinguished from each other. 

Temporal stability. We conducted a multilevel analysis for each of the four 
motive variants in which the scale means at each measurement occasion (Level 
1) are nested within participants (Level 2). The intraclass correlation coefficient 
(ICC) of the null model reflects the proportion of variance for each motive vari-
ants that can be attributed to the level of the participants (i.e., that is stable over 
time). This coefficient is well above 0 (see Figure 2.1). It is .79 for the functional 
power motive, .86 for the dysfunctional power motive, .55 for the functional affi-
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liation motive, and .81 for the dysfunctional affiliation motive. This finding indi-
cates that all four motive variants are relatively stable of the period of three 
months and do not fluctuate to a very large extent. Mean values are displayed in 
Figure 2.2. Taken together, our  

Nomological network of the introduced scales 

Other motives. In order to examine how functional and dysfunctional variants 
of power and affiliation motives relate to other motives (Research question 1) 
we conducted multiple regression analyses. Furthermore, we compared the 
amount of variance explained beyond a model that does not distinguish between 
functional and dysfunctional variants of each motive (i.e., that used scale means 
aggregating both functional and dysfunctional items for each motive). Table 2.4 
displays our results. We find the dysfunctional affiliation motive to be the stron-
gest predictor for the need for cognitive closure (β = .23). The bottom row of 
Table 2.4 indicates that distinguishing between functional and dysfunctional va-
riants of each motive (as compared to mean values aggregating both variants for 
each motive) only marginally improves the prediction of other motives (∆R2 = .
02 to .03). Taken together, these results suggest a considerable degree of discri-
minant validity towards the achievement motive and the need for cognitive clo-
sure. 

Personality characteristics. With regard to personality (i.e., Big Five, fair-
ness, and the dark triad; cf. Tables 2.5 and 2.5), the functional power motive ap-

Table 2.4
Relationship between functional and dysfunctional power and affiliation motives and other mo-
tives
Predictor Achievement motive Need for cognitive closure

Functional power motive   .28*** −.20*

Dysfunctional power motive   .25*** −.06

Functional affiliation motive   .15*    .12

Dysfunctional affiliation motive −.07   .23**

Total model

  R   .47***   .37***

Incremental variance explained by distinguishing within motives

  ∆R2   .03*    .02

Note. R = multiple correlation, ∆R2 = incremental variance explained by distinguishing between four motive 
variance as compared to two motives (operationalized via scale means). * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
(two-tailed t-tests). N = 201.
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pears to be related to scales that can be summarized as “positive energy.” These 
are low neuroticism, high extraversion, high openness, and high narcissistic ad-
miration. The dysfunctional power motive is related to scales that might be 
summarized as a “dark style in social interactions.” These are low agreeableness, 
low fairness, and high values on the dark triad. In contrast to the dysfunctional 
power motive, the functional affiliation motive shows an almost opposite pattern 
of relationship. The dysfunctional affiliation motive is related to variables that 
could be labelled as “low activity.” These are high neuroticism and low extraver-
sion. It is related to agreeableness (β = .23) but not with fairness or the dark 
triad. Conscientiousness is positively related to functional variants of both moti-
ves and negatively related to dysfunctional variants. The bottom rows of Tables 
2.5 and 2.6 indicate that the distinction between functional and dysfunctional 
variants of each motive (compared to an aggregate value across both variants of 
each motive) significantly improves the prediction of all personality characteris-
tics (∆R2 = .03 to .18). 

Discussion 

The results of the present study suggest that functional and dysfunctional vari-
ants of both power and affiliation motives can be distinguished from each other 
(Hypotheses 1 and 2). Researchers can measure these motive variants with new-
ly introduced scales. These scale satisfy the psychometric characteristics of uni-

Table 2.5

Relationships between functional and dysfunctional power and affiliation motives and personality charac-
teristics

Predictor
Neuro-
ticism

Extra- 
version Openness

Agree- 
ableness

Conscien- 
tiousness Fairness

Functional power motive −.20***   .18***   .13***    .03   .12**    .05

Dysfunctional power motive −.04   .10** −.09* −.30*** −.13*** −.27***

Functional affiliation motive   .11***    .06    .05   .20***   .13***   .18***

Dysfunctional affiliation motive   .29*** −.26*** −.07*   .23*** −.13*** −.05

Total model

  R   .40***   .38***   .20***   .39***   .30***   .35***

Incremental variance explained by distinguishing within motives

  ∆R2   .03***   .06***   .04***   .04***   .09***   .09***

Note. R = multiple correlation, ∆R2 = incremental variance explained by distinguishing between four motive 
variants as compared to two motives (operationalized via scale means). * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
(two-tailed t-test). N = 961.
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dimensionality, item-level convergence, discriminant validity, and retest-reliabili-
ty (Research question 1). Moreover, they correlate with other motives and per-
sonality characteristics in a meaningful way (Research questions 2 and 3). 

It is our hope that introducing these scales will promote a differentiated view 
of motives as researchers have proposed for decades (e.g., McClelland, 1970; 
McClelland & Burnham, 1976). This may have several benefits. First, distinguis-
hing between bright and dark sides of a trait may help understand why a variable 
can have both positive and negative consequences at the same time (e.g., Judge 
et al., 2009; Spangler et al., 2014). Differentiating between functional and dys-
functional motive variants might reveal that different variants are responsible for 
positive vs. negative consequences of a motive. Both variants may occur simulta-
neously but do not have to. We hope that these distinctions contributes to a 
more detailed understanding of the factors influencing both desirable and unde-
sirable behavior. It seems interesting (Davis, 1971) to use these scales in order 
to better understand conflicting evidence about the role of motives for lea-
dership (e.g., McClelland & Burnham, 1976, vs. Steinmann et al., 2015). 

The introduced scales provide an opportunity to distinguish between vari-
ants of motives that belong to the explicit motivational system. To the best of our 
knowledge, research on the role of motives for leadership (e.g., McClelland, 
1970; McClelland & Burnham, 1976) has not yet made any propositions about 
the differences between implicit and explicit power and affiliation motives for 
leadership (see Howard, 2013, for a comparison of the role of both motivational 
systems for leadership without distinguishing between functional and dysfunc-
tional variants of explicit power and affiliation motives). Therefore, it seems be-
neficial to be able to use the introduced scales in order to examine whether 

Table 2.6

Relationships between functional and dysfunctional power and affiliation motives and the dark triad

Predictor
Machia- 

vellianism Psychopathy
Narcissistic  
admiration

Narcissistic  
rivalry

Functional power motive −.03 −.10   .16* −.00

Dysfunctional power motive   .53***   .45***   .56***   .56***

Functional affiliation motive −.18** −.22**    .04 −.18**

Dysfunctional affiliation motive    .03 −.05 −.07    .11

Total model

  R   .56***   .50***   .61***   .61***

Incremental variance explained by distinguishing within motives

  ∆R2   .15***   .15***   .03*   .18***

Note. R = multiple correlation, ∆R2 = incremental variance explained by distinguishing between four motive 
variants as compared to two motives (operationalized via scale means). * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
(two-tailed t-tests). N = 201.
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McClelland and Burnham’s (1976) propositions apply to the explicit motivational 
system. 

Strengths and limitations 

We believe that it is a strength of the present study that it does not attempt or 
claim to develop new constructs. Instead, we followed propositions from pre-
vious research as closely as possible when we developed the scales measuring 
functional and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motives. This ap-
proach is based on our goal to simplify research on power and affiliation motives 
rather than—by adding new constructs—complicating it. We hope that the intro-
duced scales make it easier to aggregate findings using meta-analytic techniques 
as compared to previous operationalizations of variants of power and affiliation 
motives (cf. Chapter 1, Table 1.5).  

It is a weakness of the present study that the developed scales do not have 
excellent psychometric characteristics (such as a clean pattern of factor loadings 
or higher Cronbach’s alphas). Cronbach’s alpha is a direct function of test length 
and 4 items seem to be not enough to measure functional and dysfunctional va-
riants of power and affiliation motives with great precision. In order to develop 
better scales that contain 10 to 20 items per motive variant (Clark & Watson, 
1995), the initial pool of items has to be much larger than 35 items. It is still 
very possible to use these scales for research purposes until longer scales are 
available. Whether Cronbach’s alphas of .53 to .74 and retest-reliabilities of .55 
to .86 are “good enough” depends on the individual needs of the particular users 
of a scale (John & Benet-Martinez, 2000). For example, a retest-reliability of .55 
sets the upper limit to validity at .74 (√.55) which can still be high enough.  

Another weakness of this study is that it does not provide a complete valida-
tion of the introduced scales. For instance, it seems interesting to examine whe-
ther functional and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motive show 
convergent or discriminant validity with regard to general measures of power 
and affiliation motives (e.g., using the unified motives scale; Schönbrodt & Gers-
tenberg, 2012) or with regard to approach and avoidance components of power 
and affiliation motives (e.g., using the Hamburg motivation to lead inventory; 
Felfe et al., 2012). 

Future research 

Future research may use the introduced scales to further our understanding of 
the role of power and affiliation motives for leadership. It is still an open questi-
on whether a dysfunctional power motive is merely less beneficial for leadership 
than a functional power motive (as proposed by McClelland & Burnham, 1976) 
or even detrimental for leadership success. Another important question involves 
the affiliation motive. So far, researchers have disagreed about the role of the 
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affiliation motive for leadership (McClelland & Burnham, 1976; Cornelius & 
Lane, 1984; Winter, 1991; Howard, 2013; Spangler et al., 2014; Steinmann et al., 
2015, 2016). 

It is an open question to what degree the proposed functionality of motive 
variants generalizes from leadership contexts to social interactions more general-
ly. Should functional variants of power and affiliation motives generally be prefer-
red over dysfunctional variants regardless if someone is a leader, a team member, 
or unemployed? This would imply that motive variants affect social interactions 
beyond the context of work, for instance, in romantic relationships or fri-
endships. We also do not know whether functional and dysfunctional variants of 
power and affiliation motives affect ares of life other than social interactions, such 
as career paths, consumer behavior, family planning, leisure activities, political 
orientation, mental disorders, or lawful behavior. We believe that it is possible 
that McClelland and Burnham’s (1976) propositions do not generalize to all per-
sons and/or to all areas of life. For example, some occupational relationships 
may benefit from a dysfunctional affiliation motive at least in the short term gi-
ven that it promotes adaptation to problematic relationships. Based on the fin-
dings from future research, the use of the terms functional and dysfunctional might 
have to be restricted to certain groups of people and/or to particular areas of life. 
Alternatively, these terms can be replaced by more neutral terms such as sociali-
zed vs. personalized (in case of the power motive) or process-oriented vs. outcome-ori-
ented (in case of the affiliation motive). 

Finally, our results suggest that future research should improve the scales 
measuring functional and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motives 
by increasing their length. Doing so will likely require a more nuanced under-
standing of the internal (facet-level) structure within each motive variant. For 
each facet of each motive variant, a sufficient number of items needs to be deve-
loped. This will allow representing each facet in the final scale to an extent that 
matches the importance of that facet. The developed items should not overlap 
too much with (a) other items of the same facet, (b) other items of the same 
motive variant, and especially not with (c) other items of different motive vari-
ants. Including further outcome variables (e.g., identity, beliefs, and social net-
works) would allow a more general validation of the introduced scales.  

Conclusion 

The present study shows that power and affiliation motives can both be separa-
ted into functional and dysfunctional variants which exhibit unique patterns of 
relationships with other motives and personality characteristics. This study in-
troduced self-report scales that allow for an economic measurement of functio-
nal and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motives and that possess 
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satisfactory degrees of unidimensionality, convergent validity, discriminant vali-
dity, and retest-reliability. Future research can use these scales in order to resol-
ve inconsistent findings concerning the role of power and affiliation motives for 
effective leadership. 
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